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3.2.3 Individuals 

 

Letter 
33 

Amber Beckler 
January 13, 2019 

33-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 32. See responses to 
comments 32-1 through 32-3. 
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Letter 
34 

Jan Bell 
February 22, 2019 

34-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project and does not 
address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or 
qualities of the project into consideration when making a decision regarding the project. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIR is incomplete because it does not include an alternative 
that would lessen the project’s impacts. This is incorrect. The Draft EIR’s alternatives were designed 
specifically to reduce the project’s significant impacts on the environment. See Master Response 1: 
Alternatives Analysis for additional information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives 
analysis. 

As to the request that the County recirculate the Draft EIR with an analysis of the Citizen-Initiated 
Smart Growth Plan, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the 
master response, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, 
would not meet primary project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to 
several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, 
Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., 
biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and 
traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the 
CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 
35 

Cheryl Berkema 
January 14, 2019 

35-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 32. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See responses to comments 32-1 
through 32-3. 
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Letter 
36 

Cheryl Berkema 
February 18, 2019 

36-1 The comment describes that requests have been previously submitted to the Placer County Planning 
Commission asking that Placer County projects be rescheduled and staggered to allow adequate 
time for public review. CEQA requires a public review period of 45 days for EIRs that require state 
agency review, which was met and exceeded by the County with the provision of a 67-day review 
period for the project. There is no basis under CEQA to extend that timeframe. 

 Regarding the comment that the SAP document was so large that the County received a waiver from 
the State Clearinghouse to divide it into multiple pieces, this is incorrect. Many EIRs exceed 300 
pages, especially EIRs evaluating the impacts of large and/or complex project. The State 
Clearinghouse does not require a waiver. 

Regarding the comment that the Draft EIR review period occurred during a federal shutdown, 
prohibiting public inquiries on housing, transportation, federal environmental issues, and the PCCP, 
see response to comment 32-1. Also, see response to comment 11-1 regarding the potential effect 
of the federal government shutdown to constrain federal agencies’ ability to provide comments on 
the Draft EIR. 

Regarding the comment that the SIA Plan is not economically feasible, a market study was prepared 
by EPS, which evaluated the economic viability of the PRSP and SAP. The market study did not 
conclude that the PRSP or SAP was economically unviable, although it did identify a buildout period 
of over 80 years for the full SAP. The Draft EIR uses this buildout assumption throughout the 
environmental analysis for the SAP. However, the comment primarily raises issues regarding the 
County’s investment in the plan. This is not an environmental issue and no further response is 
required regarding this issue.  

The remainder of the comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project 
and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions into 
consideration when making a decision regarding the project. 

36-2 The comment lists the areas in which the SAP is purportedly deficient. Many of the items in this list 
relate to the merits of the project and do not raise environmental issues or issues with the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR. This response will focus on the items that relate to environmental issues. 

The comment suggests the project would destroy significant vernal pools, habitats, and endangered 
species. The impacts related to biological resources are disclosed in Section 4.4, “Biological 
Resources.” The Draft EIR concludes that impacts related to vernal pools and aquatic habitat and 
impacts to special-status species would be significant and unavoidable after implementation of 
mitigation measures identified. The comment does not raise issues with these conclusions or with 
the analysis of the Draft EIR.  

The comment indicates that the project would create close to one million daily vehicle trips and 
suggests that this conflicts with project objectives. Trip generation for the Cumulative Plus SAP 
Buildout is provided in Table 4.14-35 in Section 4.14, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft 
EIR. The daily trip total is 561,635. The comment does not raise issues with the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions or analysis. 

The comment raises issues with the project’s energy efficiency and GHG generation. The Draft EIR 
includes a thorough analysis of the project’s GHG generation and energy efficiency in Sections 4.7 
and 4.16, respectively. The comment does not raise issues with the Draft EIR’s analysis or 
conclusions. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-327 

The comment suggests that mitigation measures related to the PCCP are infeasible because the 
PCCP has not been adopted. Mitigation measures in Section 4.4., “Biological Resources,” that 
require mitigation under the PCCP include a separate set of measures that would be required in the 
case that the PCCP, including the Western Placer CARP and associated USACE programmatic 
permits, are not adopted, or are not available as a permitting and mitigation strategy for future 
projects. Therefore, the feasibility of mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR is not dependent 
on adoption of the PCCP. More details related to this issue are provided in Master Response 3: 
Placer County Conservation Program and Mitigation. 

The comment suggests that mitigation measures are infeasible because they are not funded. The 
comment does not identify specific mitigation measures; therefore, specific responses cannot be 
provided. Project proponents and applicants would be responsible for funding mitigation measures 
associated specifically with project impacts.  

Regarding the comment about hourly workers not being able to afford housing in the Sunset Area, 
the housing market is subject to the same forces of demand and supply as any other market. 
Demand for housing is determined by various factors, including housing prices, population (size of 
the market), household income, employment opportunities, transportation options and costs, 
interest rates, availability of credit, long-term economic outlook, and other factors. Housing supply is 
similarly impacted by a number of different factors, including housing cost, land value, landowner 
expectations and preferences, government regulations, availability of financing, and other factors. 
Market demand for housing comprises households with a range of incomes capable of affording a 
range of housing costs. Housing markets also contain a range of housing typologies (e.g., size, 
density, tenure, market-rate, subsidized) to meet different segments of demand. The project is 
envisioned to contain different housing options at various price points. These housing options 
include single-family homes of mixed densities, high-density multifamily homes, student housing, 
and subsidized affordable housing. This range of housing options is intended to accommodate a 
range of salary levels and meet market demand. 

36-3 The comment expresses concern about the public outreach conducted for this project, requests that 
the County recirculate the Draft EIR with an analysis of the Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, and 
expresses concern about the County’s presentation at the public hearing that characterized the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts as being outside of the County’s jurisdiction and 
control. These issues are addressed below. 

CEQA requires, and allows for, numerous opportunities for the public to provide comments 
throughout the environmental review process. These comments help to guide the development of 
alternatives and the environmental analysis. Such opportunities include the public scoping process 
which occurs when the notice of preparation is published, formal public comment period after the 
release of the draft environmental document, as well as public hearings. These public input 
processes are described in detail in Section 1.3, “Environmental Review Process,” of the Draft EIR. 
All comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period will be reviewed and 
considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors before a decision 
on the project is rendered. Going forward, several meetings will be held as part of the project 
approval process, and the public is invited to attend and provide comments at these meetings, which 
will include the Placer County Planning Commission and the Placer County Board of Supervisors. 

 As to the request that the County recirculate the Draft EIR with an analysis of the Citizen-Initiated 
Smart Growth Plan, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the 
master response, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, 
would not meet primary project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to 
several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, 
Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., 
biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and 
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traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the 
CISGP as a project alternative. 

 Regarding the comment about the County’s presentation at the public hearing that characterized the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts as being outside of the County’s jurisdiction and 
control, see Section 5.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft EIR, which lists the 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts and also states, 

It should be noted that many of these impacts are considered unavoidable only because they 
would occur outside of Placer County’s jurisdiction and the County could not ensure the 
enforcement of the otherwise feasible mitigation measures identified in this EIR.  

CEQA requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant adverse environmental effects 
of projects over which they have discretionary approval authority before taking action on those 
projects (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.). CEQA also requires that each public 
agency avoid or mitigate to less-than-significant levels, wherever feasible, the significant adverse 
environmental effects of projects it approves or implements. If a project would result in significant 
and unavoidable environmental impacts (i.e., significant effects that cannot be feasibly mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels), the project can still be approved, but the lead agency's decisionmaker, 
in this case the Placer County Board of Supervisors, must prepare findings and issue a “statement of 
overriding considerations” explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other considerations 
that they believe, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable (PRC 
Section 21002; CCR Section 15093). 
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Letter 
37 

Cheryl Berkema 
February 22, 2019 

This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 36. Therefore, the responses 
simply cross reference to responses to this letter.  

37-1 See response to comment 36-1. 

37-2 See response to comment 36-2. 

37-3 See response to comment 36-3. 
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Letter 
38 

Larissa Berry 
January 13, 2019 

38-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 32. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See responses to comments 32-1 
through 32-3. 

 
Letter 

39 
Larissa Berry 
January 31, 2019 

39-1 The comment asks where in the Draft EIR farmlands that would be affected by the project are 
described, including their soil classification. Section 4.2, “Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR 
addresses this issue. Specifically, pages 4.2-3 through 4.2-7 describe the soil capability 
classification of soils within the project site. 
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Letter 

40 
Larissa Berry 
February 13, 2019 

40-1 The comment expresses concern about the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same 
timeframe and the length and complexity of the documents. See response to comment 32-1 
regarding CEQA requirements for public review periods, CEQA page limit recommendations, and 
requests for extension of the comment period. 

 The comment also states that the 2019 CEQA Guidelines require a review period of 120 days. This is 
not correct. As described in response to comment 32-1, Section 15105(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requires that Draft EIRs are circulated for a minimum of 30 days, unless state agency 
review is required, in which case the review period must be 45 days (with certain exceptions).  

 Regarding the comment that the project is not economically feasible and that funds are not available 
for mitigation of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, a market study was prepared by 
EPS, which evaluated the economic viability of the PRSP and SAP. The market study did not conclude 
that the PRSP or SAP was economically unviable. Regarding mitigation funding, see Master 
Response 9: Mitigation and Development Fees. 
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 As to the request that the County recirculate the Draft EIR with an analysis of the CISGP, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough 
review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project 
objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. 
Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which 
achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 
41 

Larissa Berry 
February 21, 2019 

41-1 The comment expresses concern about the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same 
timeframe and the length and complexity of the documents. See response to comment 32-1 
regarding CEQA page limit recommendations. 

41-2 The comment expresses concern regarding cumulative LOS impacts and increases in VMT. The 
comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to consider cumulative traffic impacts resulting from 
vehicular travel in adjacent cities (Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin).  

The Draft EIR addresses the project’s impacts to traffic operations (i.e., level of service impacts to 
intersections and specific roadway segments) and overall vehicular use (i.e., vehicle miles traveled). 
This is also accounted for in the Draft EIR’s air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis. 

 The Draft EIR discloses the project’s cumulative traffic impacts, including the anticipated cumulative 
level of service, as described in Impacts 4.14-15 through 4.14-23. This includes reasonably 
foreseeable roadway projects that are anticipated to be completed based on the financially 
constrained SACOG 2036 MTP/SCS project list. 

 The Draft EIR cumulative traffic analysis includes trips generated by reasonably foreseeable 
development in Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin, as described on page 4.14-94. Furthermore, the 
traffic analysis considers the project’s traffic impacts in these jurisdictions, as shown in Impacts 
4.14-17 through 4.14-19. Exhibits 4.14-16, 4.14-19, and 4.14-22 show that the traffic analysis 
considers increases/changes in traffic volumes on roadways in Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin that 
result from the proposed project. Therefore, the analysis does address vehicular traffic changes in 
adjacent areas. 

41-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to address whether the project is feasible. The 
comment references the Regional University Plan. The Draft EIR was released for the SAP and PRSP, 
not the Regional University Plan. These are two separate projects. See responses to comments 56-6 
and 56-9 regarding financial feasibility. 

41-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not quantify how the No-Project Alternative would result 
in a more severe significant biological resources impact associated with loss of vernal pool habitat. 
This statement is excerpted from Section 6.5, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” of the Draft 
EIR. The complete analysis of the No-Project Alternative is provided on pages 6-10 through 6-14, 
with the analysis of biological resources provided on page 6-13. As described in Master Response 1: 
Alternatives Analysis, quantification of impacts is not required by CEQA for project alternatives. 
Rather, “the EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison to the proposed project” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[d]). 
As to the comment about the regional setting being critical to the assessment of environmental 
impacts, see Section 4.4.2, “Environmental Setting,” which describes the environmental setting for 
biological resources (including those resources that are rare or unique, as referenced in the 
comment). This environmental setting constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which the 
County determines whether an impact is significant, consistent with CEQA requirements. Mitigation is 
identified to reduce potentially significant and significant impacts. Where mitigation is unavailable or 
available but unable to reduce impacts to below the thresholds of significance, impacts are 
determined to be significant and unavoidable. Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the 
project’s significant impacts are adequately analyzed and discussed, and significant impacts are 
considered in the full environmental context. No evidence is provided to the contrary in this 
comment. 
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 Finally, the comment states that loss of vernal pools, farmland, etc. are not adequately described or 
evaluated. These issues are addressed in Sections 4.4, “Biological Resources,” and 4.2, “Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft EIR. The comment does not provide specific reasons specifying why the 
Draft EIR is inadequate in these analyses. Therefore, a response is not warranted. 

41-5 The comment claims the Draft EIR does not address affordable housing needs adequately, and 
requests further explanation as to how this project is consistent with State housing regulations. See 
response to comment 18-2. Additionally, see Section 4.12.2 of the Draft EIR for information 
regarding affordable housing needs and compliance with State housing law. State housing law 
requires counties to prepare a Housing Element as part of its General Plan to adequately plan to 
meet each jurisdiction’s housing needs, and Placer County complies with Sate housing regulations 
through the County’s Housing Element.  

41-6 The comment requests that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project. As noted 
in Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the 
County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project objectives, and would result 
in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes 
Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact 
reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of 
other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft 
EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 

 

Letter 
42 

Kathleen Crawford 
February 21, 2019 

42-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the project does not consider how the proposed 
developments would exacerbate current growth problems. Potential impacts of the project related to 
growth are evaluated in Section 4.12, “Population, Employment, and Housing,” of the Draft EIR. 
Impact 4.12-1 evaluates the population growth from new homes and businesses associated with the 
project and determined that impacts would be significant, but noted that reducing development 
would conflict with Placer County’s objectives to provide opportunities for economic innovation, offer 
housing diversity, improve the jobs-housing balance, catalyze development, establish a major 
employment center, and other objectives (see Chapter 3, “Project Description,” Subsection 3.4.1, 
“Sunset Area Plan Objectives,” and Subsection 3.4.2, “Placer Ranch Specific Plan Objectives”). 
Impact 4.12-3 evaluated the growth impacts of the project in association with cumulative growth in 
the region and concluded that while buildout of the net SAP and PRSP areas would have a modest 
contribution to overall regional growth, the project would have a considerable contribution to this 
significant cumulative impact. 
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Letter 
43 

Charlene Daniels 
February 22, 2019 

43-1 The comment expresses concern about the project’s land use impacts related to the project’s 
proximity to the landfill. See Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion regarding consistency of the 
project with Placer County General Plan Policy 4.G.11 and economic impacts on PCAPCD. Physical 
constraints related to odors and issues related to meeting project objectives are described in Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. The comment does not raise issues related to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions but raises issues regarding revising General Plan 
policy (the physical impacts of which are evaluated in the Draft EIR). 

Regarding the comment’s question as to what party will pay for changes in landfill operations in 
response to odor complaints, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), “[a]n 
EIR shall identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the environment.” 
Section 15358(b) notes that “[e]ffects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.” 
The comment regarding financial responsibility for changes in landfill operations can be considered 
by decisionmakers, but such an impact is outside the scope of the EIR; therefore, no revisions have 
been made to the Draft EIR in response to this part of the comment. 

43-2 The comment suggests that Housing Element policy B-6 be added to the Draft EIR list of applicable 
General Plan Policies. It requests additional discussion of County Housing Policies be added to the 
PRSP and EIR that describes the project’s affordable housing obligation in greater detail. The 
comment also requests information as to the timing, location, distribution of affordable units, 
university housing, and whether the affordable units would be concentrated near the landfill. See 
responses to comments 18-3 and 18-4, which address these issues. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
340 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 
Letter 

44 
Kristen Farquhar 
February 21, 2019 

44-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project; is also directed 
toward the project approval process; and does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions in 
the Draft EIR. All comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period will be 
reviewed and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 As to the request that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough 
review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project 
objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. 
Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which 
achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 

45 
Brett Hoffman 
February 20, 2019 

45-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 23. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See response to comment 23-1. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
342 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-343 

 
Letter 

46 
Carol Holliman 
February 22, 2019 

46-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See 
response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. As 
described therein, CEQA specifically requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant 
adverse environmental effects of projects over which they have discretionary approval authority 
before taking action on those projects (PRC Section 21000 et seq.). Thus, the commenter’s request 
that the County fully consider the implications of each significant and unavoidable impact is an 
explicit part of the CEQA process and, therefore, the County’s project approval process.  

 Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR alternatives do not adequately address the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts, see Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis. Also, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

46-2 The comment expresses concern regarding significant traffic impacts, particularly LOS impacts, 
identified in the Draft EIR, and specifically cites the Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard/Painted Desert Drive 
intersection as an example. The Draft EIR discloses the project’s impacts to traffic operations and 
identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the severity of these impacts. The example of the 
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard/Painted Desert Drive intersection is addressed on page 4.14-70. As 
noted in the Draft EIR, traffic operations at this intersection are restored to an acceptable LOS C or 
better with the recently installed traffic signal. 

 The comment incorrectly asserts that the project would result in an increase of 895,317 daily vehicle 
trips. The increase in daily vehicle trips cited in the comment is overstated. Table 4.14-35 on page 
4.14-106 of the Draft EIR presents the daily trip generation at buildout of the SAP. This table shows 
that 561,635 daily trip ends are generated at buildout of the SAP. However, some of these trip ends 
would remain internal to the SAP area (i.e., begin and end within the SAP area). Therefore, the 
number of external trips would be less. 

46-3 The comment requests fully funded mitigation plans be in place before considering approval of the 
EIR. Development within the net SAP and PRSP areas would be required to pay traffic fees for both 
regional roadway impacts as planned through various joint powers agencies and other groups the 
County participates in to mitigate impacts to off-site roadways that are outside the County’s land use 
authority. Also, see Master Response 9: Mitigation and Development Fees.  



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
344 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-345 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
346 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

Letter 
47 

Terence Holliman 
February 20, 2019 

47-1 The comment addresses the possible interpretation of Policy G-1 of the Housing Element in the 
Placer County General Plan to suggest that all new buildings in the county would be built to the 2016 
California Energy Code. Rather, the General Plan policy ensures compliance with the building 
standards in effect at the time of construction. All project buildings (and all new construction in the 
county) would be required to comply with the version of the California Energy Code in effect at time 
of construction, which could be the 2019 standards, or a later iteration. All development in the 
county is required to comply with the California Energy Code. No revisions are necessary to the Draft 
EIR. 

47-2 The comment suggests that the 2019 Energy Code be required for the project. See response to 
comment 29-1. 

47-3 The comment suggests that Policy G-1 be clarified. See response to comment 47-1. Regarding the 
issue raised number of County staff needed to enforce 2019 Title 24, Part 6, the County’s staffing 
levels in response to the updates to the California Energy Code will not be affected by whether the 
proposed project is approved. Also, this is not an environmental issue and no further response is 
required.  

47-4 The comment describes perceived benefits of the 2019 California Energy Code standards. No 
specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR are raised in this 
comment. No further response is warranted. 

47-5 The comment suggests that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project. See 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 

48 
Dr. Glen Holstein, Consulting Environmental Scientist 
February 12, 2019 

48-1 The commenter states he personally identified a population of western spadefoot in an ephemeral 
streambed in the SAP area and approximately 1,000 tricolored blackbirds foraging around the 
landfill.  

The Draft EIR acknowledges that western spadefoot may occur in the SAP area, analyzes potential 
impacts to this species (Impact 4.4-3), and proposes mitigation, including conducting surveys in 
suitable habitat, minimizing take (Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a), and compensation for habitat loss 
(Mitigation Measure 4.4-3b). 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that tricolored blackbird may occur in the SAP area, analyzes potential 
impacts to this species (Impact 4.4-5, page 4.4-53), and proposes mitigation, including conducting 
surveys in suitable habitat, minimizing disturbance, and compensation for habitat loss (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-5a).  
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Letter 
49 

Arlene Jamar 
February 21, 2019 

49-1 The comment is directed toward the project approval process and does not raise issues related to 
the adequacy of the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. All comment letters submitted 
during the Draft EIR public review period will be reviewed and considered by the Placer County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 The comment also asks about the process by which municipal services would be provided to the 
project in collaboration with the City of Roseville. Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR, 
describes the proposed utilities for the SAP on pages 3-26 and 3-27, and proposed utilities for the 
PRSP on pages 3-51 through 3-62 (other supporting infrastructure, including municipal services, 
located outside of the net SAP and PRSP areas are described in Section 3.6). Public utilities in the 
project area are provided by various entities, as identified in Table 4.15-1 and discussed in detail in 
Section 4.15, “Utilities,” of the Draft EIR.  

49-2 The comment requests that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project. As noted 
in Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the 
County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project objectives, and would result 
in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes 
Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact 
reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of 
other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft 
EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
350 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-351 

 
Letter 

50 
Holly Johnson 
January 12 and 14, 2019 

50-1 The comment expresses concern about the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same 
timeframe and the length and complexity of the documents. See response to comment 11-1 
regarding the government shutdown and the public’s ability to provide comments. See response to 
comment 32-1 regarding CEQA requirements for public review periods, CEQA page limit 
recommendations, and requests for extension of the comment period.  

50-2 A portion of the comment (including the subject line) references the Whitehawk I and II Projects in 
Granite Bay, for which the County issued a Draft EIR in November 2018 and a Final EIR in February 
2019. These projects are not associated with the SAP/PRSP or EIR. Nonetheless, see response to 
comment 32-1 regarding CEQA page limit recommendations and requests for extension of the 
comment period. 
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Letter 
51 

Scott Johnson 
February 14, 2019 

51-1 The comment notes that implementing the project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts, some of which would be unavoidable because they would occur outside of the County’s 
jurisdiction. These impacts are listed in Table 2-1 of the Executive Summary and in Section 5.1, 
“Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” the latter of which also includes the statement regarding 
jurisdiction. Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and 
unavoidable impacts. 

The comment also suggests that the project is completely dependent on the Pleasant Grove 
Retention Facility. This is not correct. The Draft EIR states (page 3-26) that development in the SAP 
area would require stormwater volumetric retention as a means to minimize increased stormwater 
volumes that would otherwise reach the Sacramento River and that volumetric retention could be 
either on site or off site; however, off-site facilities on a regional scale would be more practical for the 
SAP, and several have already undergone some level of planning and design. Page 3-58 of the Draft 
EIR (as revised by this Final EIR; see Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR”) provides even further 
clarity indicating that retention is proposed to occur either on-site, in the existing City of Lincoln 
Lakeview Farms retention basin, or in a proposed retention basin that could be constructed on the 
Scilacci Farms property, for which the County has secured an easement, which allows for flood 
control. Therefore, several retention options are identified, including on-site retention. The project is 
not dependent on implementation of the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility. 

51-2 The comment states that the SAP and PRSP conflict with the goals and objectives provided in the 
Draft EIR, including long-term sustainability and consistency with the Sacramento Area Council of 
Government’s Blueprint. This is a summary of the detailed comments provided by the commenter in 
comment letter 52, below. See responses to the detailed comments in comment letter 52, below.  

As to the request that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough 
review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project 
objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. 
Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which 
achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 

52 
Scott Johnson 
February 19, 2019 

52-1 The comment provides some examples of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. These 
impacts are also listed in Table 2-1 of the Executive Summary and in Section 5.1, “Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft EIR. Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA 
requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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52-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze or provide mitigation for impacts to wildlife 
or human health and wellbeing resulting from light pollution. Although the EIR states that no 
mitigation is available to reduce Impact 4.1-4, it should be noted that various lighting reduction 
measures would be required through existing and proposed policies. On page 4.1-24, the Draft EIR 
states: 

Parking lots and other similar areas may have tall light standards for safety and security. 
Placer County General Plan Policy 1.O.9 discourages the use of outdoor lighting that shines 
unnecessarily onto adjacent properties or into the night sky. Proposed SAP Policy LU/ED-3.9 
requires adherence to several lighting design principles, including designing lighting to 
minimize projection into adjacent properties and onto adjacent roads, and capping the size 
of light standards to 18 feet. The SAP Corridor Design Standards and Guidelines require all 
lighting to be Dark Sky compliant and for lighting to minimize glare. A PRSP Development 
Standard and Design Guidelines requirement is that lighting for hardscape elements and 
signage should not create upward glare visible to drivers or from adjacent land uses. These 
measures would help limit brightness and amount of light associated with the project 
development. 

Nighttime lighting reduction would be implemented due to compliance with SAP policy, and no 
additional mitigation measures are necessary. Although the commenter refers the County to the 
“Dark Sky group” and an article with case studies, the commenter does not identify, and the County 
is not aware of, additional measures that would be feasible and would further reduce impacts of the 
potentially significant nighttime lighting impact. In addition, as previously noted, lighting must be 
Dark Sky compliant. Therefore, the Draft EIR has not been revised in response to this portion of the 
comment, and Impact 4.1-4 remains significant and unavoidable.  

The commenter asks why the County would not use available mitigation and technologies and 
policies to protect views of the night sky. On page 4.2-16, the Draft EIR explains that there are no 
additional feasible measures beyond the required policies and design measures that would reduce 
impacts to less than significant: 

Although lighting would be minimized to the extent possible as a result of existing and 
proposed General Plan policies, including the directional requirements, capping of light 
standards, and minimizing spillover, the sheer quantity of lighting would create a new source 
of light pollution related to the substantial source of light across the project area. As a result, 
nighttime lighting impacts would be potentially significant. No feasible mitigation, beyond the 
policies and design measures, would be available to prevent the cumulative effect of light 
across the entire project area. Therefore, the impact related to nighttime lighting would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

As explained, several approaches are integrated into existing and planned policies, standards, and 
guidelines. Furthermore, CEQA’s mandate to reduce impacts is that an EIR shall describe feasible, 
fully enforceable measures that could minimize significant impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4[a]). The commenter has not provided other measures that may be feasible for the County’s 
consideration; therefore, no revisions have been made to the Draft EIR in response to this portion of 
the comment. 

In terms of lighting impacts on quality of life, the commenter does not cite a specific study or make 
specific claims about effects on sleep and quality of life. Therefore, only a general response can be 
provided to the commenter’s assertion that the EIR does not reference medical research related to 
night skies and health and well-being. The County recognizes there is research that may indicate that 
artificial light and light pollution can have an adverse impact on health (see, for example, Chepesiuk 
2009, Kraus 2016). However, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 indicates that a lead agency 
need not evaluate an impact that would be too speculative. Analyzing the impacts of nighttime 
lighting in the project area on the health of those nearby would be speculative for several reasons. 
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First, people generally sleep inside at night and have control over light pollution entering their 
sleeping quarters. For example, light pollution can be controlled in residences and hotels with 
curtains and sleep masks. Additionally, the County cannot determine what people will do to control 
light pollution; therefore, it would be speculative to determine how many people would block outdoor 
lighting from entering their sleeping quarters and how many would not. This information would, 
however, be necessary to determine the level of effect. Furthermore, so many other variables, such 
as noise and individual health, affect sleep quality. Finally, it cannot currently be known where 
specific light sources would be in the project area in relation to sleeping quarters, as no specific 
developments are proposed at this time. Therefore, it would be speculative to determine the ultimate 
health effects of project nighttime lighting.  

The commenter notes that the EIR does not discuss light pollution impacts that can best be 
characterized as economic and social effects (e.g., enjoyment of the night sky as a tourist attraction 
and as an attraction of new jobs to the area). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that 
“[e]conomic or social information may be included in an EIR” (emphasis added) and that the “focus 
of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” Therefore, CEQA does not require analysis of 
economic and social effects, and, if provided, the evaluation should focus on physical changes. The 
commenter has not identified, and the County is not aware of, physical impacts associated with the 
importance of the night sky to tourism in Placer County or the importance of night sky views to home, 
job, and business relocation to the County. The EIR evaluates impacts of the project on the 
environment, and the possibility of people traveling and moving to Placer County due to night sky 
views is not an impact of the proposed project on the environment. Therefore, no changes to the 
Draft EIR have been made in response to the comment. 

In the final paragraph of this commenter, it appears the commenter suggests that the County will 
allow structures that are not Dark Sky compliant because those guidelines have not been followed in 
adjacent communities. Regardless of what guidelines are followed in other communities and 
contrary to the commenter’s suggestion, development within the project area would be required to 
follow certain Dark Sky measures, as previously described. Furthermore, the commenter’s 
suggestion that buildings in surrounding communities be brought into Dark Sky compliance is not 
relevant to the proposed project, as the proposed project does not involve activities outside of the 
defined project area. 

The commenter suggests the Draft EIR should quantify light pollution and costs associated with it; 
however, such an exercise would be infeasible, and, insofar as the commenter is referring to 
monetary costs, such an analysis is not required by CEQA. Light pollution is measured through aerial 
imagery; this measurement is of existing light pollution and is not a model of future light pollution. 
The County is unaware of a widely accepted practice for modeling future or planned light pollution 
levels. If there is an accepted methodology, modeling light pollution from the proposed project would 
nevertheless be infeasible because the ultimate building lighting configurations and locations cannot 
be known at this time because no development is being proposed. As a result, it would not be 
possible to come up with a reasonably foreseeable lighting scenario to model. Furthermore, the 
analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate as written, and the conclusion that lighting impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable is adequately supported. 

Also, see response to comment 71-4. 

52-3 The comment states that the CISGP would reduce long-term operational emissions of criteria air 
pollutants and ozone precursors over the project. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart 
Growth Plan, which explains that the CISGP would likely result in greater levels of air pollutant 
emissions than the proposed project. 

 The comment suggests that removal of the Regional Shopping Center and Cornerstone District 
proposed in the CISGP would reduce vehicular trips; however, this is not substantiated in the CISGP 
nor in this comment. It should be noted that a “regional shopping center” would be allowed but is not 
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specifically identified as a land use in the SAP. The Draft EIR’s traffic analysis conservatively uses 
regional shopping center in the EMU to evaluate trip generation and estimate VMT, but that does not 
mean that a regional shopping center would develop in this location. Replacing the “regional 
shopping center” with a less vehicle-intensive use in the analysis would likely reduce traffic, VMT, 
and GHG estimates/impacts, but would yield less conservative results. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s 
analysis is appropriate. 

 The comment asserts that the project would include a shopping mall that is larger than several 
nearby shopping malls including the Galleria and Fountains in Roseville. As mentioned above and 
described on page 1-5 of the Draft SAP, the EMU designation could include a wide variety of uses, 
including entertainment venues, theme parks, super-regional destination retail, shopping, 
restaurants, recreational facilities, hotels, health care-related services, residential, and utility and 
safety facilities. Because there are a variety of uses allowed in this land use designation, and specific 
developments are not yet known, it cannot be assumed that the project would include a shopping 
mall larger than nearby retail.  

 The comment also addresses local retail profits. This is not an environmental issue that is evaluated 
under CEQA. The comment does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s 
opinions regarding the merits or qualities of the project into consideration when making a decision 
regarding project approval. 

52-4 The commenter’s disagreement with the analysis in the Draft EIR is noted; the County believes the 
Draft EIR accurately reflects impacts that would occur under the proposed project and reflects the 
requirements for analysis under CEQA. 

See Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of the Draft EIR’s evaluation of odor impacts, 
including which impacts are appropriately treated as speculative in the Draft EIR. Although food 
waste diversion is expected to increase over time, resulting in greater composting activities, the Draft 
EIR addresses impacts against an appropriate baseline. As explained on Draft EIR page 4-3, “the 
baseline conditions for this Draft EIR are generally the conditions that existed in the SAP area in 
2016,” consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a). The Draft EIR explains that “[t]his 
setting generally serves as the baseline against which environmental impacts are evaluated.” 
Therefore, the EIR properly analyses impacts associated with the landfill against existing conditions 
rather than conditions in the future 

See Master Response 4 regarding potential future expansion of the WRSL. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan regarding impacts of the CISGP. 

52-5 The comment suggests that mitigation has not been applied to address the project’s long-term 
operational air pollutant and precursor emission impact. The comment points to the cumulative 
impact, Impact 4.3-8 as offering no available mitigation. However, Impact 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR 
includes Mitigation Measures 4.3-3a, 4.3-3b, 4.3-3c, and 4.3-3d which all reduce the project’s 
operational air pollutant emissions. While the mitigation measures do not reduce the project’s level 
of emissions to less than significant, it provides numerous feasible measures to reduce emissions. 
Beyond the mitigation measures included in Impact 4.3-3, there are no other mitigation measures 
that could be applied that would be cumulatively beneficial. Thus, the significance conclusion 
remains significant and unavoidable.  

The comment suggests that vehicular trips and associated mobile-source emissions would be 
reduced under the CISGP in comparison to the proposed project. See Master Response 2: Citizen-
Initiated Smart Growth Plan.  

 The comment also discusses the potential reduction to vehicular trips by removing the Regional 
Shopping Center and Cornerstone District. See response to comment 52-3. 
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 The comment suggests that BRT is needed to serve the project area, particularly because there have 
been recent investments in transit lines, such as the Capitol Corridor train, that would bring more 
commuters to Placer County. The planning and implementation of BRT is not done at a plan-level 
scale because there would not be connections outside the project area that would serve BRT. 

52-6 The comment states the CISGP would reduce impacts on federally protected waters compared to the 
SAP. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. The comment states the Draft EIR 
does not give adequate attention to the need to restore and protect streambanks for the benefit of 
Central Valley steelhead and fall run chinook salmon in Auburn Ravine. The Draft EIR is not required 
to address impacts on Central Valley steelhead that are not related to the project. As noted on page 
4.4-52, indirect effects of project implementation on special-status fish habitat outside the project 
area would be less than significant with compliance with CVRWQCB, Placer County, and proposed 
SAP regulations and permit conditions, and implementation of LID measures and stormwater BMPs 
to protect downstream water quality and fish habitat. Therefore, additional measures to reduce the 
impact even further are not required.  

52-7 The comment states that it is necessary to preserve archipelagos of vernal pools; however, this term 
“archipelagos of vernal pools” does not have an ecological definition. The SAP Preserve/Mitigation 
Reserve land use designation comprises approximately 2,300 acres in the northern portion of the 
SAP area that contains the largest contiguous patches of high-density vernal pool complexes in the 
SAP area. It includes approximately 1,800 acres that are already preserved as permanent open 
space in four existing reserves. These preserve/mitigation reserve areas (see Exhibit 3-5, “SAP Land 
Use Diagram”) create large, interconnected preserves that would continue to provide habitat value to 
vernal pool species after the SAP is built out. 

The comment also states that moving the university to a different location in the SAP area would 
forestall impacts from building on soil types that have properties that severely limit their ability to 
support buildings and require specialty equipment and soil preparation that is irreversible. Soil 
stability is addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.6, “Geology and Soils.” In this section, the Draft 
EIR discloses that expansive soils occur within the net SAP area and the PRSP area. The Draft EIR 
identifies mitigation measures requiring submittal of geotechnical reports, which would identify 
specific recommendations for the design of structures and facilities to avoid adverse effects 
associated with these soils. The mitigation measures also require implementation of the 
recommendations identified in the geotechnical reports. 

The comment also states the SAP does not do enough to fit land uses around the vernal pool 
landscape and instead allows the developer to put desired land uses onto valuable and diverse 
vernal pool landscapes. Nearly the entire SAP area, including the PRSP area, supports vernal pool 
complexes so moving the university to a different area within the SAP area would not eliminate 
impacts on vernal pool resources. The area identified for the university is within an area that 
supports low density vernal pool complexes (<1-percent density of vernal pool type wetlands). 
Therefore, moving the university to another undeveloped location would produce similar or greater 
losses of vernal pool habitat. Urban development within vernal pool complexes constitutes a 
permanent and irreversible loss of habitat no matter which soil type underlies the development. 

See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As discussed in the master response, 
the County finds that locating the university site in an area that has substantial existing 
development, as proposed in the CISGP, would be infeasible. 

52-8 The comment states that planting elderberry shrubs for mitigation is not effective because of low 
survival rates and questions if adequate surveys were conducted to ascertain presence of elderberry 
shrubs. The project is not responsible for restoring elderberry shrubs that may have existed in the 
SAP historically but were removed as a result of past grazing practices. The Draft EIR acknowledges 
that elderberry shrubs may be present in the net SAP or the PRSP area and other supporting 
infrastructure sites (see Impact 4.4-4). As noted on page 4.4-49 of the Draft EIR, no elderberry 
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shrubs were found in the PRSP area during protocol-level elderberry surveys conducted in 2005 or 
during the reconnaissance-level survey conducted in 2017, but elderberry shrubs may have 
established within the riverine/riparian complex in the PRSP area in the intervening years since the 
surveys were completed. Considering the 80-plus-year planning horizon of the SAP, it is appropriate 
to delay protocol-level surveys for elderberry shrubs to the period right before individual development 
projects are implemented because the abundance, size, and distribution of elderberry shrubs 
change over time. Access has not been granted to do protocol-level surveys on the net SAP area and 
biological resources impacts are analyzed at a program level of detail for the net SAP area. The 
proposed mitigation measures (Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a) for impacts on elderberry shrubs, should 
any be found during future project surveys, are consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
requirements for protection of valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Compensation for loss of elderberry 
shrubs may include purchasing credits at a USFWS-approved conservation bank, providing on-site 
mitigation, or establishing and protecting habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle as directed by 
USFWS consistent with their 2017 Framework. 

52-9 The comment states that the CISGP would do a better job of preserving species displaced by 
construction because it preserves more riparian corridors and native grasslands. There are no native 
grasslands in the SAP area except possibly within the existing and planned reserves in the northern 
portion of the SAP area. Therefore, the CISGP does not preserve any additional native grasslands 
compared to SAP. As noted on page 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR, the majority of riparian habitat within the 
net SAP area is along Orchard Creek in the designated Preserve/Mitigation Reserve land use. There 
is very little (8 acres) riparian vegetation in the PRSP area. Valley foothill riparian habitat is restricted 
to the tributary to Pleasant Grove Creek in the southeast portion of the PRSP area. As noted on page 
4.4-64 of the Draft EIR, the PRSP has been designed to avoid removal of riparian habitat through 
preservation of riverine/riparian complexes within designated open space preserve areas consistent 
with SAP policies. Therefore, the CISGP does not preserve any additional riparian habitat compared 
to SAP. Also see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan regarding the differences 
between the proposed project and the CISGP, as well as the similarities between Alternative 4 
(included in the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis) and the CISGP in terms of biological resource 
avoidance. 

The comment states the Draft EIR provides an inadequate analysis of loss of native oaks. There are 
few native oak trees in the project area, and they are primarily located within the riparian/riverine 
complex areas that are planned to be retained within the open space land use designation. Sixty-
three native oak trees were identified in the PRSP area during an arborist survey conducted in 2006. 
While some of these may have died since then and new saplings may have established, the numbers 
of native oak trees are unlikely to have changed substantially. The PRSP area remains relatively 
treeless with the exception of the riparian/riverine complex areas that are planned to be retained 
within the open space land use designation. Trees are relatively scarce in the net SAP area, and a 
large percentage of those present are ornamental trees associated with the existing rural residences 
and commercial developments (page 4.4-66). Most of the native trees present in the net SAP area 
are along Orchard Creek within the proposed Preserve/Mitigation Reserve land use designation 
(already an existing preserve) so they would not be removed. Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 on pages 4.4-
67 and 68 of the Draft EIR describes exactly how loss of native trees would be mitigated (avoided or 
compensated) consistent with Placer County Code. 

52-10 The comment states that the SAP mitigation relies too heavily on payment of mitigation fees and 
increasing riparian buffer widths consistent with the CISGP on-site would preserve more of the 
exceptionally high-value riparian habitat in the SAP and reduce loss and degradation, especially in 
the University District. There is no riparian vegetation in the University District Land Use designation. 
See Exhibit 4.4-2, “Land Cover,” for distribution of the Riverine/Riparian Complex, which is the land 
cover category that encompasses riparian habitat. The University District land use designation 
includes seasonal swales and intermittent stream channels that support a few scattered cottonwood 
trees and not “exceptionally high-value riparian habitat.” The intermittent streams are already 
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substantially degraded and incised, and the project is not responsible for restoring riparian 
vegetation that may have existed in the SAP area historically but was removed as a result of past 
grazing or other land use practices. 

See also Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, which explains that although the 
CISGP proposes wider Riverine/Riparian Complex setbacks, it would still result in a linear preserve 
network surrounded by urban development. This means that, similar to the project, riparian habitat 
value in these areas would be diminished for most species, and riparian habitat would be subject to 
the same types of indirect impacts from intrusion by humans and domestic pets, increased noise 
and light pollution, dumping or accumulation of litter and debris that is harmful to wildlife, and 
alteration of hydrologic regime (e.g., transition from seasonal to perennial inundation). Also see 
responses to comment 52-9 regarding riparian habitat in the SAP area. 

52-11 The comment states that the CISGP allows greater retention so there would be less mitigation 
needed for tree loss and again states that the Draft EIR does not disclose the number of oak trees 
that exist and how many would be destroyed. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth 
Plan regarding the level of impact reduction achieved by the CISGP and the feasibility issues 
associated with the CISGP. See response to comment 52-9 regarding oak trees. 

The comment further states there is no mention of how to mitigate loss of special-status plants and 
animals, wetland and riparian habitats, vernal pool complexes, streams and stream zones, and 
large, unfragmented natural habitat areas. 

Impacts to special-status plants are reduced through implementation of Policy NR 2-1: Special-status 
Plant Species Protection and Program NR-5: Special-status Plant Species Protection Guidelines, 
which are described on pages 4.4-32 and 33 of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.4-43 of the Draft 
EIR, implementing SAP Policy NR 2-1 and Program NR-5 would reduce impacts on known and 
potentially-occurring special-status plant species within the project area and off-site improvement 
areas within the County’s jurisdiction because project proponents would be required to identify and 
avoid special-status plant populations to the extent feasible, and provide compensation for the 
unavoidable loss of special-status plants through establishment of new populations, conservation 
easements, or other appropriate measures. Also see response to comment 14-1. 

Impacts to wetland and riparian habitats and stream zones are mitigated through implementation of 
Policies NR-2.4: Stream Habitat Mitigation, NR-2.5: Setback Area Protection and Maintenance, NR-
3.1: Sensitive Habitat Buffers, NR-3.3: Stream Corridor Encroachment, NR-3.4: Stream Corridor 
Natural Conditions, NR-3.5: Stream Protection Best Management Practices and Low Impact 
Development, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a Compensate for loss of aquatic resources and Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-6a: Avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss of riparian habitat. These measures as well 
as Mitigation Measure 4.4-3b would mitigate impacts to vernal pool complexes; however, the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable because there are currently no mitigation banks that 
service western Placer County with credits available to fully cover the loss of habitat resulting from 
project implementation, as noted on page 4.4-48 of the Draft EIR. 

As noted on page 4.4-41 of the Draft EIR, successful implementation of the SAP policies and 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 a and 4.4-1b is expected to reduce significant impacts on wetlands and 
other waters of the United States, and waters of the state, but not necessarily to a less-than-
significant level. While these measures would result in “no net loss” of overall wetland acreage, there 
may not be enough credits available on the market to fully offset the loss of wetland functions 
resulting from project implementation, and it is unknown if sufficient land would be available from 
willing sellers to fully mitigate the loss. Therefore, this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan addresses comments related to SACOG 
Blueprint consistency, as well as relative impacts related to traffic and transit. 
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52-12 The comment states the farmland to the west of the SAP area is a major riparian corridor used by 
various fauna for movement between the high Sierras and grasslands and that the CISGP would 
preserve more food and shelter plants for wildlife. The Essential Habitat Connectivity linkage cited in 
the comment is located mostly outside of the project area; therefore, the project would not impede 
use of the corridor. As noted in the CISGP, the corridor ends at the City of Roseville just south of the 
project site. Therefore, development of the SAP area would not eliminate linkages between large 
blocks of intact habitat or natural landscape. Since the CISGP would also result in development in 
the project area, impacts on this connectivity corridor would be essentially the same under both 
plans. 

The Draft EIR acknowledges under Impact 4.4-8: Interfere substantially with wildlife movement (page 
4.4-68) that the project would interfere with the movement of native resident wildlife species by 
developing large areas of natural habitat and eliminating connectivity across large portions of the 
project area and that the impact would be significant. Mitigation Measures 4.4-8a, 8b, and 8c are 
provided to reduce significant impacts on wildlife movement. As noted on page 4.4-70, successful 
implementation of these measures would minimize potentially significant impacts related to wildlife 
movement because these measures would require maintenance of interconnected natural areas 
sufficient to accommodate wildlife movement, which would protect biodiversity and sustain 
ecosystems. These measures would also require provision of a movement corridor linking the open 
space preserves in the PRSP area to Reserve/Mitigation Preserve areas to the north, reducing 
habitat fragmentation and eliminating risks from dead-end corridors in the PRSP area. It would also 
allow safe wildlife movement through the PRSP area by requiring wildlife crossings be incorporated 
into road designs where they dissect the open space preserves. However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-8a falls outside the County’s jurisdiction, and the feasibility of incorporating 
wildlife movement features into the design of Placer Parkway is uncertain. Although implementation 
of this mitigation measure, along with measures 4.4-8b and 4.4-8c, would reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level, because the feasibility is uncertain and the County cannot enforce the 
measure, the impact remains potentially significant and unavoidable. 

See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan regarding the level of impact reduction 
achieved by the CISGP and the feasibility issues associated with the CISGP. Also, see Master 
Response 8: Recirculation. 

52-13 The comment claims that the CISGP would reduce GHG emissions from several sources of GHG 
emissions. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, which explains that the 
CISGP would likely result in greater levels of GHG emissions than the proposed project.  

The comment also states that the CISGP would reduce annual emissions of criteria air pollutants and 
precursors compared to the project, as well as provide greater carbon storage potential. See Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, which explains that the CISGP would likely result in 
greater levels of air pollutant emissions than the proposed project. 

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be recirculated to include the CISGP as an 
alternative. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master 
response, after a thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would 
not meet primary project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several 
environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar 
Development Potential, which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological 
resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. 
Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as 
a project alternative. Also See Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

The comment questions the difference between several projections in employment based on project 
buildout. As explained in the Draft EIR on page 4.12-8, the market analysis conducted indicated that 
the project area could support up to 15,300 jobs by 2035. However, as explained on page 4.12-8 in 
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the next sentence, the Draft EIR uses a different methodology to quantify the potential number of 
new jobs by applying commonly-used rates of the number of employees per square foot or acre of 
non-residential development. It is also important to note that the employment projection of 40,804 
jobs presented in Draft EIR Table 4.12-7 for the SAP represents full buildout of the entire SAP which 
would occur over 80 years, far beyond the market analysis buildout horizon of 2035. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are necessary.  

Regarding the comments raising issues with the assumptions made for the EMU, see response to 
comment 52-3. The Draft EIR identifies land uses for the trip generation and VMT estimates that are 
conservative such that the range of allowed uses identified in the SAP for the EMU would not be 
more traffic- or GHG-intensive than what was evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

For the comment addressing the carbon offset credits, see the response to comment 12-12. 

For GHG mitigation measures suggested by comments, see Master Response 5: Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation. 

52-14 The comment asks whether it is legal for the Draft EIR to rely on project level environmental review 
and mitigation, specifically related to the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility. As described in Chapter 
3 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility is being evaluated as 
part of the proposed project. The comment incorrectly states that the Pleasant Grove Retention 
Facility has not yet gone through environmental review. The City of Roseville certified an EIR for the 
Pleasant Grove Retention Facility (City of Roseville Retention Basin Project EIR, State Clearinghouse 
Number 2000022007). See page 4-5 of the Draft EIR for more information. As explained on page 4-
5, the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility, contemplated and analyzed at a project-level herein as a 
larger facility than that evaluated by the City of Roseville in 2002, would be expanded to provide 
needed stormwater volumetric retention for the net SAP and PRSP areas and is an essential feature 
of the project. Although other alternatives are available, conveyance of project-site stormwater to this 
future expanded facility would best meet project objectives. 

 The comment raises a question regarding the reason why the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility 
would not be subject to the SAP policies. The Pleasant Grove Retention Facility would be 
implemented by the City of Roseville and would be located within the City and outside the SAP area, 
which is located entirely within Placer County. Therefore, SAP policies cannot be applied to the 
Pleasant Grove Retention Facility because it is both outside the SAP area and outside the County’s 
jurisdiction. 

 The comment suggests that use of Lakeview Farms would require installation of storm drains under 
Auburn Ravine. This is not correct. If Lakeview Farms is used, it would provide off-site retention 
capacity that would compensate for the increased peak stormwater associated with urban 
development, which would prevent downstream flooding. No physical connection between the 
project site and Lakeview Farms would be necessary. 

 The comment raises questions regarding funding for the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility and 
suggests that the project depends entirely on implementation of the Pleasant Grove Retention 
Facility. This is also incorrect. Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” is clear in describing 
how the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility would be paid for and also the drainage options that would 
be implemented if the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility is not used to accommodate project 
retention needs. The full text of this discussion in the Draft EIR (from page 3-58) is provided below:  

To minimize impacts associated with increases in stormwater volume within the Pleasant 
Grove Creek watershed, retention is proposed to occur within the City of Roseville’s proposed 
Pleasant Grove Retention Facility, which would be located on the Reason Farms property 
southwest of the SAP area along Pleasant Grove Creek. This approach would require a 
cooperative agreement between the City of Roseville and Placer County for basin 
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construction and maintenance paid through a fee collected by the County or County/City or 
an equivalent mechanism that fully funds the project. At such time that adequate funds have 
been collected, facilities would be constructed with sufficient capacity to meet the project’s 
stormwater retention needs as well as larger, regional needs. If the City and County are 
unable to memorialize a joint retention facility agreement, construction of equivalent 
retention facilities, whether on-site or off-site elsewhere, would be required. (Note that this 
EIR assumes that Pleasant Grove Retention Facility would be used for off- site retention; if a 
different off-site facility is needed for retention in the Pleasant Grove Creek watershed, 
additional CEQA review would be required.) Lastly, interim on-site retention facilities may be 
implemented for various projects in the SAP and PRSP areas unless or until the Pleasant 
Grove Retention Facility is operational or other permanent equivalent facilities are available 
for retention.  

52-15 The comment asks whether it is possible for the SAP and PRSP to meet stormwater regulation 
designed to prevent water quality impacts without the use of PGRF. As discussed in Impact 4.9-1, if 
the PGRF cannot accept stormwater from the PRSP area, either on a short-term or long-term basis, 
alternative stormwater retention locations are available. See response to comment 52-14 above. 

52-16 The comment asks how long existing 100-year floodplain protections will remain viable in light of 
global climate change and rising sea levels. The 100-year floodplains in the SAP area are located 
along low-flow streams that are intermittent under natural conditions. Additionally, the SAP area is 
located 75–195 feet above mean sea level and is outside of the elevation range anticipated to 
experience direct effects from sea level rise. 

52-17 The comment states that the SAP is mitigating the impact to freeway operations (Impact 4.14-10 of 
the Draft EIR) by providing incentives to build housing that will comply with Bus Rapid Transit 
compatible design. As described in Mitigation Measure 4.14-10, the proposed project would 
contribute its fair share toward feasible physical improvements to the state highway system, 
specifically SR 65 and I-80. The BRT compatible design items mentioned in the comment would 
facilitate transit use, which may help reduce traffic demand on the state highway system. However, 
the Draft EIR traffic analysis shows that physical improvements to SR 65 are also necessary to 
improve traffic operations (i.e., level of service).  

 The comment makes comparisons between the project and the CISGP regarding densities to support 
bus rapid transit. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan.  

52-18 The comment summarizes the Draft EIR conclusion that Impact 4.12-1, population growth from new 
homes and businesses, would be significant and unavoidable, and further states that the CISGP 
would reduce this impact. Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan provides a 
detailed discussion regarding the CISGP. As indicated in the master response, implementing the 
CISGP would result in over four times more direct population growth than would occur under the 
SAP/PRSP and nearly three times more employment. The CISGP includes six times more residential 
units and double the amount of commercial/industrial floor area. The comment’s suggestion that the 
CISGP would result in a reduction in impacts related to population growth is not accurate. 

 The comment then describes the “per household” reductions in air pollutant and GHG emissions that 
would be achieved under the CISGP. However, the comment does not address the total emissions, 
which would be much higher under the CISGP than under the SAP/PRSP. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan for more detail.  

52-19 The comment erroneously claims that Impact 4.14-2 is less than significant and expresses 
disagreement with a less than significant finding. The Draft EIR identifies Impact 4.14-2 as a 
significant impact. The Draft EIR discloses that the project’s impact at several locations would be 
significant and unavoidable in the short-term until applicable roadway network improvements are 
implemented. The project’s contribution toward some of these improvements are reliant on an 
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update to the Placer County Countywide CIP and countywide traffic impact fee to cover these 
locations. The impact would be reduced to less than significant after the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 4.14-2a through 4.14-2c and updates to the Placer County Countywide CIP and 
countywide traffic impact fee so that the project contributes its fair share toward the necessary 
improvements.  

 The comment also claims that the CISGP would reduce this impact by reducing vehicle mile trips (i.e., 
vehicle miles of travel or VMT). See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan for 
additional information regarding the VMT generation of the CISGP compared to the Draft EIR impact 
analysis.  

52-20 The comment is virtually the same as comment 52-19, above, with regards to Impacts 4.14-3, 4.14-
4, 4.14-5, 4.14-6, 4.14-9, and 4.14-12 in the Draft EIR. See response to comment 52-19 and 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan for additional information regarding the VMT 
generation of the CISGP compared to the Draft EIR impact analysis.  

52-21 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR disclose that funding for improvements to SR 65 and I-80 
has not been identified. Mitigation Measure 4.14-10 in the Draft EIR acknowledges that the payment 
of impact fees, such as the Highway 65 JPA Fee and SPRTA Fee, only provide partial funding to the 
improvements to SR 65 and I-80.Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that the project’s impact is 
significant and unavoidable as shown on page 4.14-87. 

52-22 The comment expresses disagreement with the project is consistent with the Placer County General 
Plan as stated in Impact 4.15-10. The comment provides references to the housing proposed by the 
project and the CISGP. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR be revised to expressly state that 
the housing units associated with Sac State—Placer Center would not be counted toward the number 
of required affordable housing units. Finally, the comment suggests that the Draft EIR be recirculated 
to allow public evaluation of the CISGP as the environmentally superior alternative.  

 Impact 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR evaluates consistency with general plan policies regarding utilities, 
not housing as may have been interpreted by the commenter. Impact 4.12-1 evaluated impacts 
related to population growth and noted that 10 percent of housing in the PRSP area would be 
affordable and that while the affordability of housing in the net SAP area is not yet know, 
development would be required to comply with the County’s General Plan (see page 4.12-11). 
Affordable housing locations in the PRSP area are identified in new Exhibit 3-1 provided in response 
to comment 18-3. 

 See Master Response 8: Recirculation and Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

52-23 The comment expresses concern over the enforceability of the construction-related mitigation 
required under Impact 4.3-2 and then extends the concern to mitigation throughout the Draft EIR. 
The comment does not raise specific concerns related to the mitigation text. The Draft EIR identifies 
the agency responsible for monitoring and enforcing mitigation. Taking Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a, 
as an example, the text states that project proponents shall require their construction contractors to 
implement all of PCAPCD’s recommended construction mitigation measures in place at the time of 
grading/improvement plan submittal. Therefore, the County is ultimately responsible for ensuring the 
measures are in place prior to approving the grading/improvement plans. However, individual 
measures specify that various components be submitted to PCAPCD; this is where PCAPCD would 
apply its recommendations identified in the stated text above.  

 Because the commenter does not identify specific issues with the mitigation measures, and because 
the Draft EIR clearly identifies monitoring and enforcement responsibility with respect to the 
mitigation measure that the commenter raises as an issue, no additional response is warranted. 
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52-24 The comment summarizes the Draft EIR conclusion that Impact 4.2-1, conversion of farmland to a 
nonagricultural use, would be significant and unavoidable. More specifically the comment indicates 
Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b, which require preservation of converted Farmland, are 
incomplete, inadequate, unenforceable. These issues are similar to the issues raised in comment 
12-11. See response to comment 12-11 for a detailed response regarding this mitigation. It should 
be noted that some land preserved under the PCCP may qualify as Farmland; therefore, land 
protected pursuant to the PCCP for preservation of habitat, which also qualifies as Farmland, could 
count toward the mitigation requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a, given compliance with the 
other requirements identified in the mitigation measure.  

 The comment indicates that Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a does not define “substantial portion” with 
respect to land that is undeveloped. The mitigation measure leaves this determination to the 
County’s agricultural commissioner. However, the intent of the phrase is to not eliminate Farmland 
from preservation when the land is undeveloped aside from structures appurtenant or accessory to 
the agricultural use (i.e., rural single-family homes, barns, sheds, etc.). The County’s agricultural 
commissioner is qualified to make this determination. No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 Regarding the comment that the economic value of the “ecosystem services” provided by the 
farmland were not addressed in the Draft EIR, CEQA does not require the EIR to consider non-
environmental issues, such as social or economic issues. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

The comment also suggests that land preserved for habitat mitigation should not be counted toward 
Farmland mitigation because “land used for farming is generally not habitat.” This is incorrect. 
Depending on the specific crop or function (i.e., grazing), Farmland may provide habitat for wildlife 
species including nesting habitat for western burrowing owl and foraging habitat for many species of 
raptors and other birds, including tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor). Alfalfa, disked fields, fallow 
fields, and grain and hay crops, for example, tend to support large rodent populations and therefore 
provide good foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), white-tailed kite (Elanus 
leucurus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), and more common raptors. Furthermore, to qualify as 
part of the preserve system under the PCCP, the land identified for preservation must meet criteria 
demonstrating it meets habitat requirements for covered species. The fact that a piece of land also 
meets the criteria for Farmland would not detract from its qualities as habitat for certain species. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 
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Letter 
53 

Daniel Ketchum 
February 21, 2019 

53-1 The comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised to include alternative plans to mitigate 
significant and unavoidable impacts and to include alternatives to the project that induce quality 
land use, transit, and smart growth. Section 5.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft 
EIR lists the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to comment 36-3 regarding 
CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. As to the comment about alternatives to 
the project, see Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis.  

The remainder of the comments expresses concern with the Draft EIR, including in the areas of 
population growth and employment, housing, traffic, biological resources, and water quality. These 
issues are addressed in their respective sections of the Draft EIR. More detailed responses are 
provided below for the detailed comments. 

Regarding housing, the comment states that the impact of the landfill on the proposed housing units 
is not fully mitigated in the Draft EIR. This issue is addressed in Section 4.10, “Land Use,” of the 
Draft EIR, under Impact 4.10-2. Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 would require odor control measures for 
specific plans; however, as described on page 4.10-18, the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable even after mitigation. See response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The comment expresses concern related to the Draft EIR’s 
conclusions but does not identify issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis or 
conclusions.  

Regarding traffic, the comment indicates that the project would increase local traffic and worsen air 
quality. The commenter does not identify specific issues with the Draft EIR’s analysis. 

Regarding biological resources, the comment states that the Draft EIR does not address cumulative 
impacts on several species of birds and reptiles and does not address the loss of farmland. Impacts 
to biological resources are addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources.” The 
comment does not specify what species of birds and reptiles are not addressed; however, page 4.4-
15 lists the species that were considered but eliminated from further evaluation. On this same page, 
the Draft EIR explains why these species were not evaluated further, including lack of suitable 
habitat in the project area or vicinity, limited range for the species that does not include the project 
area, and (specific to bird species) absence of nesting in the region and the species are of 
conservation concern only within their nesting range. Project-level impacts are evaluated under 
Impacts 4.4-1 through 4.4-10, and cumulative impacts are evaluated under Impacts 4.4-11 through 
4.4-19. Loss of Farmland is addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.2, “Agricultural Resources,” 
under Impact 4.2-1, conversion of Farmland to a nonagricultural use; as described therein, this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertions, the Draft EIR does address the project’s cumulative impacts on birds and reptiles and 
does address the loss of Farmland that would result from the project. No evidence is provided to the 
contrary in this comment. 

Regarding water quality, the comment states that the Draft EIR does not fully take into consideration 
the effect of water runoff downstream. This issue is addressed in Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality,” of the Draft EIR, under Impact 4.9-1, increased stormwater runoff and potential for 
downstream flooding. Mitigation Measures 4.9-1a and 4.9-1b would require the submittal of an 
improvement plan and final drainage report that provide details on how to achieve specific 
requirements related to stormwater runoff peak flows volumetric increases; however, as described on 
page 4.9-32, the impact would be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR does evaluate the project’s downstream effects. No evidence is 
provided to the contrary in this comment. Note that County staff revised Mitigation Measure 4.9-1b as 
shown in response to comment 1-4 and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
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Letter 
54 

Lisa Larkin 
February 21, 2019 

54-1 The comment states that CEQA requires the County to address and fully mitigate the effects of the 
project on public health and natural resources, etc. This statement is inaccurate. Section 15126.4 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines describes the requirements related to mitigation measures, which specify 
that an EIR “shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” 
CEQA defines mitigation as avoiding an impact; minimizing effects to a degree; rectifying an impact 
through rehabilitation, restoration, etc.; reducing the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance actions; or compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15370). Further, the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126[b]) 
require that EIRs identify the significant environmental effects of a proposed project that cannot be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level (also termed significant and unavoidable impacts). See 
response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. 
Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, CEQA does not require EIRs to fully mitigate project 
impacts, but rather to describe feasible mitigation to minimize significant impacts and identify those 
impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation measures are identified throughout the Draft EIR to reduce potentially significant and 
significant impacts (see Table 2-1 in the Executive Summary for a summary of the project’s impacts 
and mitigation measures). Where mitigation is unavailable or available but unable to reduce impacts 
to below the thresholds of significance, impacts are determined to be significant and unavoidable 
(see Section 5.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft EIR, which lists the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts). Therefore, the Draft EIR complies with CEQA requirements for 
mitigation measures.  

 The remainder of the comment expresses concern about the project’s effects on public health, air 
quality, housing, wildlife, and the transportation system. These issues are addressed in their 
respective sections of the Draft EIR. No specific issues related to the adequacy of the content, 
analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR are raised in this comment. No further response is 
warranted. See responses to the detailed comments below. 

54-2 The comment primarily describes the project details. Otherwise, the primary issues raised are wages 
associated with employment generated by the project, traffic congestion and associated air quality 
impacts, and impacts related to placing sensitive receptors near the landfill. Regarding the 
suggestion that the project would result in low wages, one of the primary objectives of the SAP is to 
create primary wage-earner jobs for nearby residents. However, this is not an environmental issue 
and does not require further response. Regarding the increase in traffic and associated air quality 
impacts, these issues are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR (Section 4.3 addresses air quality, and 
Section 4.14 addresses traffic impacts). The comment indicates that the Draft EIR does not identify 
alternative transit opportunities to reduce these impacts. However, the Draft EIR identifies several 
SAP policies that would require the project to contribute funding to local and regional transit 
agencies. These include the following measures: 

 SAP Policy NR-7.4: Transit Funding, which states, “The County shall require new development to 
pay its fair share of the cost of transit facilities required to serve the new development;”  

 SAP Policy TM-3.5: Transit Service, which states, “The County shall require fair share funding 
contributions by new development subject to discretionary review… for implementation of transit 
services to meet future demand;” and 

 SAP Policy TM-3.1: Transit Service Planning, which states, “The County shall collaborate with 
neighboring transit agencies to update plans to include transit service to the Sunset Area… This 
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update would include a funding mechanism for the establishment and operation costs of transit 
service to the Sunset Area.” 

There are also mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR that require the project to contribute 
transit funding, including the following: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.14-13a, which states, “The County shall prepare a transit master plan for 
the SAP area, including the PRSP area.” This mitigation measure requires coordination with 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency and Roseville Transit. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.14-13b, which states that “a Community Service Area (CSA) Zone of 
Benefit (ZOB) shall be established by the project proponent, or the project proponent shall annex 
into an existing CSA ZOB to fund the cost of transit services proposed by the Transit Master Plan. 
This will include any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenities, and facilities.” 

Regarding the issue of placing residents near the landfill, See Master Response 4: Odors, which 
addresses these issues. 

54-3 The comment asserts that Placer Parkway does not offer transit alternatives and would increase 
traffic and negatively affect air quality and noise. The comment asserts that long-term emissions 
exceed CARB guidelines and that toxic air contaminants will exist within 500 feet of SR 65. The 
comment also incorrectly asserts the project would result in an increase of 895,317 daily trips on 
SR 65. 

 See response to comment 4-25 regarding the previous environmental review that has been 
completed for Placer Parkway. This previous environmental review addressed the potential traffic, air 
quality, and noise impacts of Placer Parkway. Impact 4.14-13 of the Draft EIR describes the 
proposed project’s transit impacts and acknowledges that a planned BRT route would provide 
service through the PRSP area and western Placer County. Policy TM-3.1 in the SAP commits the 
County to update its Long Range Transit Master Plan to include transit service to the SAP area and 
identify funding to establish and operate this service. Mitigation Measures 4.14-13a and 4.14-13b 
reinforce this commitment to plan for and provide transit service to the project.  

 The increase in daily vehicle trips on SR 65 cited in the comment is overstated. Table 4.14-35 on 
page 4.14-106 of the Draft EIR presents the daily trip generation at buildout of the SAP. This table 
shows that 561,635 daily trip ends are generated at buildout of the SAP. However, some of these 
trip ends would remain internal to the SAP area (i.e., begin and end within the SAP area). Therefore, 
the number of external trips would be less, and the amount using SR 65 would be only a portion of 
those external trips. 

 The comment also raises air quality concerns that correspond to the traffic concerns expressed. The 
Draft EIR evaluates impacts related to air quality (See Section 4.3), which uses traffic data provided 
from the Transportation Impact Study (included as Appendix M of the Draft EIR). The Transportation 
Impact Study is also used as the primary data source for evaluating traffic impacts (See Draft EIR 
Section 4.14). The Draft EIR’s air quality analysis also specifically evaluates impacts related to health 
risk of sensitive receptors located near high—traffic-volume roadways (See Impact 4.3-5, “Exposure 
of sensitive receptors to TACs”).  

54-4 The comment states there is no alternative or mitigation to fully address impacts to farmland, local 
species of fauna and flora (e.g., reptiles, birds, migration, habitat, Swainson’s hawk), and vernal 
pools. 

Regarding the comment about loss of farmland, see responses to comments 12-11, 63-1, and 65-1. 
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See response to comment 52-11 for list of policies, programs, and mitigation measures provided in 
the Draft EIR to mitigate impacts on flora/fauna and wetlands, including vernal pools. The following 
mitigation measures are presented in the Draft EIR to address impacts on special-status species: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5a reduces potential impacts on western pond turtle, burrowing owl, 
Swainson’s hawk, and tricolored blackbird by requiring preconstruction surveys, avoidance of 
active nests, take avoidance, and compensation for loss of occupied habitats.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5b reduces potential impacts on northern harrier, white-tailed kite, and 
other nesting raptors by requiring preconstruction surveys and avoidance of active nests. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5c reduces potential impacts on loggerhead shrike, song sparrow, and 
grasshopper sparrow by requiring preconstruction surveys and avoidance of active nests. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5d reduces potential impacts on bat roosts by requiring preconstruction 
surveys and avoidance of active roosts. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5e reduces potential impacts on American badger by requiring 
preconstruction surveys and avoidance of active dens. 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5f reduces potential impacts on special-status reptile, bird, and mammal 
species in off-site improvement areas by requiring coordination with the City of Roseville for 
appropriate mitigation. 

As noted on page 4.4-64 of the Draft EIR, with implementation of these measures, the project would 
not substantially affect the distribution, breeding productivity, viability, or the regional population of 
any special-status reptile, bird, and mammal species. Therefore, potential impacts to special-status 
reptile, bird, and mammal species within the County’s jurisdiction would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.  

The Draft EIR contemplates Alternative 3: Reduced Footprint, Reduced Development Potential 
(Section 6.4.3 of the Draft EIR) and Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential 
(Section 6.4.4 of the Draft EIR). Each of these alternatives would increase the amount of vernal pool 
core recovery area preserved by 1,467 acres compared to the proposed project and would therefore 
reduce impacts on local flora/fauna, vernal pools, and special-status species. See Draft EIR Chapter 
6, “Alternatives.” 

54-5 The comment makes the claim that the Draft EIR does not appropriately consider the downstream 
effects of increased stormwater runoff. The Draft EIR assesses the potential for increased 
stormwater runoff and downstream flooding in Impact 4.9-1. The Draft EIR also includes an analysis 
of cumulative water quality impacts from urban land uses that considers the project contribution to 
water quality impacts in the context of the planned development in the vicinity. See Draft EIR page 
4.9-47. For additional information, see Master Response 6: Drainage and Flooding, which provides 
additional detail related to the analysis of flood effects and potential downstream effects.  

The comment also suggests that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative. See Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough 
review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project 
objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. 
Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which 
achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. 
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Letter 

55 
Deanna Marsh 
February 21, 2019 

55-1 The comment summarizes and expresses concern about the project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts. These are also listed in Section 5.1, “Significant and Unavoidable Impacts,” of the Draft EIR. 
Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable 
impacts. The comment further states that the Draft EIR is incomplete and inadequate because it 
does not include an alternative that would reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts 
to less-than-significant levels. See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis. For the reasons 
described in that master response, the Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives, and 
the alternatives analysis is adequate. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 
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Letter 

56 
Genevieve Marsh 
February 12, 2019 

56-1 The comment suggests that the PRSP does not adhere to the SAP Unique Land Supply objective. The 
policy framework of the SAP is intended to support the implementation of the PRSP, which was, in 
turn, prepared to ensure consistency with the overall vision for development of the Sunset Area. The 
PRSP is designed as a planned community with varying types of residential uses, a university, job 
generating uses, and infrastructure development to support the SAP objectives. Page 4, Part 1, of 
the SAP notes as objective 8, notes as an objective to “Retain the large supply of large development 
sites in the Sunset Area by discouraging subdivisions that diminish long- term value and foreclose 
unique development opportunities.” The PRSP implements this goal by master-planning 2,213 
residential units under single ownership with varying uses, as noted above, that contribute to many 
of the other objectives and goals noted within the SAP. 
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56-2 The comment suggests that the PRSP lacks housing diversity. The PRSP includes residential uses 
that would support an array of housing types, including both single- family detached, and multi-family 
attached units. This includes areas for age-restricted neighborhoods as well as housing in mixed-use 
environment within the Town Center. In addition, high-density residential units would be permitted on 
Commercial Mixed-Use parcels in the Town Center district. Conversely, consistent with the concept of 
a mixed-use urban core, ground-level commercial uses would be permitted on high-density 
residential parcels north of Sunset Boulevard, particularly along Town Center Lane. Residential 
densities greater than 2 dwelling units per acre would be encouraged in the Town Center as well. 
This approach provides for a diverse mix and range of housing uses within the PRSP area. 

56-3 The comment suggests that the PRSP creates unwalkable and disconnected communities. The PRSP 
is designed to create several distinct neighborhoods, visually cohesive and connected by a system of 
trails for bicyclists and pedestrians. The proposed PRSP mobility system would provide residents, 
student, and employees multiple options to move through the community. The PRSP also includes a 
network of street separated shared use paths, Class II bike lanes, public transit, and roadways into a 
single, comprehensive system. This network also includes linkages to existing/planned bikeways 
located in the City of Roseville, south of the PRSP area. 

56-4 The comment asserts that the project fails to fulfill the objective to accommodate walking and that 
the project’s street designs and zoning do not achieve active transportation and walkability. With 
regard to the project’s street design not achieving transportation and walkability, the Draft EIR 
Exhibit 3-8 (SAP Mobility Map) and Exhibit 3-17 (PRSP Mobility Plan) include Shared Use Paths, 
intended to serve pedestrians and proved for walkability. These Shared Use Paths are planned along 
most all of the roadways within the PRSP area. In addition, for all other existing future roadways 
within the project area, the SAP Corridor Design Standards and Guidelines contained in Appendix A, 
and the PRSP Mobility Plan contained in Section 7, include provisions that require sidewalk facilities 
to be constructed to facilitate walkability. Regarding the project’s zoning not achieving active 
transportation, all zone districts in which development is anticipated include streetscapes that 
provide Shared Use Paths and sidewalk requirements to achieve active transportation. In addition, 
the SAP Commercial and Entertainment Mixed Use Zones (Chapter 1.01), Research and 
Development Zones (Chapter 1.02) and Industrial Zones (Chapter 1.03) all include allowances for a 
mix of uses that would include commercial, office, and housing uses. In addition, the PRSP also 
allows for a mix of uses, including residential, commercial, and office uses within its commercial and 
campus park zones, and allows for neighborhood serving commercial uses within its residential 
zones. The mix of uses and zone district design in the net SAP and PRSP areas is intended to provide 
a balance of uses aimed to achieve pedestrian friendly design and to achieve active transportation. 

56-5 The comment suggests that the PRSP does not provide a diverse mix of land uses and a financial 
study should be carried out to determine the financial burden put upon the County by the 
development. See response to comment 56-2, above, regarding diversification of residential uses. In 
addition, the PRSP is planned for approximately 5.5 million square feet of non-residential uses as 
well as a university to serve the higher education needs of Placer County. Page 10-4 of the PRSP 
notes that a financing plan has been prepared for the PRSP that outlines the cost for all backbone 
infrastructure needed to serve the different development phases and include a plan with funding 
mechanisms, to construct the public facilities within the PRSP area. The Specific Plan pages 10-6 to 
10-7 note the mechanisms in which maintenance obligations and service level increases may be 
funded. 

56-6 The comment suggests that feasibility studies have not been done regarding the University’s location 
or financial feasibility. A market study was prepared by EPS for the PRSP and SAP. The study 
included the University site and did not conclude that the PRSP would be financially infeasible. 
Furthermore, the PRSP included several utilities master plans, including water, recycled water, 
wastewater, and dry utilities. An urban water supply assessment was also provided by PCWA 
confirming that water supply is available to serve the project. Also, the suggestion that the PCCP 
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mitigation cost $40 million is inaccurate. See Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation 
Program and Mitigation for a detailed discussion about the PCCP. Also see Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan, specifically the discussion under “Wetlands Impacts” related to 
fee calculation methods. Infrastructure has been planned and sized to accommodate the university. 
As each subdivision develops, appropriately sized infrastructure will be stubbed and sized to 
accommodate future university needs.  

56-7 The comment states that the open space corridors proposed under the PRSP would not protect the 
biodiversity of the site and are inconsistent with the research behind the PCCP regarding effective 
reserves in Placer County. The comment further states that on-site habitat mitigation must be 
supported by scientific research and study. See Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation 
Program and Mitigation, which provides an overview of the PCCP, explains the current status, and 
provides additional details regarding the PCCP’s effectiveness as a mitigation tool and the Draft 
EIR’s mitigation approach. 

The Draft EIR does not claim that PRSP Open Space Preserves would preserve vernal pool 
complexes or grasslands and does not propose them as PCCP reserves. Only the existing 
conservation reserves and adjacent proposed reserve acquisition areas in the northern portion of the 
SAP area are considered as PCCP reserves. The PRSP Open Space Reserves are designed to 
preserve riverine/riparian complex land cover, or stream system habitat consistent with SAP Policies 
NR-1.2, NR-3.4, and NR-4.1. Mitigation is proposed to compensate for the loss of vernal pool 
complexes and annual grassland either through participation in the PCCP or Mitigation Measures 
4.4-1a, 4.4-3b, and 4.4-5a. Per the comment, “introduction of so much as a telephone pole” would 
displace all grassland birds; therefore, using this rationale, the CISGP would displace these species 
in a similar fashion as the project. The Draft EIR does not suggest that the project would maintain 
grassland habitat in the PRSP area and that is why compensatory mitigation is necessary. See also 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

56-8 The comment states that the PRSP does not provide the necessary level of detail for evaluation or 
corroboration of the effectiveness of the open space drainage plan. The comment further states that 
the General Plan stream setbacks are too small for vernal pool systems, and a surface and sub-
surface watershed analysis is necessary.  

Under the PCCP’s definition of a Stream System, the segment of stream within the PRSP area would 
be defined by its stream channel and a 50-foot setback on both streambanks from the stream’s 
ordinary high water mark. Any covered activity that impacts this Stream System requires 
authorization under the CARP, which is an element of the PCCP. If avoidance of the Stream System 
cannot be achieved, the direct and indirect impacts of a covered activity trigger a base land cover fee 
and the Stream System fee that takes into consideration the affected habitat types. Further, the 
activity is subject to notification under California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 (Streambed 
Alteration). 

Vernal pool constituent habitat is defined by the PCCP as the vernal pool and its immediate 
watershed—an area encompassing the pool and extending outward from the wetted perimeter of the 
pool to a distance of 250 feet. Under the PCCP, any determination that the immediate watershed is 
smaller than the 250-foot perimeter must be supported by an analysis conducted by a qualified 
professional and approved by the reviewing Permittee in consultation with the Placer Conservation 
Authority (the PCCP’s Joint Powers Authority). Given that the PCCP framework addresses impacts to 
streams and vernal pools on a regional scale, with PCCP approval, an individual project would not 
require a surface and sub-surface watershed analysis, nor would the 2005 Setback 
Recommendations to Conserve Riparian Areas and Streams in Western Placer County apply. 

For a discussion of mitigation that would be required if the PCCP is not approved, see Master 
Response 3: Placer County Conservation Program and Mitigation. 
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56-9 The comment states that a fiscal analysis has not been completed and that it must be completed 
and made available as part of the CEQA process. This is incorrect. CEQA requires lead agencies to 
consider the environmental impacts resulting from proposed projects; it does not require lead 
agencies to consider social or economic impacts, except to the extent that those impacts cause 
adverse effects to the environment. Therefore, CEQA does not require a fiscal analysis to be 
prepared. However, a market study was prepared by EPS for the PRSP and SAP and was available for 
public review on the County’s website at the time the Draft EIR was released. Service impacts are 
analyzed and noted in Section 4.13, “Public Services,” of the Draft EIR. A finance plan has been 
prepared for the PRSP and will be released to the public and available for the Board of Supervisor’s 
consideration. 

56-10 The comment suggests that the PRSP is inconsistent with its stated objective to foster sustainable 
community design. As noted in the Section 1 of the PRSP, the objective states that the project would 
incorporate design and construction measures that reduce energy usage, conserve water, 
incorporate water efficient landscaping, treat stormwater, and reduce automobile reliance. The 
PRSP’s Utilities plan (Section 9) and Design Guidelines (Sections 2 and 6) include various 
requirements for future development in the PRSP area, which collectively address this objective. 
Through implementation of the PRSP, future development projects would be required to: (1) reduce 
water usage through measures such as turf reduction and recirculating hot water systems; (2) install 
landscaping that complies with Placer County’s adopted Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
in order to reduce water use; (3) manage stormwater by including source control measures, site 
design measures, and hydromodification treatment features to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
to reduce the quantity of runoff from a developed site; and (4) incorporate a mixed-use Town Center 
district with high-intensity non-residential uses and high-density residential uses in order to reduce 
automobile reliance by siting residential, employment, and service uses within walkable proximity to 
one another. As designed, the PRSP includes design features and implementation mechanisms that 
achieve its objective regarding sustainable community design. 

Regarding the suggestion that the CISGP be reviewed for comparison, see Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough review of the 
CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible for several reasons including especially lack of 
market support for the high-density products and constraints associated with developing a university 
on existing, privately-owned-and-operated industrial development. The master response also 
describes that CISGP would not meet primary project objectives and would result in greater impacts 
with respect to several environmental issue areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: 
Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which achieves similar impact reductions as the 
CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in increases in the severity of other impacts, such 
as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to 
include the CISGP as a project alternative. 

56-11 The comment asserts that the PRSP would not reduce automobile dependence and that the 
proposed densities in the PRSP area would not be sufficient to support bus rapid transit. The 
comment requests that a study demonstrate that the PRSP would support transit, walking, and 
biking. The Draft EIR and the proposed project acknowledge that a planned BRT route would provide 
service through the PRSP area and western Placer County. Policy TM-3.1 in the SAP commits the 
County to update its Long Range Transit Master Plan to include transit service to the SAP area and 
identify funding to establish and operate this service. Mitigation Measures 4.14-13a commits the 
County to preparing a transit master plan for the net SAP and PRSP areas (i.e., a study to 
demonstrate how transit service would be provided in the PRSP). 

56-12 The comment suggests that the PRSP is inconsistent with its stated objective to enable Blueprint 
consistency, per SACOG’s vision. This issue is discussed in detail in Master Response 2: Citizen-
Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 
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56-13 The comment indicates that there are six areas where the numbers listed in Table 6-1 in the Draft 
EIR are inconsistent with the numbers in the draft SAP and PRSP documents. A response to each of 
these six areas are provided below: 

1. The comment notes that Table 6-1 in the Draft EIR assumes no multi-family residential 
development in the net SAP. This omission was made in error. See response to comment 31-10 
for the corrected table. 

2. The comment points out a discrepancy related to the total unit count for the project where 8,094 
is referenced in one area of the Draft EIR and 8,096 is noted in another. The total unit count is 
8,094 dwelling units. Table 6-1 has been revised as shown in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft 
EIR.”  

3. The comment states that the PRSP and SAP do not disclose the breakdown of Retail, Office, 
Industrial, Innovation Center/R&D, and EMU uses within the Campus Park and SAP. Both the 
SAP and the PRSP include a land use summary and the associated development potential and 
intensity of each use. However, the SAP and the PRSP provide this information in a different 
manner. The SAP is an Area Plan or Community Plan and a component of the County General 
Plan, and as such, expresses land use development potential in terms of floor area ratio (FAR). 
The PRSP is a Specific Plan, and as an implementing mechanism of the County General Plan, it 
includes greater specificity regarding the allocation of planned residential units and non-
residential square footage to Specific Plan parcels. While the PRSP’s land use development 
potential is expressed in terms of FAR, it also provides parcel-specific development assumptions 
that align with each land use’s FAR range. Due to the differences in the purpose and 
requirements of each plan, the SAP’s development potential is necessarily more general than 
that of the PRSP. 

The SAP’s buildout information contained in the EIR provides a reasonably-anticipated, high-level 
assumption of each land use’s buildout potential, which is consistent with the SAP’s allowable 
FAR range. The PRSP’s buildout information contained in the EIR also provides a reasonably-
anticipated, high-level assumption of each land use’s buildout potential, but with greater 
specificity, which is appropriate for a specific plan project. Table 4-2 of the PRSP provides a 
parcel-specific breakdown of the square footage assumptions that can be accommodated on 
each of the PRSP’s General Commercial (GC), Commercial Mixed Use (CMU), and Campus Park 
(CP) parcels. For each of these land use designations, the PRSP’s Land Use section also 
describes the mix of uses that each designation can accommodate, including the total square 
footage at an assumed FAR. Furthermore, the PRSP’s Community Employment section provides 
a specific breakdown of the square footage that can be supported in the Campus Park land use, 
which allows for a mixture of Professional Office, Research & Development, Commercial, Light 
Industrial, and Warehouse uses, including an estimate for each. The square footages listed in 
the PRSP align with those listed in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIR. 

4. The comment states that the accuracy of the values in Table 6-1 is unlikely but does not specify 
what values are being referred to and is unclear. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 
document. The comment is noted for consideration. 

5. The comment states that the PRSP provides 43 acres of Public Facilities, not 10.3 acres as listed 
in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIR. Table 4-1 in the PRSP distinguishes between public facility sites for 
County-related project features (totaling 10.3 acres) and those for schools (totaling 32.7 acres). 
The PRSP includes eight sites for County public facilities - 10.3 total acres for water storage 
tanks, pump stations electric facilities, etc. The PRSP also identifies sites for two schools, which 
total 32.7 acres. The Public Facilities line item in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIR does not include 
school sites, only County public facilities. This distinction in the Draft EIR is intentional. These are 
two types of public facilities, which constitute different uses of land, which are evaluated 
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individually by the Draft EIR. Because both the PRSP document and the Draft EIR recognize that 
the PRSP includes 10.3 total acres for County public facilities, the PRSP and Draft EIR are 
consistent with one another in each document’s representation public facilities. 

6. The comment states that the amount of parks/open space and preserve/mitigation areas listed 
in the Draft EIR does not align with the PRSP. For these types of features in the PRSP, the land 
use designations include Parks & Recreation (PR) and Open Space (OS). The PRSP’s land use 
section indicates that the PR designation is for the development of active parks and that the OS 
designation accommodates both paseos and preserves. The SAP also includes land use 
designations for parks and open space features, and while the function of each land use is 
similar to the PRSP, although the title of each designation is slightly different. The Draft EIR, in its 
evaluation of both the PRSP and the SAP, combines similar land uses into single line items in its 
summary tables. This means that the title of each land use designation is slightly different, but 
the function of each land use is similar. Table 4-1 in the PRSP states that 69.8 acres of PR and 
264.8 acres of OS are provided in the PRSP. Table 6-1 in the EIR states that 69.8 acres of 
Parks/Open Space and 264.8 acres of Preserve/Mitigation are provided in the PRSP. While the 
EIR uses, for purposes of equivalent comparison, a slightly different vernacular to describe each 
park and open space land use designation, the acreage numbers identified in the Draft EIR are 
consistent with the equivalent land use designations listed in the PRSP and SAP. 

56-14 The comment raises environmental issues, but only in the context of the costs to mitigate those 
impact and the effects of those costs on financial viability of the university portion of the project, as 
well as public disclosure of those costs. The comment states the EIR does not evaluate the university 
location. The university is included as part of the Project Description and its associated impacts are 
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR as part of the PRSP, but at a programmatic level. See Master 
Response 7: Program- vs. Project-Level Analysis. See responses to comments 56-6 and 56-9, above, 
regarding analysis of fiscal impacts. 

56-15 The comment indicates that an “onsite vernal pool study” must be prepared for the PRSP and that 
addressing the impact “parcel by parcel” after the subdivision would be considered piecemealing the 
analysis. The comment offers an additional vernal pool study to consider. As described in the 
“Methods and Approach” discussion in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources,” the 
analysis of impacts associated with the PRSP included project level mapping of habitat types and 
aquatic resources delineation completed according to USACE methodologies, which was verified and 
concurred by USACE on March 25, 2015. Because an on-site wetland delineation has been 
performed for the PRSP and has been verified and concurred by the USACE, no further vernal pool 
study is required. It should be noted that the USACE’s concurrence occurred in 2015, which is more 
recent than the 2014 study identified by the commenter. 

56-16 The comment asserts that Placer Parkway has not secured funding for construction and has not 
completed its environmental review. The comment asserts that it is not a feasible mitigation 
measure for these reasons and suggests a back-up plan be identified. The Draft EIR analysis 
considers the project’s impact on traffic operations using the existing roadway network, which does 
not include Placer Parkway, in Impacts 4.14-1 through 4.14-12. Therefore, the Draft EIR already 
discloses the impacts of the project without Placer Parkway in place. 

 As described on page 4.14-50 of the Draft EIR, the County is in the final design stage for Phase I of 
Placer Parkway, which was analyzed independently by Placer County Department of Public Works 
and has received both NEPA and CEQA clearance. As described on page 4.14-50 of the Draft EIR, 
project proponents in the PRSP area would pay the applicable Tier II Placer Parkway fees, while 
development in both the PRSP and net SAP areas would pay the applicable SPRTA fees. These fees 
combined with fees collected from development in other growth areas subject to the Tier II and 
SPRTA fees would provide partial funding for Placer Parkway. Placer Parkway is also included in the 
SACOG 2036 MTP/SCS financially constrained project list. Therefore, it is considered a reasonably 
foreseeable project, and is suitable to include in the mitigation analysis. 
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56-17 The comment suggests that development within the net SAP and PRSP areas would include 
broadscale site preparation and soil stabilization for entire parcels, including those identified for 
retention as natural areas, ultimately affecting groundwater recharge rates and water movement in 
the soil profile. As discussed in Section 4.9.4 of the Draft EIR, the SAP goals and policies include 
many standards for preservation of natural areas and open space: Policy NR-1.2 requires the 
protection and enhancement of certain natural areas including stream corridors and valley oak 
woodlands; Policy NR-1.3 requires that the County permanently protect as open space areas of 
natural resource values including wetlands, riparian corridors, woodlands, and floodplains; Policy NR-
3.2 requires that stream corridors be preserved in open, natural condition; and Policy PFS-5.1 
requires that natural drainage systems be identified at the earliest stages of planning. These strong 
protections for natural areas would ensure that ground disturbance in these areas is avoided or 
minimized. Additionally, the type of site preparation described by the commenter would dramatically 
alter the natural community and would directly conflict with these policies. Because the natural 
stream corridors would remain intact, they would continue to serve as groundwater recharge areas 
even after the proposed development of the site.  

The comment also suggests that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative. See Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan.  

56-18 Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

 
Letter 

57 
Lorraine Marsh 
February 18, 2019 

57-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 23. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See response to comment 23-1. 
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Letter 

58 
Pam and Tom Menconi 
February 19, 2019 

58-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 23. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See response to comment 23-1. 
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Letter 

59 
Loretta Moreno 
January 29, 2019 

59-1 The comment suggests that mitigation measures related to the PCCP to mitigate biological impacts 
is not feasible because the PCCP is not an adopted County document. The Draft EIR identifies two 
mitigation options for mitigating biological impacts in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources.” As noted 
in Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a, 4.4-3b, 4.4-4a, 4.4-5a, 4.4-6a, 4.4-7a, and 4.4-8b, the project can 
mitigate through the PCCP, if adopted, or it can mitigate through traditional biological impact 
mitigation practices if the PCCP is not adopted. See Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation 
Program and Mitigation for a detailed discussion. 
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Letter 
60 

Lorie Moreno 
February 21, 2019 

60-1 The comment provides an opinion regarding the merits or qualities of the project and does not 
address the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors will take the commenter’s opinions regarding the merits or 
qualities of the project into consideration when making a decision regarding the project. 

The comment also states the Draft EIR violates CEQA because it does not include an alternative that 
would reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See Master Response 1: 
Alternatives Analysis. For the reasons described in that master response, the Draft EIR includes a 
reasonable range of alternatives, and the alternatives analysis is adequate.  

The comment expresses concern about the project’s significant impacts in the areas of health and 
safety, quality of life, traffic congestion, jobs-housing balance, and biological resources. These issues 
are addressed in their respective sections of the Draft EIR. No specific issues related to the 
adequacy of the content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR are raised in this comment. 
Regarding CEQA requirements for mitigation measures, see response to comment 54-1. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

Finally, the comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately minimize impacts, especially for 
biological resources. Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR describes the project’s 
potential impacts related to biological resources and identifies mitigation measures to reduce 
significant and potentially significant impacts. Where mitigation is unavailable or available but 
unable to reduce impacts to below the thresholds of significance, impacts are determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. The comment does not provide reasons specifying why the mitigation 
measures for biological resources are inadequate. Therefore, a response is not warranted.  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-405 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
406 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-407 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County 
408 Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 

Letter 
61 

Wayne Nader 
February 14, 2019 

61-1 This comment reproduces, with added capitalization, text from Draft EIR page 4.10-8 that quotes 
Placer County General Plan Policy 4.G.11. Although this comment is under a header of “technical 
flaws and deficiencies,” the commenter has not provided a comment to explain what he or she feels 
is a flaw or deficient; therefore, no response can be provided other than that the Draft EIR evaluated 
impacts associated with incompatibility in Section 4.10, “Land Use.” 

61-2 Although this comment is in quotation marks, it does not appear to be a direct quotation from the 
Draft EIR. The comment appears to restate, with some differences and added capitalization, the 
summary text for Impact 4.10-2. Although this comment is under a header of “technical flaws and 
deficiencies,” the commenter has not provided a comment to explain what he or she feels is a flaw 
or deficient; therefore, no response can be provided. 

61-3 Although this comment is in quotation marks, it does not appear to be a direct quotation from the 
Draft EIR. The comment appears to restate, with some differences and added capitalization, text 
found on Draft EIR page 4.10-15. Although this comment is under a header of “technical flaws and 
deficiencies,” the commenter has not provided a comment to explain what he or she feels is a flaw 
or deficient; therefore, no response can be provided. 

61-4 Although this comment is in quotation marks, it does not appear to be a direct quotation from the 
Draft EIR. The comment appears to restate, with some differences, text found on Draft EIR page 
4.10-16. The commenter’s opinion that comparing other landfills to the WRSL is meaningless is 
noted and will be considered by decision makers. It is true that terrain and atmospheric conditions 
affect where odor can be detected in relation to its source; however, the comparison to other 
landfills is not intended to suggest how odors would be perceived at the WRSL. Rather, the Draft EIR 
uses this comparison to discuss the potential range of outcomes that could occur at WRSL if odor 
complaints directed at the WRSL result in enforcement actions and/or other odor controls. As stated 
in the Draft EIR on page 4.10-16, 

Several examples of landfills subject to odor complaints and their outcomes are provided 
below. Note that these examples are not exhaustive diaries of all odor complaints, legal 
complaints, settlements, orders, and violations at these facilities, nor are they necessarily 
reflective of current conditions at each facility or indicative of what is occurring at the WRSL. 
Rather, these examples are intended to provide a representative sample of some of the 
results of odor complaints at a range of locations within California. 

The County believes that this analysis of outcomes at a variety of facilities across the state is 
adequate to determine some possible outcomes at the WRSL if enforcement actions and/or other 
odor controls are implemented at the WRSL.  

Regarding the comment’s claim that “there are notable complaints” under current conditions, the 
Draft EIR discusses current odor complaints on pages 4.3-7 through 4.3-11.  

61-5 Although parts of this comment are in quotation marks, it does not appear to be a direct quotation 
from the Draft EIR. The comment appears to restate, with some differences and added 
capitalization, text found on Draft EIR page 4.10-17. 

Contrary to the comment’s representation, the Draft EIR does not state that enclosing compost 
operations would be inexpensive or minor. Indeed, the SCS Engineers Report in Appendix J of the 
Draft EIR notes that enclosure of composting operations is more expensive than windrow or aerated 
static pile composting operations and that enclosing operations would require substantial 
modifications. The Draft EIR, contrary to the comment’s claim, states on page 4.10-17 that enclosing 
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compost “could require minor construction (e.g., for an enclosure) and would require a change to 
activities within the WRSL property and likely would not result in substantial additional 
environmental impacts” (emphasis added). This Draft EIR statement is still correct, because the 
construction would take place within the existing confines of WRSL parcels and construction would 
be minor in the context of SAP buildout. See also Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of 
revisions to this portion of the Draft EIR. 

The commenter’s opinion that enclosing composting operations would not ensure that odors would 
be contained is noted; however, it should also be noted that the Draft EIR does not claim that an 
enclosure would prevent all odors from the composting operations. Rather, page 4.10-17 of the 
Draft EIR lists several changes to composting operations, including an enclosure and applying 
finished compost to active compost, as some methods that could “reduc[e] odor intensity.” In 
addition, making changes to composting operations is just one of “a range of potential odor control 
measures” discussed in the Draft EIR. See also Master Response 4: Odors for a discussion of 
revisions to this portion of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR on page 4.10-17 lists diversion of waste to another facility as one of “a range of 
potential odor control measures,” but it does not specify that the facility would need to be in the 
county and it does not discuss the cost of the measure. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinion is 
noted and included in the record for consideration by decisionmakers. See also Master Response 4: 
Odors for a discussion of revisions to this portion of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR on page 4.10-17 lists odor-neutralizing misters as one of “a range of potential odor 
control measures.” Regarding the comment’s statement that the effectiveness of odor neutralizers is 
questionable, the Draft EIR notes on page 4.10-17 that “[t]he WPMWMA is conducting a pilot study 
to assess the value of odor neutralizers.” The SCS Engineers report in Appendix J of the Draft EIR 
states that “odor-reducing misters are best applied as a last line of defense against odor impacts 
because their impact can be unreliable if misapplied. Target use of odor-reducing misters, such as at 
the MRF, is expected to be more reliably effective.” The comment’s suggestion of a heavy perfume 
smell or lavender is noted and will be considered by the decision makers. 

61-6 Although a part of this comment is in quotation marks, it does not appear to be a direct quotation 
from the Draft EIR. The comment appears to restate, with some differences and added 
capitalization, text found on Draft EIR page 4.10-18. 

Landscaping design, such as windbreaks, can reduce odor. Windbreaks can deflect an odor plume 
upward. Building design can control how odor enters a building by, for example, facing windows in a 
certain direction compared to wind direction. Deed notification does not reduce odors, but it could help 
with the sensitivity of the receptor group by allowing potential future residents who may be particularly 
sensitive to odors to look for housing elsewhere. However, consistent with the conclusion of Impact 
4.10-2, even with implementation of these measures, the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

61-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR should reference that “alternative daily cover,” or more 
particularly “sludge,” is sewage waste from the nearby wastewater treatment plant and that it is a high 
contributor in the detection of offensive odors coming from the landfill. Draft EIR Appendix J notes that 
“[w]astewater sludge from the Roseville wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is also a significant 
source of odor.” In the recommendations, it is again noted that this sludge results in odors. The study 
also notes that fines are derived from municipal solid waste and the materials recovery facility, and 
those are used as alternative daily cover. No revisions have been made to the Draft EIR.  

Also, see Master Response 4: Odors. The remainder of this comment expresses an opinion about the 
merits of the project and does not raise an environmental issue. These comments are noted and will 
be included in the record for consideration by decision makers.  
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Letter 

62 
Peggy Just Peterson 
January 13, 2019 

62-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 32. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See responses to comments 32-1 
through 32-3. 
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Letter 
63 

Gayle Russell 
February 16, 2019 

63-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the project’s conversion of Farmland to a nonagricultural 
use. Loss of Farmland is addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.2, “Agricultural Resources,” under 
Impact 4.2-1, conversion of farmland to a nonagricultural use; as described therein, this impact 
would be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. Placer County General Plan policies 
related to agriculture and Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program 
objectives are described on pages 4.2-8 through 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR. Further, the Draft EIR 
describes that because the project would result in the conversion of almost 6 percent of Placer 
County’s total Farmland, the project would also result in a significant cumulative impact associated 
with overall Farmland conversion in the region (see pages 4.2-17 and 4.2-18).  

See response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable 
impacts, which include specific requirements for public agencies to consider potentially significant 
adverse environmental effects of projects before taking action on those projects; avoid or mitigate, 
wherever feasible, the significant adverse environmental effects of projects it approves or 
implements; and, prepare findings and issue a “statement of overriding considerations” explaining 
why they believe, based on substantial evidence, those significant effects are acceptable. The 
County has complied with CEQA requirements by identifying the project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts in the Draft EIR. As part of the project approval process, the Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors will review and consider the EIR analysis as well as all 
comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period and the written responses to 
those comments before a decision on the project is rendered.  

Regarding the comment about economic and ecological loss to the County related to this Farmland 
conversion, see response to comment 71-21. Also, see Sections 4.4, “Biological Resources,” and 
4.1, “Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR, which address the habitat and visual benefits provided by the 
agricultural lands within the project site. 

See responses to comments 12-11 and 52-24 regarding the project’s Farmland conversion impact 
and accompanying mitigation measures. As described in the Draft EIR on pages 4.2-14 and 4.2-15,  

Although the conservation easements identified for Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b 
could partially offset the direct conversion of Farmland in the project area, this approach 
would not create new Farmland to replace Farmland that would be lost, and no additional 
mitigation is feasible. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Thus, the Draft EIR acknowledges the project’s conversion of farmland to be a significant and 
unavoidable impact, even with mitigation. 

63-2 The comment raises questions regarding tribal cultural resources (TCRs). As stated in the Draft EIR 
(page 4.5-23), although no specific TCRs have been identified through the AB 52 process, United 
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) identified two locations in the PRSP area as being sensitive to 
potential TCRs. After the close of the AB 52 consultation process, the UAIC identified several 
additional features that they consider to be TCRs. These are identified with an asterisk in Table 4.5-1 
of the Draft EIR. Table 4.5-1 also includes a brief description of these features, which answers the 
commenter’s questions. 

The comment also raises issues regarding the treatment of known and recorded archaeological sites 
and the need for pedestrian surveys in the SAP. These are addressed in the Draft EIR, which states 
(page 4.5-27) that SAP Policies CR-1.1, 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7 require the survey of areas with a moderate 
to high degree of sensitivity for cultural resources, the evaluation of archaeological resources for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources, 
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that discretionary development projects are designed to avoid potential impacts to significant 
cultural resources whenever possible, and requires the suspension of construction activities if and 
when cultural resources are discovered and the retention of qualified cultural resources specialist to 
assess the finds and develop measures for the protection, recordation, or removal of the cultural 
resources.  

63-3 The comment states that the mitigation measures rely on the PCCP, which does not yet exist (is not 
yet approved or adopted) and that created vernal pools cannot substitute for naturally occurring 
vernal pools and their long-term viability is not assured. 

The Draft EIR provides participation in the PCCP as an option for mitigating project impacts on 
biological resources covered under the PCCP should it be adopted and available by the time future 
projects are implemented. The Draft EIR does not rely solely on the PCCP for impact mitigation; there 
are optional mitigation measures and front-loaded policies and programs, presented under the 
heading “Proposed Sunset Area Plan Goals and Policies” beginning on page 4.4-31 of the Draft EIR, 
that mitigate the project’s potential impacts on biological resources in the event the PCCP, including 
the Western Placer CARP and associated USACE programmatic permits, are not adopted or are not 
available as a permitting and mitigation strategy for future projects. See also Master Response 3: 
Placer County Conservation Program and Mitigation. 

The project does not propose creating vernal pools within the on-site Preserve/Mitigation Reserve or 
Open Space Preserves land use designations. As described under Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a, project 
proponents would be required to replace or restore on a “no-net-loss” basis the function of all 
wetlands and other waters that would be removed, lost, and/or substantially degraded as a result of 
implementing the respective project. Mitigation methods may consist of establishment of aquatic 
resources in upland habitats where they did not exist previously, reestablishment (restoration) of 
natural historic functions to a former aquatic resource, enhancement of an existing aquatic resource 
to heighten, intensify, or improve aquatic resource functions, or a combination thereof. The 
compensatory mitigation may be accomplished through purchase of credits from a USACE-approved 
mitigation bank, payment into a USACE-approved in-lieu fee fund, or through permittee-responsible 
on-site or off-site establishment, reestablishment, or enhancement, depending on availability of 
mitigation credits. Created or restored vernal pool habitats would be required to meet annual 
performance standards and final success criteria to demonstrate no net loss of function or corrective 
measures would be required. 

The comment also asks how the Western Placer County core area overlays on the SAP area and 
requests a map providing that information. The comment also asks how the proposed plan can be 
considered if it does not comply with the County’s plan for vernal pools. The Western Placer County 
vernal pool recovery plan core area is shown with the SAP area overlay in Exhibit 4.4-4 of the Draft 
EIR. It is unclear to what the comment is referring as the “County’s plan for vernal pools.” The vernal 
pool recovery plan discussed in the comment is a USFWS plan for recovering federally listed vernal 
pool species; it is not the County’s plan. The vernal pool recovery plan is not regulatory in nature; 
however, it may be taken into consideration when analyzing potential impacts on vernal pools and 
associated biota. Consistency with the vernal pool recovery plan is not required by law. 

63-4 The comment expresses concern about objectionable odors and the possibility of the project 
resulting in an increased number of odor complaints. See Draft EIR Impact 4.10-2 and Master 
Response 4: Odors for a discussion of the potential for the project to result in more odor complaints 
and what the potential effect of those odor complaints may be. Refer to them also for a discussion of 
responsibility for implementing odor control measures at the WRSL. 

The commenter’s opinion that the No-Project Alternative is the only acceptable alternative is noted 
and will be included in the project record for consideration by decision makers. Because this 
comment speaks to the merit of the project and does not raise a significant environmental issue, no 
additional response is necessary. 
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Regarding the comment that the County should study the CISGP, see Master Response 2: Citizen-
Initiated Smart Growth Plan for a discussion of the CISGP. 

The SAP is an area plan that provides the policy framework and zoning for the community. The 
County regularly updates and funds plan updates through the County’s general fund. The Draft EIR 
explains the purpose of the SAP on page 1-1: 

To renew and re-energize the vision for the Sunset Area, the County is proposing an update 
to the existing SIA Plan. The proposed updated plan, the Sunset Area Plan (SAP), is the policy 
document which, together with proposed development standards and design guidelines, will 
guide growth in the SAP boundaries for the 20-year planning horizon. 

Preparation of the EIR is required under CEQA: 

The County is the lead agency for consideration of this EIR and proposed project approval. 
CEQA requires that public agencies consider the potentially significant adverse 
environmental effects of projects over which they have discretionary approval authority 
before taking action on those projects (PRC Section 21000 et seq.). CEQA also requires that 
each public agency avoid or mitigate to less-than-significant levels, wherever feasible, the 
significant adverse environmental effects of projects it approves or implements. If a project 
would result in significant and unavoidable environmental impacts (i.e., significant effects 
that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less-than-significant levels), the project can still be 
approved, but the lead agency decision makers, in this case the Placer County Board of 
Supervisors, must articulate and adopt findings and issue a “statement of overriding 
considerations” explaining in writing the specific economic, social, or other considerations 
that they believe, based on substantial evidence, make those significant effects acceptable 
(PRC Section 21002; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 

It should also be noted that the funding for the SAP/PRSP is split between the County (for the SAP) 
and the applicant for the PRSP (a private development project).  
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Letter 
64 

Delana Ruud 
February 22, 2019 

This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 54. Therefore, the responses 
primarily cross-reference responses to this letter. 

64-1 See response to comment 54-1. Also, the comment states that the project’s conversion of farmland 
to a nonagricultural use would be significant, and further states that mitigation would only partially 
offset the impact because no new farmland would be created. See responses to comments 12-11 
and 52-24 regarding the project’s farmland conversion impact and accompanying mitigation 
measures. 

64-2 See response to comment 54-2. 

64-3 See response to comment 54-3. 

64-4 See response to comment 54-4. 

64-5 See response to comment 54-5. 
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Letter 
65 

Albert Scheiber 
No date 

65-1 The comment references scoping comments previously submitted to the County during the NOP 
public comment period (December 2016). These comments have been addressed or otherwise 
considered by the County during preparation of the Draft EIR.  

The purpose of an NOP is to provide sufficient information about a proposed project and its potential 
environmental impacts to allow agencies and interested parties the opportunity to provide a 
meaningful response related to the scope and content of the EIR, including mitigation measures that 
should be considered and alternatives that should be addressed (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082[b]). CEQA does not require lead agencies to prepare written responses to comments received 
on an NOP; however, lead agencies must consider all information and comments received. The 
information or comments may be included in the EIR in whole or in part (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15084[c]). The County reviewed and considered all comments received on the NOP, in 
accordance with CEQA. Appendix A of the Draft EIR contains the NOP and copies of scoping 
comments received during the scoping period. Some scoping comments presented “significant 
environmental issues,” which were addressed in the Draft EIR (e.g., noise, air quality); others did not, 
and these were not addressed in the Draft EIR (e.g., opinions about the project, concerns about 
economic feasibility, etc.). The comments informed the scope and content of the EIR. 
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Regarding comments on a Draft EIR, CEQA requires lead agencies to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and to prepare written 
responses (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[a]). The written response shall describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues raised; there must be a good faith, reasoned analysis 
in response (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[c]). This Final EIR contains written responses to 
significant environmental issues raised in comments on the Draft EIR (both those provided in writing 
and those provided at the February 14, 2019 public hearing). 

The remainder of the comment is focused on farmland conversion. First, the comment reiterates the 
Draft EIR conclusion on page 4.2-18 that the project would make a considerable contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact associated with overall farmland conversion in the region. This 
cumulative impact is determined to be significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR. Further, the 
comment states that Placer County is a Right-to-Farm county that is supposed to be protecting 
farmland rather than removing it from production. The County’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance is described 
on pages 4.2-11 and 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR. The project’s potential to indirectly convert Farmland 
and/or conflict with land use buffers for agricultural operation is discussed under Impact 4.2-3 on 
pages 4.2-15 through 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR, wherein the impact is determined to be less than 
significant because it would be subject to land use buffers between agricultural and nonagricultural 
uses, and because some agricultural areas adjacent to the PRSP area are planned to be developed 
as nonagricultural uses. Also, see responses to comments 12-11 and 52-24 regarding the project’s 
farmland conversion impact and accompanying mitigation measures. 

65-2 The commenter asks whether it is acceptable for the SAP and PRSP to rely on plans that have not yet 
been published or facilities that have not yet been constructed. As long-term planning documents it 
would be inappropriate for the SAP and PRSP to ignore in-process plans being prepared concurrently, 
especially when substantial information is available related to those plans and when it is reasonably 
foreseeable that those plans would eventually be adopted. However, the commenter is not correct to 
suggest that the SAP and PRSP rely on those plans. For example, the Draft EIR is clear that although 
it includes the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility as part of the project and as a primary option for 
stormwater retention for most of the PRSP area, there are alternate options identified, including on-
site retention options, in case the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility is ultimately not selected as the 
provider of stormwater retention capacity. See response to comment 52-14 and Master Response 6: 
Drainage and Flooding for more information. Similarly, although the Draft EIR identifies the PCCP as 
a mitigation option for biological resources, it also provides contingency measures in case the PCCP 
is not adopted. As a result, changes to these facilities or planning documents would not alter the 
findings of the Draft EIR.  

65-3 The comment asks several questions related to groundwater wells and existing water rights. As 
discussed in Impact 4.9-2, water services in the SAP would be provided by the PCWA. Apart from dry 
years, PCWA provides water services based entirely on surface water supplies. PCWA owns two 
ground water wells that are reserved for emergency and backup use during a single dry year. In 
multiple dry year scenarios, PCWA would modify surface water agreements to avoid use of the 
groundwater wells. These wells are located within the SAP but would not be used directly by project 
and no new wells would be constructed to support the project. PCWA’s limited use of groundwater 
would occur in accordance with the 2007 Western Placer County Groundwater Management Plan 
(GMP) which includes regular groundwater monitoring in accordance with California Water Code 
Section 10750. As part of this program, over 32 groundwater wells are monitored throughout Placer 
County with plan to extend the monitoring network to include at least one monitoring well within each 
unit of a 5-square-mile grid. Additionally, participants in the GMP are working with the Department of 
Water Resources to correlate groundwater level data with river state data and to understand 
groundwater interactions with local steams such as Auburn Ravine and Coon Creek. PCWA would 
continue to comply with existing water rights and state water management regulations. No aspect of 
the proposed project would modify the structure or precedence of existing water rights. Additional 
information can be found in the GMP. Because PCWA is a public agency it is required to comply with 
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CEQA when it undertakes a project, defined as an activity that may cause direct or indirect change in 
the environment. A decision by PCWA to increase reliance on groundwater sources could be defined 
as a “project” under CEQA and would likely require environmental review. The potential for 
cumulative impacts to groundwater was analyzed in Impact 4.9-7 and considered the cumulative 
projects listed in Table 4.0-2. This list includes the City of Lincoln Village 5 project.  

65-4 The comment asks why the Draft EIR did not consider the potential for the WRSL to contaminate 
groundwater. The WRSL is an existing and active landfill. Operations and the WRSL would continue 
similar to existing conditions with the implementation of the SAP. Independent of the SAP and PRSP, 
the WRSL is proposing an expansion of landfill operations. As discussed in Section 4.9.2, the landfill 
operates under waste discharge requirements established by the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in Order No. R5-2007-0047. Contamination of groundwater with volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) was first identified at this site in 1995, and a corrective action plan was 
approved by CVRWQCB in 1997. The source of the VOCs appears to be landfill gas, a product of the 
action of microorganisms within a landfill (Placer County 2015). The corrective action plan requires 
the installation of a final cover and a landfill gas extraction system on closed areas of the site. To 
monitor the effectiveness of the plan, specific corrective action wells are sampled quarterly and 
evaluated for inorganic and organic constituents (Placer County 2015). This existing source of 
groundwater contamination is discussed further in Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials.” 

65-5 The comment questions the proposed use of stormwater retention facilities that are not owned by 
the County. See response to comment 52-14 and Master Response 6: Drainage and Flooding.  
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Letter 

66 
Barbara V. Smith 
February 22, 2019 

66-1 The comment expresses concern that the impacts identified in the Draft EIR will be overlooked and 
that further review will not occur. See response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for 
significant and unavoidable impacts, which include specific requirements for public agencies to 
consider potentially significant adverse environmental effects of projects before taking action on 
those projects; avoid or mitigate, wherever feasible, the significant adverse environmental effects of 
projects it approves or implements; and prepare findings and issue a “statement of overriding 
considerations” explaining why they believe, based on substantial evidence, those significant effects 
are acceptable. The County has complied with CEQA requirements by identifying the project’s 
significant and unavoidable impacts in the Draft EIR. As part of the project approval process, the 
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will review and consider the EIR 
analysis as well as all comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public review period and the 
written responses to those comments before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 The comment also expresses concern about the project’s effects on public health, air quality, 
housing, wildlife, and the transportation system. These issues are addressed in their respective 
sections of the Draft EIR. No specific issues related to the adequacy of the content, analysis, or 
conclusions in the Draft EIR are raised in this comment. No further response is warranted. 
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Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

 

Letter 
67 

Roger Smith 
February 21, 2019 

67-1 This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 55. Therefore, this 
response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See response to comment 55-1. 
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Letter 

68 
Lynne and Mark Snyder 
February 22, 2019 

68-1 The comment is directed toward the project approval process and does not address the content, 
analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. All comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR public 
review period will be reviewed and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 The comment requests that the Draft EIR be recirculated but does not provide specific reasons why 
the Draft EIR impact analysis is inadequate or incomplete. Therefore, a response is not warranted. 
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Letter 

69 
Angela Torrens 
February 22, 2019 

69-1 The comment expresses concern about the project’s effects on public health and safety, quality of 
life, jobs/housing balance, and biological resources. These issues are addressed in their respective 
sections of the Draft EIR. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are raised in this comment. No further response is warranted. 

The remainder of the comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 55. 
Therefore, this response simply cross-references to responses to this letter. See response to 
comment 55-1. 
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Letter 

70 
Emily Anne Ward 
February 20, 2019 

This comment letter is virtually the same as the content of comment letter 54. Therefore, this response 
simply cross-references to responses to this letter.  

70-1 See responses to comments 54-1 and 54-2. 

70-2 See responses to comments 54-3 and 54-4. 

70-3 See response to comment 54-5. 
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Letter 
71 

Leslie Warren 
February 22, 2019 

71-1 The comment expresses concern that a fiscal/economic impact study was not included in the EIR. A 
market study was completed and has been available on the County’s website for public review, 
including during the Draft EIR public review period. A copy of the market study can be found at 
www.placer.ca.gov under the Community Development and Resource Agency webpage. Also, see 
responses to comments 56-6 and 56-9 regarding financial feasibility. 

71-2 The comment requests verification that the economic benefits cited are accurate, whether the 
County would receive repayment for the cost of funds to process the application, and whether urban 
decay would exist. The economic impact analysis cited by the commenter was provided to the County 
by the property owner. The County has not engaged a separate entity to conducts its own analysis. 
The County has entered into an MOU with the property owner, which states in Section D that property 
“Owner shall be responsible for the reasonable costs associated with the PRSP applications…the 
parties agree to negotiation good faith the apportionment of costs the will be reimbursed to the 
County through the establish of a Placer Ranch Specific Plan Fee.” The PRSP fee is included within 
the Development Agreement for the PRSP. This comment is primarily focused on economic/financial 
issues and does not raise issues related to environmental impacts. The only exception is the issue 
raised related to urban decay. The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for urban decay in Section 4.10, 
“Land Use.” See Impact 4.10-4, “Economic or social changes resulting in physical environmental 
changes,” which starts on page 4.10-19. The Draft EIR’s analysis is based on an Urban Decay 
Analysis prepared by EPS in 2018. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.10-22 that:  

http://www.placer.ca.gov/
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The project would not result in an oversupply of any land use within the market it would serve 
and compete with (i.e., Retail Market rea, office and Industrial market area). Demand would 
support additional retail space developed as part of the proposed project. When considering 
other planned development, there would not be an oversupply as retail would be phased in 
response to adequate market demand. Even if businesses close, there is an economic incentive 
for owners to maintain properties and a probability that properties could be re-tenanted or 
repurposed for another use. Additionally, jurisdictions have ordinances and code enforcement 
tools to prevent and address blight. There would be no impact related to urban decay. 

71-3 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to describe the nature of the project site in the project 
description. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR does not include information related to the 
natural systems contained on the project site, including soil types, edge conditions, hydrology and 
seasonal functions. The comment notes that this information is needed in order for the public and the 
decision makers to conduct meaningful review and make conclusions about the project’s impacts. 

Each section of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis includes a discussion called “Environmental 
Setting” wherein the existing physical conditions (at the time the NOP was released) of the project 
area are described. With respect to the issues identified in the comment, Section 4.9, “Hydrology 
and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR provides an overview of the environmental setting on site, 
including disclosure of information related to the site’s hydrology and water quality resources. This 
section describes seasonal functions related to the site and edge conditions related to hydrology and 
water quality. In addition, Section 4.6, “Geology and Soils,” of the Draft EIR provides an overview of 
the environmental setting on site as well. This section describes geologic conditions, topography, 
soils, erosion potential, expansive soils, mineral resources, and paleontology site. This environmental 
setting constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which the County determines whether an 
impact is significant, consistent with CEQA requirements. Mitigation is identified to reduce potentially 
significant and significant impacts. Where mitigation is unavailable or available but unable to reduce 
impacts to below the thresholds of significance, impacts are determined to be significant and 
unavoidable. Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, existing environmental conditions on the 
project site are described in the Draft EIR, allowing the pubic and decisionmakers to conduct a 
meaningful review and make conclusions about the project.  

71-4 The comment states that the West Placer Prairie area supports the second highest density of 
migratory raptors. The comment does not provide a source for this information and does not identify 
the location of the area it refers to as the West Placer Prairie or provide a definition or description of 
West Placer Prairie or the ecological parameters that characterize West Placer Prairie. West Placer 
Prairie is not an area or habitat type identified in Placer County planning documents, the PCCP, the 
USFWS’s vernal pool recovery plan, or resource agency documents and is not a vegetation or habitat 
type defined in any standard vegetation or habitat classification system routinely used in California, 
such as the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009) or California Wildlife Habitat 
Relationships system. It is not a natural community included on CDFW’s current list of vegetation 
alliances, associations, and special stands. Therefore, these comments that apply to a resource that 
is not defined spatially or ecologically cannot be further addressed. 

 The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the effects of light pollution on 
migratory waterfowl that use the SAP area for forage and rest, or on migratory raptors, particularly 
owls, that rely on darkness to locate and secure prey. The comment further suggests the Draft EIR 
should analyze light pollution impacts on amphibians in wetland habitats within and adjoining the 
SAP area and on nocturnal mammal activities such as hunting and reproductive activity.  

 Upon SAP buildout, foraging habitat would be primarily absent in the developed areas where lighting 
would occur, so lighting would not interfere with raptor foraging (which would occur primarily in the 
undeveloped areas). Likewise, the vernal pool grassland complexes that provide stopover resting 
and foraging habitat for migrating waterfowl would be removed within developed portions of the net 
SAP and PRSP areas, so there would be no waterfowl resting or foraging within these developed 
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areas that would be affected by light pollution from project development. The remaining vernal pool 
grassland complexes would be located primarily in preserve/mitigation reserve land uses where no 
lighting would be located. Consistent with Policy 1.0.9 of the County General Plan, which discourages 
the use of outdoor lighting that shines unnecessarily onto adjacent properties or into the night sky, 
SAP Policy LU/ED-3.9: “Lighting” requires that lighting in SAP developments be designed to minimize 
projection into adjacent properties and onto adjacent roads and not provide a source of glare and 
that lighting in parking areas not exceed 18 feet in height. The proposed SAP Corridor Design 
Standards and Guidelines (page 4.1-16 of the Draft EIR) require that all lighting shall be Dark Sky 
compliant, all lighting should utilize cut-off type fixtures to minimize glare and visibility from adjacent 
areas, and should be the appropriate size and height given the activities for which they are designed; 
and signage lighting should be designed appropriately to not create hazardous glare. Therefore, light 
trespass into adjacent preserve/mitigation reserve lands would be minimal and would not 
discourage wildlife from using those areas and performing their normal feeding and reproductive 
behaviors, would not interfere with raptor foraging in those areas, would not interfere with bird 
migration, and would not reduce amphibian or mammal species survival or reproduction. 

 Also, see response to comment 52-2 for a discussion of impacts to human health and wellbeing 
resulting from light pollution. 

71-5 The comment raises issues regarding farmland conversion and associated mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR. See responses to comments 12-11 and 52-24 regarding the project’s 
farmland conversion impact and accompanying mitigation measures. It is important to note that the Draft 
EIR considers this impact significant and unavoidable after implementation of the mitigation measures.  

The comment also raises issues with land used for habitat conservation being used also for farmland 
mitigation. See response to comment 52-24, which addresses this issue. 

The comment also includes a list of issues related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. These are 
identified below with responses provided for each (some responses combine multiple bulleted items). 

 Cumulative loss of farmland as it relates to State GHG reduction goals. 

As discussed under Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR, all 
converted Farmland would be compensated on either a 1:1 or 1.35:1 acre basis. Further, the 
State’s GHG reduction goals include all sectors of emissions, for which agriculture accounts 8 
percent (CARB 2019). As discussed under Impacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 of the Draft EIR, the analysis 
considers the State’s ability to meet its GHG targets. These targets are set based on a 
comprehensive GHG emissions inventory provided by the CARB and does not provide targets 
based on individual emission sectors. 

 Loss of carbon sequestration (including cumulative loss). 

Implementation of the project would convert existing grassland to urban development. Annual 
accumulation of carbon dioxide (CO2) per acre of grassland is approximately 4.31 MTCO2 per 
year (CAPCOA 2016), which would be a total loss of 36,622 MTCO2 per year. (Note that this is a 
gross estimate and does not consider the areas of the project site that would be preserved.) 
However, while much of the grassland would be converted to development, there would be a 
substantial amount of tree planting that has a much higher CO2 accumulation rate of 111 MTCO2 
per acre per year (CAPCOA 2016). Considering an acre of trees would be approximately 78 trees 
(U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service 2016), the project would need to plant a minimum 
of 12,092 trees to match the carbon sequestration of the existing grassland. This would be 
about 1.4 trees per acre of the project, which would mean very sparse tree shading. It is more 
probable based on Placer County Landscape Design Guidelines and SAP and PRSP policies that 
far more trees would be planted over the project area. Thus, there would be a net benefit of 
carbon sequestration from tree planting than existing grasslands at the project site. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-445 

 GHG released from soils during construction. 

The amount of carbon held in soil that may be disturbed during project construction is unknown, 
as it is site-specific and depends on a balance between incorporation and release mechanisms 
(CARB 2015). There are no models approved by Placer County, PCAPCD, or the CARB that 
provide methodology to conduct such a calculation. See the response above for an estimate of 
carbon storage in grasslands, the primary vegetation type in the project area. 

 Difference in GHG emissions between urban and agricultural uses. 

The GHG emissions estimate for the project conservatively assumes that there is no existing land 
use that emits GHGs at the project site. However, agricultural land uses in Placer County resulted 
in approximately 268,341 MTCO2e/year in 2005 (Placer County 2018). There was approximately 
126,221 acres of agricultural land in Placer County in 1994 (Placer County 1994). While a direct 
comparison is not possible based on available data, the agricultural GHG intensity per acre 
would result in approximately 2.13 MTCO2e/acre/year. Based on the total acreage of the project 
(8,497 acres), the project site would emit 18,064 MTCO2e/year. Thus, the analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR is a conservative estimate of emissions because it does not discount the existing 
emissions associated with agricultural uses in the project area. 

 Impact resulting from sea level rise. 

As discussed under Impact 4.7-3 of the Draft EIR, sea level rise is not an anticipated climate 
change impact on the project area. The project would be at a minimum elevation of 100 feet 
above sea level. According to Cal-Adapt, a climate change scenario planning tool developed by 
the California Energy Commission, Placer County is not in any area of California that is 
anticipated to experience the effects of sea level rise (CEC 2019). No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are needed as this potential impact has been dismissed. 

71-6 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not establish a time frame for mitigation monitoring and 
does not explain how the County would enforce mitigation or fund monitoring. Regarding 
enforcement and monitoring, Placer County includes all mitigation measures from a project’s 
environmental review document in the project’s Conditions of Approval (COAs). The County’s 
Environmental Review Committee collaborates with, and is typically the same review staff for, the 
County’s Design Review Committee (DRC) to ensure the COAs are enforced throughout project 
improvement plan review, construction, final map recordation, and operation, as 
appropriate. Satisfaction of the COAs is monitored and tracked via the improvement plan review 
process electronic filing system, as well as the County’s electronic permit tracking 
system. Improvement plans are sent by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) to all 
reviewers, including but not limited to Planning Services, Environmental Health, Air Quality, Fire, and 
the Department of Public Works divisions of Parks, Environmental Engineering, and Transportation, 
with review and signoff from each reviewer required prior to improvement plan approval. Progression 
through the improvement plan approval and construction process is dependent on satisfaction of the 
project’s COAs. Planning Services staff attend ESD’s mandatory pre-construction meetings with the 
project owner, engineer, and contractor to ensure COAs and mitigation-measure protections are in 
place prior to any grading activities commencing. In addition, County inspectors have the authority to 
shut down construction activities if COAs are not being properly satisfied. The County’s monitoring 
and tracking of compliance with the COAs/mitigation measures are funded by the developer as part 
of the improvement plan review and construction inspection process. Project construction is not 
accepted as complete by the County until all DRC reviewers and outside agencies have signed off on 
the improvements.  

The comment does not specify which mitigation measures lack a time frame for monitoring or 
mitigation enforcement mechanisms. However, mitigation measures identify implementation timing 
and enforcement responsibilities. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a, for example, requires monitoring for a 
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minimum of 5 years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring 
and grading), or until the success criteria identified in the approved mitigation and monitoring plan 
have been met, whichever is longer. Many of the mitigation measures include participation in the 
PCCP as an option. If the PCCP is adopted and available as a mitigation strategy, the project 
proponent would pay mitigation fees that would fund land acquisition, mitigation projects that 
protect, enhance, and restore habitat, and long-term management and monitoring within the PCCP 
Reserve Acquisition Areas. The future Placer Conservation Authority (PCA) would oversee the 
implementation of the PCCP. If the PCCP is not available as a mitigation strategy, purchasing credits 
from an agency-approved mitigation bank would be another mitigation option. Mitigation banks are 
required to meet success criteria demonstrating ecological function to the resources agencies before 
they can be approved to sell credits. Other mitigation options include agency-approved in-lieu fee 
funds or land dedication, or permittee-responsible habitat establishment, reestablishment, or 
enhancement. Depending on the affected resource for which mitigation is sought, a state or federal 
agency (e.g., USACE, USFWS, or CDFW) may be consulted during development of mitigation and 
monitoring standards and may share responsibility for enforcing mitigation requirements with the 
County as specified in each mitigation measure. Permittee-responsible mitigation would require 
development of a compensatory habitat mitigation plan that describes performance standards to 
ensure success, remedial actions to be implemented if performance standards are not met, a 
detailed monitoring plan, and reporting requirements. Project proponents would be required to 
submit monitoring reports to the County that document performance standards and success criteria. 
The project proponent is responsible for funding mitigation and monitoring required for their 
respective projects, not the County. The Proposed Placer Ranch Specific Plan Development 
Standards listed on page 4.4-34 of the Draft EIR require a long-term management plan and funding 
mechanism be established for the preservation of the open space preserves.  

 The comment erroneously states the Draft EIR did not analyze project impacts on aquatic habitat in 
the four conservation and mitigation banks in the northern portion of the SAP area. Indirect impacts 
on aquatic habitat in preserve/mitigation reserve as well as on adjacent parcels are addressed 
under Impact 4.4-1 and Impact 4.4-3. As stated on page 4.4-36 of the Draft EIR: “In addition to 
these direct losses, aquatic resources retained within or adjacent to developed land uses could be 
indirectly affected by grading, trenching, and creation of impervious surfaces proposed for adjacent 
uplands and encroachment of developed land uses. Potential indirect effects include reduction in 
water quality caused by urban runoff, erosion, and siltation; increased pollution, including litter and 
dumping and noise and light pollution; alteration of hydrologic regime through modification of 
surface flows or perched groundwater flows; intrusion of humans and domestic animals; changes in 
management regimes, such as elimination of grazing; and introduction or spread of invasive species 
that could result in habitat degradation. Implementation of the SAP policies would reduce the 
potential impacts on water quality and hydrologic regime; however, indirect effects would still occur 
and would diminish habitat quality and function for most species that currently use these aquatic 
habitats because of the encroachment of developed land uses.” 

 On page 4.4-44 of the Draft EIR, it is noted that: “In addition to the direct removal of habitat, 
implementing the net SAP could have indirect impacts on vernal pool type wetlands, as described 
under Impact 4.4-1. USFWS (and the draft PCCP) generally considers that vernal pool habitats within 
250 feet of lands that would be developed may be subject to indirect effects unless site-specific 
analysis of terrain and hydrologic barriers demonstrates the immediate watershed is smaller than 
250 feet around the wetland.” 

 Mitigation for indirect impacts is offered on page 4.4-47, including: “No project construction shall 
proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for Federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or within 
adequate buffer areas (250 feet or lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified 
biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO and incidental take authorization has been issued by 
USFWS and the project proponent has abided by conditions in the BO, including all conservation and 
minimization measures.” and “The project proponents shall preserve acreage of vernal pool habitat 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

Placer County 
Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR 3-447 

for each wetted acre of any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat at a ratio approved by USFWS at 
the conclusion of the Section 7 consultation. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any 
grading or improvement plans for any project or phase that would allow work within 250 feet of such 
habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat.” 

71-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR falsely dismissed special-status fish species and did not 
adequately analyze the effects of the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility construction on fisheries, 
including threatened and endangered fish species. 

The comment is incorrect that construction of the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility would remove all 
riparian vegetation within the facility and that it would channelize 3,900 feet of Pleasant Grove 
Creek. The retention facility plan would create a 3,900-foot-long high-flow bypass channel (Creekview 
Bypass Channel) running parallel to Pleasant Grove Creek. The bypass channel would be constructed 
in accordance with the City of Roseville Creekview Specific Plan and is necessary to collect flows 
from Pleasant Grove Creek, upstream of the basin, for discharge into the facility during storage 
events. The bypass channel would be created primarily through annual grassland habitat, but the 
area also contains seasonal wetlands and swales, as discussed on page 4.4-39 of the Draft EIR. 
Temporary construction impacts to marsh and riparian habitat would occur in areas where weirs and 
culverts would be constructed in the bank of Pleasant Grove Creek to allow flow exchange between 
the creek and the bypass channel during high flow events. As also noted on page 4.4-39, creation of 
these structures would result in hydrological interruption and modification. However, the hydrological 
modifications would be designed to maintain pre-project steam flows by diverting high flood flows 
into the retention facility. A low-flow return channel would be built to convey low flows back to the 
creek at a rate that mimics pre-project flow rates. Therefore, creation and operation of the retention 
facility would divert high flows but would not alter low flows in Pleasant Grove Creek such that an 
adverse effect on fisheries, including threatened or endangered fish, would occur. 

 The Draft EIR discloses pages 4.4-57 and -58 the potential indirect impacts on Central Valley 
steelhead and Chinook salmon that may result from construction of the retention facility. While the 
project would be required to implement erosion control BMPs, protect against sediment 
contamination of streams, and prevent spills and leaks of hazardous materials from construction 
equipment, the County would have no ability to enforce environmental compliance for this project 
within the City of Roseville. Therefore, potential indirect effects of project-related construction on 
steelhead and Chinook salmon habitat resulting from the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility would be 
significant and unavoidable though the County would coordinate with the City of Roseville regarding 
mitigation and compliance. 

 As described on pages 4.4-55 and 4.4-56 of the Draft EIR, Central Valley steelhead—the only 
threatened fish species in the area—is currently known to be present in the Bear River, Raccoon 
Creek, Auburn Ravine, and Dry Creek (including Secret Ravine and Miner’s Ravine tributaries). 
Streams in the project area are not considered occupied by steelhead (NMFS 2014) or Chinook 
salmon, and suitable aquatic habitat for these species is not present. Orchard Creek in the net SAP 
area is hydrologically connected to occupied habitat for steelhead and Chinook salmon, and critical 
habitat for steelhead (migration and/or rearing habitat), outside the net SAP area in Auburn Ravine, 
approximately 0.75 mile north of the northern SAP boundary (at its closest point). Also, the tributary 
to Pleasant Grove Creek in the southeast portion of the SAP area is hydrologically connected to Cross 
Canal, which is also connected to Auburn Ravine. Therefore, construction and land uses proposed 
under SAP that may affect in-stream water quality and habitat could potentially result in indirect 
effects on steelhead and Chinook salmon habitat downstream of the SAP area. Potential indirect 
effects on downstream fish habitat include reduction in water quality caused by erosion, and siltation, 
contamination in stormwater returned to the creek, and hydrologic modification through increased 
runoff volumes and velocities. Construction activities could lead to contamination of stormwater 
flows (sedimentation) and potential degradation of downstream surface water quality and fish 
habitat. It is also described on page 4.4-55 of the Draft EIR that SAP policies and Placer County 
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permit conditions, as well as state and federal water quality laws and regulations would require 
measures to protect downstream water quality and fish habitat. Therefore, potential indirect effects 
of project implementation on special-status fish habitat outside the SAP area would be less than 
significant. 

71-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to survey for threatened or endangered insect species, 
consider how removal of West Placer Prairie would affect insect populations, and analyze how 
cumulative loss of pollinator habitat would impact regional farm production and food supply. 

 See response to comment 71-4 regarding West Placer Prairie; because this is not a resource that is 
defined ecologically or spatially, no further response can be provided. As identified in Table 4.4-3 of 
the Draft EIR, valley elderberry longhorn beetle is the only state or federally listed threatened or 
endangered insect species that has potential to occur in the SAP area and impacts to this species 
are addressed under Impact 4.4-4. Mitigation for potential impacts to valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle, including requiring surveys for valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat, are presented in 
Mitigation Measures 4.4-4a and 4.4-4b. With regards to global declines in insect abundance, any 
analysis of the project’s potential contribution would be highly speculative because this is a recently 
discovered phenomenon, the causes of which have not been systematically studied and identified. 
Furthermore, the regional status of general insect population numbers has not been studied 
comprehensively so there is no baseline data for the cumulative condition. Likewise, there is no 
evidence that establishes any particular importance of the SAP area as a source of pollinators for 
regional farm production and food supply or for the baseline cumulative condition of pollinators with 
regards to farm production. 

71-9 The comment states that mitigation measures for special-status species are inadequate and require 
that a qualified biologist relocate species found during surveys. The comment uses western pond 
turtle as an example saying the Draft EIR should mitigate impacts to eggs by prohibiting construction 
in suitable habitat during the nesting, incubation, and hatching season.  

 Relocation of species found during surveys is only allowed for certain special-status species. 
Relocation of western spadefoot is an element of the mitigation strategy for this species and would 
be used to minimize mortality of western spadefoot in areas that would be developed. Compensation 
for loss of vernal pool complex habitat is another element of mitigation for this species (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-3b). 

 Mitigation Measure 4.4-5a requires preconstruction surveys for western pond turtle in areas of 
suitable aquatic habitat as well as upland habitat within 200 feet of aquatic habitat that may be 
used for nesting. To clarify that the mitigation measure is intended to protect eggs and hatchlings as 
well as adult turtles, the mitigation measure for western pond turtle on page 4.4-59 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as shown in response to comment 16-5. 

71-10 The comment expresses appreciation that the Draft EIR provides Mitigation Measure 4.4-8 to create 
wildlife crossings over and under Placer Parkway but notes the Draft EIR fails to provide similar 
protection for human population movement. The SAP and PRSP include design features to allow for 
appropriate pedestrian movement throughout the project area. Unlike wildlife, humans understand 
the danger of roadways and are able to use features such as walk signals and cross walks to safely 
cross even busy roads; therefore, specialized crossings beyond these typical features are not 
normally required for humans. Traffic hazards, including pedestrian and bicycle safety, are evaluated 
in Section 4.14, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR. Specifically, Impact 4.14-14, 
“Impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities,” evaluates this issue and concludes that the impact 
would be less than significant.  

71-11 The comment suggests that the GHG emission analysis does not account for heavy truck trips to the 
industrial and commercial land uses proposed under the project. The mobile-source GHG emissions 
were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.1, as 
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explained on page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR. CalEEMod estimates mobile-source emissions using trip 
lengths and trips rates, which were modified to match the results of the traffic analysis for the 
project, along with a fleet mix based on the project’s location. In this instance, the fleet mix consisted 
of 79 percent of light-duty (i.e., passenger) vehicles and 21 percent of heavy-duty vehicles (i.e., 
trucks and buses). This data can be found in the CalEEMod results shown in Appendix K of the Draft 
EIR. 

 The comment also claims that the Draft EIR does not address the potential idling of heavy-duty 
trucks and associated emissions. Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a includes a requirement that all truck 
loading/unloading docks have power outlets to support the use of auxiliary equipment rather than 
idling. Additionally, signage would be posted at each loading dock that requires diesel engine idling 
to a maximum of 5 minutes, which is consistent with PCAPCD guidance and CARB’s Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure set forth in CCR Title 13 Section 2485. 

 The comment expresses concern over potential health effects from industrial and commercial 
sources on nearby sensitive receptors. Impact 4.3-5 discusses the potential health risk and exposure 
of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants. Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a would reduce exposure of 
sensitive receptors to truck loading areas through setback requirements or the preparation of a site-
specific health risk assessment showing that the associated level of cancer risk at sensitive 
receptors would not exceed 10 in one million. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.3-5b would reduce 
exposure of sensitive receptors to vehicle traffic on freeways through setback requirements. Also see 
the Friant Ranch discussion included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR which provides clarification 
regarding potential health impacts for ozone precursors. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

71-12 The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential heat island effects from the 
proposed land use development. There is no available methodology to quantify the potential surface 
temperature increase due to the density of the buildings and land uses constructed under the 
project, as this requires air temperature measurements at the site where buildings already exist. 
Because the project is not yet built, these measurements cannot be taken to address project-specific 
impacts to heat island effects. Without this data, it is not possible to estimate potential increase in 
electricity demand for building cooling and its associated GHG emissions. Although energy 
consumption and associated GHG emissions cannot be quantified from heat island effects, there are 
several SAP policies and design guidelines intended to reduce the heat island effect, including: 

 SAP Policy NR-5.9: Cool Community Strategies, which states, “The County shall promote Cool 
Community strategies to cool the urban heat island, reduce energy use and ozone formation, and 
maximize air quality benefits by requiring new development to implement four key strategies: 
plant trees, selective use of vegetation for landscaping, install cool roofing, and install cool 
pavements. 

 SAP Corridor Design Standards & Guidelines, which states the project should, “Use light-colored 
paving surfaces to reduce urban heat island effect.” 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a of the Draft EIR requires “All project buildings shall be designed to include 
Cool Roofs in accordance with the requirements set forth in Tier 2 of the 2016 California Green 
Building Energy Code, Sections A4.106.5 and A5.106.11.2.” Thus, cool roofs would be included on 
all project buildings. 

Because potential heat island effects would be mitigated though the policies and mitigation 
measures listed above, no additional revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

It should also be noted that the comment’s claim that, at buildout, the SAP would be 83 percent 
parking lots and roadways and 17 percent structures (i.e., 100 percent impervious surfaces) is a 
clear overstatement, given the large areas of land protected under the Mitigation/Preserve 
designation and the policy requirements for open space and setbacks from creeks and wetlands. 
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The PRSP also includes substantial areas of open space. Landscaping requirements are also 
included in the SAP and PRSP, which would require vegetative cover (as opposed to impervious 
surfaces). 

71-13 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to indicate whether Placer County has achieved its fair share 
of regional housing needs. The comment further suggests the Draft EIR did not analyze the effect of 
the jobs to housing ratio on housing prices, VMT, and GHG. Finally, the comment states the Draft EIR 
does not establish whether school districts would provide will-serve letters to operate schools within 
1 mile of the landfill. 

The Draft EIR indicates buildout of the SAP is estimated to support development of 55,760 new jobs 
and 8,094 new dwelling units. This translates into a jobs-housing ratio of about 7:1, rather than the 
jobs-housing ratio of 22:1 identified in this comment. 

As described in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft EIR, the SAP/PRSP would aid Placer County in achieving 
the County’s obligation to provide enough land with densities to accommodate the County’s assigned 
fair share of the region’s housing needs in accordance with General Plan Housing Element Policies 
B-4 and B-15, which require 10 percent of the housing inventory within the Specific Plan to be 
restricted to affordable rates, and constructed within the project area.  

Draft EIR Section 4.12.2 further identifies a jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.5 is considered balanced for 
purposes of minimizing commuting in or out of the community for employment opportunities. (It is 
worth noting, that approximately 70 percent of South Placer residents commuted to locales outside 
of the area.) The Draft EIR accurately analyzed that if the project area was built out today it would 
increase the unincorporated County’s jobs-to-housing ratio from 1.08 to 1.36, which is generally 
considered balanced, and therefore could result in fewer vehicle trips generated by commuting 
employees.  

The intent of the project is to develop a regional center for high-quality employment, entertainment, 
and education. The project presents an opportunity to achieve better balance between local jobs and 
the local workforce. The predominantly residential areas surrounding the project house a highly 
skilled labor force that would find new opportunities for employment in the project. 

The project’s planned housing options are intended to meet different segments of market demand. 
In addition, numerous specific plans and other infill projects are being planned in the cities of 
Lincoln, Roseville, and Rocklin, and the unincorporated county, adding substantial new single-family 
and multifamily residential development typologies to the South Placer market adjacent to the 
project. 

Regarding school “will-serve” letters, Section 8, “Public Services,” of the PRSP describes anticipated 
student generation rates and designated future school facilities within the project area, and the 
school sites identified on the land use plan are reserved for the Roseville City School District and the 
district is responsible for planning each school’s facilities and determining construction timing. As 
discussed in Section 4.13, “Public Services,” of the Draft EIR, future development, including a new 
elementary school and new middle school, would comply with Placer County General Plan policies, 
including Policy 4.J.11 that requires developer coordination with school districts to ensure that 
needed education facilities are available for use in a timely manner. 

71-14 The comment suggests that the proposed mitigation for library facilities (Mitigation Measure 4.13-4) 
is inadequate as it is discretionary and subject to developer initiative and suggests that mitigation 
should impose fees upon the developer and establish a funded plan to build a library. Mitigation 
Measure 4.13-4 requires developers to create or annex into an existing CFD or CSA Zone of Benefit 
(or combination). The measure specifically states that the chosen mechanism shall include a 
landowner-approved special tax of an adequate amount, or other financing mechanism acceptable 
to the County, to ensure that a funding mechanism for library services is in place to provide 
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adequate library services to the net SAP area and PRSP area are during all stages of development 
[emphasis added]. This funding is required by Mitigation Measure 4.13-4. It is not discretionary. Also, 
as described in the Draft EIR (page 4.13-34) a regional library is already planned as part of the 
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan to serve the west Placer County region, including the project area. 
Therefore, development of an on-site library to serve only the project would not be consistent with 
long-range plans for library services in the area. Note that the County has revised Mitigation Measure 
4.13-4 to require additional interim library service. See Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” for 
the revised mitigation measure text. 

71-15 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not address the effect of heavy truck trips on the 
health and safety of bicyclists and pedestrians. The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR does 
not analyze how dedicated and separated bicycle and pedestrian paths could reduce VMT on major 
thoroughfares. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR evaluate how pedestrians and bicyclists 
would safely cross major roadways, and suggests grade separated pedestrian crossings be 
considered. Impact 4.14-14 in the Draft EIR describes the bicycle and pedestrian facilities that would 
be provided along roadways in the net SAP and PRSP areas. It notes that shared-use paths are 
proposed along major vehicular routes, such as Foothills Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, and Athens 
Avenue, which would provide a dedicated facility for bicyclists and pedestrians that is separated from 
vehicular traffic. The SAP also requires Class II bicycle lanes on all other roadways as illustrated in 
SAP Figure 2-2 Bike and Pedestrian Mobility Map. Furthermore, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the 
SAP addresses the potential barrier of Placer Parkway by promoting grade-separated pedestrian and 
bicycle connections across Placer Parkway. At local at-grade intersections, marked crosswalks would 
be provided to facilitate safe pedestrian crossings. The planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
the SAP are intended to provide dedicated routes that would protect the health and safety of cyclists 
and pedestrians. 

71-16 The comment states that the SAP does not provide comprehensive transit access both to support 
transit travel and as a mitigation for significant impacts. The comment asserts that none of the 
project alternatives are sufficient to support a vigorous bus system supported by higher density 
development. The comment also asserts that the capacity-expanding mitigation for LOS impacts 
identified in Mitigation Measures 4.14-16 through 4.14-20 would not relieve traffic congestion but 
would increase traffic congestion. Impact 4.14-13 in the Draft EIR acknowledges that the SAP and 
PRSP would provide transit-supportive land uses and infrastructure. This includes high-density 
residential, commercial mixed-use, and campus park land uses in proximity to major transportation 
corridors and potential transit stops. Furthermore, the PRSP includes bus turnouts and shelters at 
frequent locations along arterial roadways to serve transit riders. Mitigation Measure 4.14-13a 
commits the County to preparing a transit master plan for the net SAP and PRSP areas that 
adequately serves transit demand in the SAP. This transit master plan may identify multiple fixed-
route bus lines to serve the SAP area, beyond the one BRT line discussed on pages 4.14-36, 4.14-
39, and 4.14-91 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 4.14-13b requires that the County also 
establish a funding mechanism to fund the transit service identified in the transit master plan. 

 Even with this transit service, project vehicle trips would generate significant impacts to traffic 
operations as disclosed in Impacts 4.14-16 through 4.14-20. The Draft EIR is required to identify 
feasible mitigation to reduce the severity of these traffic impacts. In most cases, 
intersection/roadway widening to adequately serve the forecasted traffic demand is a feasible 
mitigation measure to reduce the traffic delay. The comment acknowledges this fact when stating 
that increases in roadway capacity cause a decrease in travel time (i.e., a decrease in congestion). 

71-17 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate whether Pioneer Community Energy’s 
policies and procedures adequately protect citizen ratepayers from subsidizing future occupants of 
the project area. The Draft EIR has been revised to provide minor clarifications with respect to 
Pioneer Energy. See Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These minor changes did not alter any 
of the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
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71-18 The comment disagrees with the conclusion of Impact 5.15-11 regarding impacts on the WRSL from 
incompatible uses and states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss the correlation between public 
complaints and distance to odor sources. The comment also notes that the Draft EIR does not 
address the County’s own legal action to protect the MRF buffer in 1997.  

 Because odor issues relate to different types of potential environmental impacts, odor-related impacts 
are addressed in three different sections of the Draft EIR: 4.3, “Air Quality”; 4.10, “Land Use”; and 
4.15, “Utilities.” Impact 4.15-11 focuses on the project’s potential to adversely affect operation of 
WPWMA facilities. The comment’s criticisms of Impact 4.15-11 related to distance to sensitive 
receptors are addressed in Impact 4.3-6, which is part of the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis, and 
Impact 4.10-2, which is part of the Draft EIR’s land use analysis. Also see Master Response 4: Odors.  

 The commenter also indicates that the Draft EIR did not address the previous court case related to 
the landfill buffer. California Resources Agency website provides the following summary of the case, 
Placer Ranch Partners v. County of Placer, Cal.App.3d (2001):  

Developers filed a petition for a writ of mandate challenging the county's certification of a 
final environmental impact report concerning the county's general plan update. Plaintiffs 
claimed that the environmental review did not meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), and that the county 
acted arbitrarily in prohibiting residential development within one mile of the county's landfill. 
The trial court denied the petition. (Superior Court of Placer County, Nos. SCV-2519 and SCV-
2828, James D. Garbolino, Judge.) 

The Court of Appeal affirmed, holding that the county's decision regarding the one-mile buffer 
zone around the landfill was supported by substantial evidence. The court held that the 
question on appeal was not whether the buffer zone was necessary or whether a smaller 
zone would adequately accommodate the conflicting land uses; rather, the question was 
simply whether the propriety of the one-mile zone was a fairly debatable question, upon 
which reasonable minds could differ. The court held that the county's decision regarding the 
size of the buffer zone was supported by substantial and relevant evidence, even though no 
scientific evidence was presented on the issue. (Opinion by Hull, J., with Blease, Acting P. J., 
and Callahan, J., concurring.) (California Resources Agency 2019) 

As described, the decision did not center around the specific buffer distance, or the need for the 
buffer itself; it focused on whether reasonable minds could differ about the need for the buffer and 
the identified one-mile buffer distance and whether the County’s decision was supported by 
substantial evidence. 

71-19 The comment requests a list of all fees, special districts, special taxes, and assessments proposed 
as mitigation. A financial plan has been prepared for the PRSP and will be available for the Board of 
Supervisors deliberations. This comment does not raise issues related to environmental impacts. 

71-20 The comment reflects fiscal concerns. The suggestion that the PCCP fees for the SAP/PRSP would be 
$40 million are inaccurate. See response to comment 56-6.  

Costs to participate in the Pleasant Grove Retention Basin would be negotiated with the City of 
Roseville as the basin is owned by the City of Roseville. Section 2.3, “Required Permits and 
Approvals,” of the Draft EIR states that an “agreement with City of Roseville for outlining fair-share 
obligations for off-site retention at the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility” would be required. Master 
Response 6, “Drainage and Flooding” and Master Response 9, “Mitigation and Development Fees” 
provide additional detail regarding the funding and timing of the Pleasant Grove Retention Basin. 

Regarding GHG offset program feasibility, see response to comment 12-12. See response to 
comment 71-9 regarding a financial plan. 
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71-21 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not measure or evaluate the economic benefits of 
ecosystem services received from the natural environment (e.g., farmland, sequestered carbon, 
open space). Regarding economic impacts, financial issues such as these are not a physical 
environmental effect under CEQA and are not required to be analyzed in an EIR or other CEQA 
analysis. The Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will weigh the 
environmental impacts (including those related to public interests) and benefits of the project when 
making decisions regarding the project. The decision documents (including the CEQA Findings, which 
are described in response to comment 36-3) will provide the decisionmaker's detailed rationale on 
how the project would or would not serve the public interest. 

71-22 The comment summarizes CEQA requirements for mitigation measures, but the summary is not 
entirely correct. See response to comment 54-1, which correctly describes CEQA requirements for 
mitigation measures. Also, see response to comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for 
significant and unavoidable impacts, including the requirement for lead agencies to prepare findings 
and, if the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, a statement of overriding 
considerations. The Draft EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts 
(see Table 2-1 in the Executive Summary for a summary of these mitigation measures). Additionally, 
this Final EIR evaluates the feasibility of additional mitigation measures suggested in written 
comments on the Draft EIR to further reduce significant impacts. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR 
identifies (in Section 5.1) those impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level, even 
with mitigation.  

 PRC Section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there 
are feasible alternatives and/or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially 
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects.” The same statute provides that the 
procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying 
both the significant effects of projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” Section 21002 goes on to provide 
that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project 
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or 
more significant effects thereof.” 

 Thus, the commenter’s statement that the County must determine that all feasible mitigation 
measures have been analyzed is an explicit part of the CEQA process and, therefore, the County’s 
project approval process. Analysis of feasible mitigation measures is included in the Draft EIR, the 
Final EIR, and, if the project is approved, will be included in the CEQA findings. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see 
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a 
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary 
project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue 
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, 
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity 
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Letter 
72 

William Michael Wauters 
February 20, 2019 

72-1 The comment expresses concern about page limits and requests an extension of the comment 
period. See response to comment 32-1 regarding these topics. 

72-2 The comment raises several individual issues, including that the Draft EIR does not identify a rail 
line, that nothing has come from partnerships with Sac State or other partnerships, and that the 
“deal” should be removed from the staff presentation. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR 
should be recirculated and that the CISGP should be analyzed. Regarding the rail line, the comment 
is correct that the Draft EIR does not identify a new rail line. Although the PCTPA has a planned 
capital corridor expansion, the plan does not identify a rail line in the SAP area. Also, such a line 
would not fall under the jurisdiction of the County and is not identified in any local or regional 
transportation plans. Regarding County partnerships, this does not constitute an environmental 
issue and is therefore not discussed further in this response. Regarding the suggestion that the 
County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated 
Smart Growth Plan. 

72-3 The comment refers to the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to comment 
36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. Regarding the 
suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative to the project, see Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a thorough 
review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary project 
objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue areas. 
Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential, which 
achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in 
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the 
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative. Also see 
Master Response 8: Recirculation. 

72-4 The comment asks how brick and mortar schools are projected to do in the digital age. See response 
to comment 56-6. 

72-5 The comment requests that Regional University be added to the evaluation of sites in the Draft EIR. 
Regional University is not owned by the County. Regional University is an approved specific plan with 
a certified environmental document that is separate and distinct from the PRSP. 

72-6 The comment raises questions regarding the landfill expansion details and questions what 
alternatives exist for solid waste disposal if closure of the landfill occurs within the SAP’s 80-year 
buildout horizon. The comment also asks about the landfill’s potential role as a sorting and 
composting facility and also about the potential impacts related to hauling solid waste to a different 
facility. See response to comment 31-13 regarding the lack of availability of detailed landfill 
expansion plans. Regarding future closure of the landfill, the Draft EIR states (page 4.15-69) “based 
on WPWMA’s estimate of future disposal rates, WPWMA believes sufficient disposal capacity at the 
WRSL will be available until 2058.” An attempt to forecast a solid waste disposal scenario beyond 30 
years, especially without knowing details of the WRSL expansion plans, would be speculative. The 
Draft EIR concludes that the impacts related to increase in demand for solid waste service, both on 
an individual project level (Impact 15-6) and a cumulative level (Cumulative Impact 4.15-17), are 
less than significant; therefore, there would be no foreseeable need to haul solid waste to a different 
location, and analysis of impacts related to hauling solid waste are not necessary.  

72-7 The comment requests an additional railroad spur site in the SAP. Rail access is currently within the 
SAP. The proposed SAP does not limit rail access sites. The railroad line is controlled by UPRR, which is 
a separate entity that determines whether or not additional rail spurs will be located or expanded upon. 
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3.2.4 Late Comments 

 
Letter 

73 
Unknown 
February 25, 2019 

73-1 The comment expresses opinion regarding the merits of the project. Environmental issues raised are 
general in nature. No specific issues are raised regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis 
and conclusions. No further response is warranted. 
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Letter 

74 
Leslie Warren 
June 27, 2019 

74-1 The comment is an introductory remark by the commenter, as a representative of the Alliance for 
Environmental Leadership. The commenter has attached a document titled, “Phase 2 of the Citizen-
Initiated Smart Growth Plan.” Phase 2 of the CISGP relates primarily to affordable housing and does 
not relate to environmental issues. 

74-2 The comment questions the estimate of mobile source-related GHG emissions from new daily 
vehicular trips. Specifically, the comment seeks clarification in the daily VMT, the fleet mix, and idling 
times assumed for quantification purposes. As discussed on page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR, GHG 
emissions were modeled in the CalEEMod using the estimated levels of VMT provided in the traffic 
impact analysis conducted for the EIR. Daily VMT associated with project buildout was assumed to 
be 3,624,520 as shown in Table 4.14-32 of Section 4.14, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
Draft EIR. CalEEMod generates emissions estimates from mobile sources based on the fleet mix for 
a specific geographical region provided by CARB’s Emissions Factor 2014 model. A fleet mix is the 
composition of different vehicle types used based on a percentage of all vehicle types on the road. 
The fleet mix assumed in the CalEEMod modeling is provided in Appendix K for each CalEEMod 
output file under Table 4.4, “Fleet Mix.” Regarding the assumptions about idling, particularly for large 
trucks, CalEEMod uses EMFAC 2014 emission factors for vehicle running exhaust, engine start 
exhaust, and idling exhaust. These emission factors are specific to the vehicle type, the year in which 
the modeling was conducted, as well as the geographical region. 
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