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R-13

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER R
Submitted by:
John D. and Sarah K. Gillmore
R-1

The comment states that there are other allowed uses for the proposed project site
that would have fewer impacts than the proposed project.
The comment is correct that there are other allowed uses for the project site. It is
likely that another use could generate less noise or air pollutants, or use less water
than the proposed project. However, it is also possible that another use could
generate more noise or traffic or air pollutants than the proposed project. As shown
in Table 8.1 on page 8-15 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of alternatives to the proposed
project finds that the mini-storage alternative, Alternative B, would generate more
traffic in the AM and PM peak hours than the proposed project, but would generate
less noise and require less water usage. This could be considered environmentally
superior to the proposed project. The alternatives analysis also considered
Alternative C, which contemplated a concrete batch plant with a reduced maximum
production capacity compared to the proposed project. Page 8-14 of the Draft EIR
identifies Alternative C as the environmentally superior alternative because it would
reduce traffic and noise associated with the proposed project.

R-2

The comment states that the EIR incorrectly classifies many significant impacts as less
than significant and that the Draft EIR does not adequately address conflicts with the
Ophir General Plan.
The comment serves as a general introduction to the detailed comments that follow.
The comment does not specify which impacts are incorrectly classified. Refer to
Response to Comment E-5 regarding consistency with County plans and policies.

R-3

The comment asserts that the noise impacts analysis does not accurately consider the
noise reduction on Interstate 80 (I-80) from the recent repaving of that roadway. The
comment references a paper by the Asphalt Institute that says that open grade
surfaces provide a noise reduction from 3 to 7 decibels (dB), rather than the 3 dB
reduction cited in the EIR. The comment states that the noise analysis is outdated,
and that the study does not account for sharp or intermittent noises that could be
generated by the proposed project.
Refer to Response to Comment E-15 regarding the I-80 repaving. CEQA Guidelines
Section (§) 15125 states that the EIR must contain “a description of the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published” and that “this environmental setting will
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant.” The repaving of I-80 occurred after the
Notice of Preparation for this project was published, thus the EIR is not required to
address the effect of the repaving. Although it is not required, the EIR does provide
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a brief analysis of how the repaving may affect the conclusions of the noise impact
analysis. This is discussed in detail in Response to Comment E-15. In summary, the
noise reducing pavement is expected to reduce noise levels on I-80 by 3 dB. During
daytime, the project would generate noise levels that are approximately 7 dB lower
than the reduced I-80 noise levels. During nighttime, the project would generate
noise levels that are approximately the same or slightly less than the reduced I-80
noise levels. As a result, the noise from the proposed project is not expected to
substantially change the existing conditions and noise impacts for the residences
nearest the project site during the proposed hours of operation would remain less
than significant. This determination is consistent with noise standards established by
the Placer County General Plan and Placer County Code. The note below Table 7.4 and
text preceding Table 7.5 in the Draft EIR indicate that when existing noise levels meet
or exceed the standards expressed in those tables, the allowable noise levels would be
the same or 5 dB higher than the ambient noise level
Response to Comment E-15 also discusses the data used to predict the noise
generation of the proposed plant. The analysis was based on file data for similar
batch plant facilities. The file data came from noise measurements taken at other
batch plants, and does include sharp or intermittent noises such as those described in
the comment. The file data represents a complete cycle of concrete production,
which includes the use of mechanical equipment and movement of raw materials.
The file data indicate an average noise level as well as maximum noise events. These
peak noise levels, represented by the Lmax notation, indicate that sharp or intermittent
noises are included in the file data for concrete batch plant operations.
R-4

The comment questions how the project complies with the County’s noise ordinance
and provisions of the Ophir General Plan related to noise impacts and related to
conflicts between land uses.
Refer to Response to Comment F-7 which states that the analysis of Impact 7.2 found
that the noise generated by the proposed project would exceed some of the General
Plan standards for noise levels at sensitive receptors. Thus the Draft EIR discloses
that the project would exceed the standards set in the noise ordinance and Ophir
General Plan. However, as stated on page 7-12 of the Draft EIR, the noise emissions
from the proposed batch plant not result in a noticeable change in the background
noise levels in the area. The impact is considered less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required. Also refer to Response to Comment M-3, which
provides additional discussion of this issue.
Refer to Response to Comment E-4, which discusses the compatibility of the
proposed project with existing land uses in the vicinity. The analysis in Impact 4.3
demonstrates that the proposed project is consistent with the land use and zoning
designations for the site, and that uses similar to the proposed project already exist to
the west and northwest of the site. This analysis also notes that physical impacts
such as traffic, water quality, and noise, are evaluated in detail in other chapters of
the Draft EIR. Based on the determinations in chapters 5 through 7 of the Draft EIR
that the physical impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, the
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analysis of Impact 4.3 concludes that the project would not have a direct impact on
nearby residential land uses and the project is considered to be compatible with all
existing and planned land uses in the vicinity. As discussed in Response to
Comment E-5, while the EIR concludes that the proposed project is considered
generally consistent with the Placer County General Plan and Ophir General Plan, it is
the Placer County Planning Commission who will determine whether the proposed
project is consistent with adopted County plans and policies.
R-5

The comment questions whether the traffic impacts analysis considers trips related to
delivery of raw materials to the project site. The comment also questions whether the
EIR will evaluate impacts to Hillview Road and at the intersection of State Route 193
and Interstate 80.
As discussed in Response to Comment E-8, the traffic impacts analysis does consider
trips related to raw material delivery. The discussion of trip generation assumptions
for the proposed project is presented on pages 5-9 and 5-10 of the Draft EIR. That
discussion states that Kimley-Horn, the County’s traffic consultant, conducted AM
and PM peak hour traffic counts at existing Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plants in the
greater Sacramento area. The traffic counts at existing Livingston’s Concrete Batch
Plants included all vehicles entering and leaving the sample sites, including
employees, vehicles delivering raw materials, and concrete delivery trucks.
Refer to Response to Comment E-9 which identifies how intersections were selected
for analysis of potential traffic impacts. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA,
the Traffic Impacts Analysis focused on those intersections identified as having the
potential to be significantly impacted by the project. This determination was based
on the trip generation and distribution data collected from existing concrete plants in
the region.

R-6

The comment addresses several issues related to hydrology and water quality. The
comment describes the site as being part of a watershed and supporting a wetland.
The comment states that an area south of the project site drains across the site and
asks how this drainage will be handled and whether this drainage could adversely
affect water quality. The comment states that the EIR should address how materials
used at the project site could affect water quality. The comment asks how all
stormwater will be collected and handled with respect to downstream conditions and
water quality.
As discussed on pages 1-4 and 1-5 in CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION, the seasonal
wetlands that occured on the project site were determined to be a result of artificial
conditions caused by a leaking irrigation pipe that crosses the project site. In the
three years since the wetland delineation was conducted, the artificial wetland has
experienced substantial drying. In 2008, North Fork Associates biologists conducted
a site visit with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) staff. The wetland delineation
was revised and resubmitted to the Corps for verification. On July 21, 2008, the
Corps issued a verification letter stating that there are no waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands, present within the project site.
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Refer to Response to Comment E-30, which discusses how the drainage from the
offsite area to the south would be handled. Page 6-5 of the Draft EIR summarizes the
information in the Drainage Report regarding surface water flows from the 11.25 acre
“upland area.” On page 6-21, the Draft EIR states that stormwater runoff from this
area would be “directed through a lined or cobbled swale along the western edge of
the property line. Flows from this upstream area would not be detained or treated by
the proposed project; i.e., flows would continue to discharge to the existing roadside
ditch, the same as under existing conditions.” The proposed project would not
change the quantity or quality of runoff from the offsite area, so the proposed project
is not required to detain or treat any runoff from that area. The drainage would be
routed around the project so that it would not receive water pollutants from the
project site.
Refer to Response to Comment E-2 for a detailed discussion of the potential for the
project to result in contamination of groundwater or surface water. This response
references page 6-18 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation Measure 6.6c which requires the
project applicant to obtain Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) from the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). In order to obtain the
WDR, the project applicant must demonstrate that the process water collection and
treatment system would not allow discharge of contaminated water to any surface
drainage. The response also references page 6-28 of the Draft EIR, which notes that
the proposed onsite drainage and collection system complies with this requirement
by directing all process wastewater to the onsite settling basin and the Enviromatic
Recycling System, and by treating any water that cannot be held in the settling basin.
This would ensure that the constituents present in the process water would not be
discharged to surface water in the vicinity. The soils underlying the project site do
not allow substantial percolation. Groundwater recharge in the vicinity primarily
occurs through major drainageways. By preventing any contaminated discharge to
surface drainage, the constituents present in the process water would not enter
groundwater supplies.
In addition, Response to Comment E-2 references the analysis of Impact 6.6, which
provides additional consideration of potential surface water contamination during
operation of the proposed project. This analysis identifies the types of pollutants
associated with a batch plant, the possible pathways by which these pollutants could
enter surface water drainage, and the mechanisms that must be implemented as part
of the project to ensure that the project does not have a significant adverse impact on
surface water quality. As noted in Response to Comment E-2, the discussions on
pages 6-18 through 6-31 of the Draft EIR have been revised to correct errors in the
description of the proposed three-pond drainage collection and treatment system.
The proposed system is expected to ensure that pollutants associated with the
proposed project do not significantly impact water quality in the project vicinity. No
additional revisions to the EIR are necessary to ensure that hazardous concrete
additives from plant operations do not impact ground or surface water.
Finally, Response to Comment E-22 discusses the analysis of Impact 6.5, which
provides a detailed analysis of the potential for hazardous materials and general
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pollutants to affect water quality. Mitigation Measures 6.5a through 6.5d require that
Best Management Practices and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan be
implemented during construction and operation of the proposed batch plant to
minimize the potential release of hazardous materials into the surface water and
groundwater in the project vicinity.
R-7

The comment indicates concern regarding hazardous materials used in the
production of concrete and exposure of neighbors to these materials.
Refer to Response to Comment E-22 which states that if the project is approved and
constructed, the operators of the batch plant would be required to submit a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan to Placer County Environmental Health Services
Division (EHS). This plan is required to address standard handling and storage
practices to minimize the risk of releases of hazardous materials. With approval of
the Hazardous Materials Business Plan by EHS and proper implementation of that
plan during operation of the proposed project, it is expected that hazardous materials
used in concrete production would not be released into the environment and would
not have a significant negative impact on air and water quality, residents, animals,
and crops.
Also refer to Response to Comment F-2 which states that impacts to air quality,
including dust emissions, are evaluated in the Initial Study. Mitigation measures are
required to minimize emissions during construction and operation of the proposed
project. This includes Mitigation Measure 5.8, which requires the project applicant to
implement dust control measures to ensure that the project remains in compliance
with California Health and Safety Code §41700 emissions limits and visible emission
standards of 20 percent opacity. In addition, emissions from stationary sources
within the project site (operation of the batch plant) will be subject to additional
conditions applied to the project through the Air Pollution Control District
permitting process. The project would be required to obtain a Permit to Construct
prior to construction of the batch plant, and an Authority to Operate permit prior to
commencing operation of the batch plant.

R-8

The comment states that the discussion regarding impacts to wells is inadequate.
The comment states that the General Plan requires that this project use public water
and sewer services. The comment asks how the project will protect the existing wells
in the vicinity and states that the EIR should address water mining. The comment
asserts that the proposed water usage will exceed the natural recharge rate for this
aquifer and requests that the recharge rate be identified in the EIR. The comment
also asks whether the creation of impervious surfaces at the project site will reduce
the recharge rate for this aquifer and reduce the amount of groundwater available for
the existing wells in the vicinity.
Refer to Response to Comment E-5 for a discussion the project’s impacts related to
the General Plan policy that requires “adequate infrastructure” for commercial and
industrial projects. This response summarizes the Draft EIR analysis that
demonstrates there would be no significant and unavoidable environmental impacts
associated with the proposed use of groundwater and an onsite septic system. As
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discussed in Response to Comment E-5, while the EIR concludes that the proposed
project is considered generally consistent with the goals and policies of the Placer
County General Plan and Ophir General Plan adopted to avoid or minimize
environmental impacts, it is the Placer County Planning Commission who will
determine whether the proposed project is consistent with adopted County plans and
policies.
The term “water mining” is used to refer to the extraction of water from nonreplenishing groundwater or glacial reserves. Because of its non-replenishing
characteristic, extraction of water from such sources would result in the exhaustion of
water reserves. The proposed use of water from the onsite well would not be
considered water mining, as the well has been shown to have adequate yield and an
adequate recovery rate, as determined by the 72-hour pump test. The 72-hour pump
test determined that the sustained pumping rate of the well is 25 gallons per minute.
Use of the onsite well would be limited to approximately 25 percent of the well’s
capacity, as discussed in Responses to Comments E-5 and E-11. The 72-hour pump
test indicates that the proposed pumping rate would be sustainable.
A recovery test to identify the recharge rate of the existing well was conducted as
part of the 72-hour pump test, in accordance with state guidance which was later
adopted as state law as discussed in Response to Comment E-5. The recovery test
demonstrated that the well recovered to 96 percent within 5.5 hours after pumping
had stopped. This demonstrates adequate recovery required by state law. Use of up
to 10,000 gallons of water daily from the onsite well would not result in an
exhaustion of water reserves. The project does not propose any water mining, and
the project would not use groundwater supplies at a rate that exceeds the recharge
rate of the well. Based on compliance with California Code of Regulations §64554, it
is expected that the proposed pumping rate would be sustainable and would not
result in significant impacts to groundwater in the project vicinity.
The analysis of Impact 6.3 also notes that there is expected to be minimal or no
connection between the onsite well and existing wells in the vicinity, as explained in
Response to Comment E-11. This determination was based on review of the Well
Completion Reports for the onsite well and other wells in the vicinity in addition to
observation of a neighboring well throughout the 72-hour pump test. During the
test, the water level in the neighboring well declined by less than one foot. As stated
on page 6-2 of the Draft EIR, this demonstrates that there is minimal communication
or lateral continuity between the onsite well and neighboring wells. Because the
communication is minimal, pumping from the onsite well is not expected to have a
significant effect on the production of any other existing well in the vicinity.
Response to Comment E-2 notes that the soils underlying the project site do not allow
substantial percolation. Groundwater recharge in the vicinity primarily occurs
through major drainageways. Thus the creation of new impervious surfaces at the
project site is not expected to substantially reduce groundwater recharge in the
project area.
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R-9

The comment notes that lights for existing businesses along Ophir Road contribute to
significant light pollution in the area and questions how the project would avoid
contributing to this impact.
As discussed in Response to Comment O-2, the Initial Study analysis considered the
potential for the project to create light and glare impacts. The analysis on page 21 of
the Initial Study states that the project would include the installation of yard lights,
but that lighting and photometric plans would be reviewed as part of the Design
Review process to ensure that no significant amount of light is allowed to be emitted
beyond the project site boundaries. The specific methods for ensuring that lighting
does not spill over to offsite locations would be determined through the Design
Review process. This would ensure that impacts remain less than significant.

R-10

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately consider the aesthetic
impacts of the proposed project. The comment notes that the zoning designation for
the project site includes the DC combining district, which identifies the area as a
scenic corridor. The comment indicates concern regarding views of the site from
both Ophir Road and I-80, with particular concern that views of the Sierra Buttes and
the valley from I-80 would be blocked by the proposed structures and retaining
walls.
Refer to Response to Comment E-21 which discusses the Initial Study analysis of the
aesthetic impacts of the proposed project when viewed from Ophir Road and from
I-80. The Initial Study analysis of aesthetic impacts is summarized on pages 1-6 and
1-7 in CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION. As stated on page 1-6, the elevation at the top of
the highest retaining wall would be 985, which is below the elevation of the I-80
pavement. The retaining walls and most other structures would not be visible from
I-80 or other locations south of the project site.
The analysis concluded that the top 20 feet of the batch plant tower would be visible
from I-80, but that this feature would be somewhat obscured by existing trees along
the edge of the highway, and that the project site is located in an industrial/heavy
commercial area, where other structures and equipment are visible from both Ophir
Road and I-80. Thus, the addition of the batch plant would not represent a
significant change from existing conditions and is considered a less than significant
impact.
Page 1-7 of the Draft EIR also discusses views of the Sutter Buttes from I-80, stating
that the proposed plant tower could block or encroach on views of the buttes but that
the existing view from I-80 lacks vividness and exposure (because of the constrained
opportunities to see the buttes from the highway), thus the introduction of the tower
to this viewshed is considered less than significant. This analysis uses the standards
of the Federal Highway Administration to determine the significance of this impact.
Additionally, as discussed on page 1-7, the Initial Study recognizes that the project
would be subject to the Design Review process, which would include review of
building design and configuration, landscaping plans, and lighting plans. The Initial
Study found that the project would have less than significant impacts to the
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aesthetics in the vicinity because structures would be setback from Ophir Road and
generally lower in elevation than I-80, the project site plan includes a 30-foot wide
easement along Ophir Road that would provide additional screening of the proposed
facility, and the proposed facility is similar in nature to existing businesses
immediately west of the project site. As stated on page 1-7, because the Initial Study
found that impacts to aesthetics are expected to remain less than significant, no
further analysis of these considerations is necessary in the EIR.
R-11

The comment states the Draft EIR fails to include a discussion of alternative project
locations.
Refer to Response to Comment E-3, which states that the analysis suggested in this
comment was completed and is described in CHAPTER 8 CEQA REQUIRED
DISCUSSIONS of the Draft EIR. As described in that response, several potential
alternatives were considered during preparation of the analysis, including alternative
locations for the proposed project. However, none of the alternative locations were
selected for detailed analysis because none were found to be capable of supporting
the proposed project with fewer or lessened environmental impacts compared to the
proposed project site.

R-12

The comment asserts that the EIR should evaluate operation of the proposed batch
plant at its maximum possible capacity, rather than the proposed maximum
production of 300 cubic yards per day.
Refer to Response to Comment E-32 which states that CEQA requires that the EIR
evaluate the project as proposed. The project objectives provided on page 3-6 of the
Draft EIR include the specific objective of establishing a “batch plant facility with a
daily production capacity of 300 cubic yards.” The analysis and mitigation measures
in the Draft EIR are based on a maximum daily production of 300 cubic yards. In
addition, Mitigation Measure 6.3a states that the Conditions of Approval for the
proposed project will limit the operations to 300 cubic yards of concrete production
each day.
If the project applicant wanted to increase the maximum daily production, the
applicant would be required to request a modification to the Conditional Use Permit.
Any modifications to an approved Use Permit require approval from Placer County
Planning, Engineering and Surveying, and Environmental Health Services
Departments. The process for consideration of modifications to a Use Permit is
established in Section 17.58.180 of the Placer County Code. Any modification that
would increase the production of concrete or could increase environmental impacts
from the batch plant would be subject to additional environmental review under
CEQA.

R-13

The comment summarizes the main topics of each of the preceding detailed
comments and reiterates concern that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the
project’s consistency with the Ophir General Plan.
No new specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided. Responses to each of the
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preceding specific comments are provided above. No additional response or revision
to the EIR is necessary.
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S-1

S-2
S-3

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S
Submitted by:
Marty and Jerilyn Green
S-1

The comment provides the authors’ address. The comment expresses general
opposition to the project due to the potential noise the plant would generate. The
comment suggests that the plant would be unsightly.
No specific comments on the EIR are provided. Noise impacts are evaluated in
CHAPTER 7 NOISE, and most impacts are found to be less than significant without
mitigation. Mitigation Measure 7.3a is required to ensure that noise from construction
of the proposed project does not significantly impact residents or businesses in the
project area.
Impacts relating to aesthetics are analyzed in the Initial Study and were determined
to be less than significant. The Initial Study found that while portions of the project
would be visible from I-80, Ophir Road, and existing residences, the project would
not substantially change the existing character of the project area, and the aesthetic
impacts of the project would be less than significant. Because impacts to aesthetics
were determined to be less than significant, they were not discussed in the Draft EIR.
The Initial Study is included as an appendix to the EIR. A summary of the Initial
Study analysis of aesthetic impacts is provided on pages 1-6 and 1-7 of the Draft EIR.

S-2

The comment states that traffic on Wise Road and Lozanos Road to access the
freeway is heavy.
No specific comments on the EIR are provided. CHAPTER 5 TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION of the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s potential impacts to traffic.
Refer to Response to Comment E-9 regarding the intersections that were included in
the traffic impacts analysis. Also refer to Response to Comment F-2, which
summarizes the conclusions of the traffic impacts analysis. The analysis of Impact 5.1
finds that the project would have a less than significant impact on traffic operations
under short-term conditions and no mitigation is necessary. The analysis of Impact
5.2 finds that the project would contribute to significant impacts on traffic operations
under the long-term or cumulative conditions. Mitigation is required to ensure that
the project pays a fair share proportion of funding necessary to implement
improvements to provide acceptable traffic conditions.

S-3

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed plant.
No specific comments on the EIR are provided. The EIR does not recommend
approval or denial of the project. The Placer County Planning Commission will
consider this comment, with all other comments made on the project and the EIR, as
part of their deliberations regarding approval or denial of the project.
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T-1

T-2
T-3
T-4
T-5
T-6

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER T
Submitted by:
Tom Grove
T-1

The comment states that the project site is not an appropriate site for a manufacturing
plant, and indicates concerns with dust, noise, and traffic.
The project site is zoned as C-3 – Heavy Commercial. As discussed on page 4-2 of the
Draft EIR, this zoning designation provides for :intensive service commercial uses
primarily of a non-retail nature, which may require outdoor storage or activity areas.
As discussed on page 4-8 of the Draft EIR, manufacturing and processing land uses
are allowed under the land use and zoning designations applied to the project site.
Refer to Response to Comment E-4 for additional discussion of the Draft EIR analysis
of the project’s compatibility with existing land uses in the vicinity. The analysis in
Impact 4.3 demonstrates that the proposed project is consistent with the land use and
zoning designations for the site, and that uses similar to the proposed project already
exist west and northwest of the site. This analysis also notes that physical impacts
such as traffic, water quality, and noise, are evaluated in detail in other chapters of
the Draft EIR. Based on the determinations in the other chapters that the physical
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, the analysis of Impact
4.3 concludes that the project would not have a direct impact on nearby residential
land uses and the project is considered to be compatible with all existing and planned
land uses in the vicinity.

T-2

The comment indicates concern with impacts to air quality from emissions of dust
and other particulates from the proposed project.
Refer to Response to Comment F-2, which summarizes the analysis of air quality
impacts, including from dust emissions presented in the Initial Study. The project
would be required to implement mitigation measures to minimize emissions during
construction and operation of the proposed project. This includes Mitigation Measure
5.8, which requires the project applicant to implement dust control measures to
ensure that the project remains in compliance with California Health and Safety Code
Section (§) 41700 emissions limits and visible emission standards of 20 percent
opacity. In addition, emissions from operation of the batch plant would be subject to
additional conditions applied to the project through the Air Pollution Control District
permitting process. The project would be required to obtain a Permit to Construct
prior to construction of the batch plant, and an Authority to Operate permit prior to
commencing operation of the batch plant.

T-3

The comment indicates concern with the impacts to animals and surrounding
residents from noise generated by the proposed project .
As discussed in CHAPTER 7 NOISE, the project area is characterized by existing noise
levels that exceed the County’s standards. Response to Comment F-7 summarizes
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the analysis of noise impacts from the proposed project. The analysis of Impact 7.2
found that the noise generated by the proposed project would also exceed some of
the General Plan standards for noise levels at sensitive receptors. However, as stated
on page 7-12 of the Draft EIR, the noise emissions from the proposed batch plant
would be below the existing traffic noise levels at the nearest residences. The noise
generated by the project is not expected to result in a change in the background noise
levels in the area that would be noticeable or have an impact on either animals or
residents in the vicinity. The impact is considered less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required.
T-4

The comment indicates concern with potential impacts to traffic flow due to the new
traffic generated by the proposed project.
Refer to Response to Comment F-2, which summarizes the analysis of traffic impacts
presented in CHAPTER 5 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION. The analysis of
Impact 5.1 finds that the project would have a less than significant impact on traffic
operations under short-term conditions and no mitigation is necessary. The analysis
of Impact 5.2 finds that the project would contribute to significant impacts on traffic
operations under the long-term or cumulative conditions. Mitigation is required to
ensure that the project pays a fair share proportion of funding necessary to
implement improvements to provide acceptable traffic conditions.

T-5

The comment indicates concern with the proposed water usage. The comment refers
to the use of 10,000 gallons of water daily as an initial proposal, implying that the
project water usage may increase over time.
Refer to Responses to Comments E-5 and E-11, which summarize the analysis in the
EIR related to the proposed water usage. These responses note that Impact 6.3 finds
that the proposed water usage would result in less than significant impacts to
groundwater in the project vicinity. The determination that use of a daily maximum
of 10,000 gallons of water would have a less than significant impact was based on the
results of the 72-hour pump test and a State of California guideline regarding
groundwater use for public water systems. As discussed in Response to Comment E5, the conclusions in the Draft EIR were based on the state guideline, which was later
codified as California Code of Regulations Section §64554. California Code of
Regulations §64554 requires that daily pumping from a public water supply well
drilled in hard rock formation be limited to 25 percent of the pumping rate. This law
was promulgated as guidance for public water supplies drilled in hard rock fracture
formations, which is the type of formation present in the project area.
The maximum daily water volume that the project would be allowed to pump from
the onsite well is 10,000 gallons. This limit is noted in the discussion of Impact 6.3
and expressed in Mitigation Measure 6.3a. Refer to Response to Comment E-38 for a
discussion of minor revisions to Mitigation Measure 6.3a.

T-6

The comment states that there are areas near the City of Rocklin that would be better
locations for the proposed project.
As discussed in Response to Comment E-3, the analysis of alternatives to the project
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considers the feasibility of constructing the proposed project in a different location.
CEQA requires that alternatives to the project must be capable of meeting most of the
project objectives (refer to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). Project Objective 4, listed
on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR, is to “operate in a location that allows Livingston’s to
serve projects in the general Auburn area within the narrow timeframe (90 minutes)
allowed for delivery of their product in its optimum form.” Locating the proposed
batch plant in or near the City of Rocklin would limit the ability of the proposed
project to serve the north Auburn area. In addition, the project applicant already has
a plant in the Sunset Industrial Area of Placer County, which is northwest of the City
of Rocklin. Placement of the proposed project in close proximity to the existing plant
would not meet the objectives of the proposed project, thus this alternative would not
be considered an alternative capable of meeting most of the project objectives.
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U-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER U
Submitted by:
Joan Hammon
U-1

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. The comment indicates
concerns with truck traffic and aesthetic impacts.
No specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided. CHAPTER 5 TRANSPORTATION
AND CIRCULATION of the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts associated with all
traffic generated by the proposed project, including truck traffic. Potential impacts to
aesthetics are evaluated in the Initial Study and summarized in CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION of the Draft EIR. No response or revision to the Draft EIR is
necessary.
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V-1

V-2

V-3

V-4

V-5

V-6

V-7

V-8

V-9

V-10

V-11

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER V
Submitted by:
Don and Lynn Huber
V-1

The comment indicates opposition to the proposed project, stating that the project is
not consistent with the General Plan and would create several impacts to the
community. The comment notes strong concern regarding the notification process
for public meetings at which the project was discussed. The comment indicates
concern that the project would introduce hazardous materials to the project area and
reduce safety on Ophir Road.
Refer to Response to Comment E-4, which discusses the compatibility of the
proposed project with existing and planned land uses in the project vicinity. As
stated on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, development of manufacturing and processing
uses at the project site is consistent with the land use and zoning designations for the
project site. Based on the determinations in chapters 5 through 7 of the Draft EIR that
the physical impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, the
analysis of Impact 4.3 concludes that the project would not have a direct impact on
nearby residential land uses and the project is considered to be compatible with all
existing and planned land uses in the vicinity.
Refer to Response to Comment H-4, which discusses the analysis in the Draft EIR
related to safety on Ophir Road. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3a
and 5.4a, it is expected that the proposed project would not create any significant
road safety hazards.
Placer County mailed notices of availability of the Draft EIR and notices for each
public hearing and meeting regarding the proposed project to all landowners within
300 feet of the project site, as required by Placer County Code. Notification for future
meetings will also be provided as required by state law and the County Code.
Refer to Response to Comment E-22 regarding the use of hazardous materials onsite
and the potential for those materials to be released into the environment. With
implementation of the Hazardous Materials Business Plan, compliance with all
conditions of the Permit to Construct and Authority to Operate permits, and
compliance with all mitigation measures related to protection of water quality, the
project is expected to have less than significant impacts to the environment related to
the use of hazardous materials.
Refer to Response to Comment H-4 regarding traffic safety. Impact 5.4 in CHAPTER 5
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION of the Draft EIR analyzes whether the design
of the project (specifically the proposed dual driveways accessing Ophir Road)
would result in an increase in traffic hazards from design features. The EIR finds the
impact to be potentially significant, however, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5.4a which requires the project applicant to construct a left-turn lane to

Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant
Final EIR

2-148

North Fork Associates
September 2008

facilitate access to the “entrance” driveway, the impact is expected to be less than
significant. The analysis of Impact 5.3 determined that providing a striped bicycle
lane, as required by Mitigation Measure 5.3a, would ensure that the project would not
negatively affect bicycle and pedestrian travel in the project vicinity. Impacts 5.1 and
5.2 evaluate the potential for the project to affect traffic operations in the project
vicinity. Under Impact 5.1, the project is not expected to have a significant impact on
traffic operations in the short-term conditions and no mitigation is required. Under
Impact 5.2 implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2a is necessary to ensure that the
project would have a less than significant impact on traffic operations in the longterm. Based on the acceptable levels of service that would occur in the project
vicinity, the traffic generated by the proposed project is not expected to result in any
decrease in roadway safety or any increase in accident rates.
V-2

The comment indicates concern that the proposed project would contribute to
congestion on Ophir Road, Lozanos Road, and Wise Road.
The traffic impacts analysis focuses primarily on impacts to Ophir Road. As noted
above, under Impact 5.1, the project is not expected to have a significant impact on
traffic operations on Ophir Road in the short-term conditions and no mitigation is
required. Under Impact 5.2 implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2a is necessary to
ensure that the project would have a less than significant impact on traffic operations
on Ophir Road in the long-term.
Refer to Response to Comment E-9 regarding the intersections included in the traffic
impacts analysis. Lozanos Road and Wise Road were not studied in the traffic
impacts analysis because these roadways were not identified as having the potential
to be significantly impacted by the project based on the trip generation and
distribution assumptions used in the analysis. Figure 5-4 indicates the project will
result in fewer than thirteen site trips using Ophir Road east or west of the site
during any peak hour, thus fewer than thirteen trips would be expected to access
Lozanos Road and Wise Road.

V-3

The comment indicates concern that the proposed project would decrease safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists on Ophir Road, including children going to and from
school.
As stated in Response to Comment V-1, with implementation of Mitigation Measures
5.3a and 5.4a which require provision of a Class II bicycle lane and a left-turn lane to
access the project entrance driveway, it is expected that the proposed project would
not create any significant road safety hazards.

V-4

The comment states that the truck traffic from the proposed project would contribute
to deterioration of Ophir Road and adverse aesthetic impacts in the vicinity.
Refer to Response to Comment H-2, which states that the Cultural Resources section
of the Initial Study reports that the Placer County Department of Museums
determined that the proposed project is not expected to damage Ophir Road because
Ophir Road was constructed to support heavy truck traffic. It currently supports
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heavy truck traffic associated with the existing heavy commercial development in the
vicinity. The increase of truck traffic on this road is not considered a substantial
change from the existing conditions relative to aesthetic impacts.
V-5

The comment states that Ophir Road is sometimes used as a detour for traffic on
Interstate 80 (I-80) and that the truck traffic from the proposed project would increase
the risk of accidents during these times.
Refer to Response to Comment E-35 which states that the occasional use of Ophir
Road as a detour to congestion on I-80 is not a normal condition, thus it is not
necessary for the EIR to consider potential impacts under this condition.

V-6

The comment states that the proposed use of 10,000 gallons of water daily would
adversely affect existing wells in the vicinity. The comment notes that residents in
the vicinity understood that the project would not be considered for approval until
public water is available at the project site. The comment also notes that the
production rates of existing wells have been declining in recent years.
Refer to Responses to Comments E-5 and E-11, which summarize the analysis in
Impact 6.3 of the impacts to existing wells from the proposed use of groundwater.
Based on the results of a 72-hour pump test and compliance with a state guideline
related to public water supplies drilled in the same type of formation that exists in
the project vicinity, the proposed project is not expected to have an adverse impact
on existing wells. The state guideline on which the Draft EIR analysis was based was
codified in state law following publication of the Draft EIR.
In addition, as explained in Response to Comment E-11, the 72-hour pump test and a
review of Well Completion Logs indicate that there is minimal communication or
lateral connectivity between the well on the project site and other wells in the
vicinity. Because the water use rate complies with state law and the pump test
showed minimal communication with the adjacent well, the project is not expected to
adversely affect existing wells in the project area.
Response to Comment E-5 also discusses the consistency of the proposed project with
General Plan Policy 1.E.1, which states that projects in the C-3 zone district must have
“adequate infrastructure.” This policy is typically interpreted as requiring public
water and sewer services, neither of which are available at the project site. However,
Response to Comment E-5 demonstrates that the EIR analysis concludes that use of
groundwater and an onsite septic system would not result in any significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts. Based on the determination that no significant
and unavoidable environmental impacts would occur, the proposed infrastructure is
determined adequate as it relates to the environmental impacts analysis. While the
EIR concludes that the proposed project is considered generally consistent with the
Placer County General Plan and Ophir General Plan, it is the Placer County Planning
Commission who will determine whether the proposed project is consistent with
adopted County plans and policies.
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V-7

The comment states that the project would significantly increase noise levels in the
project vicinity.
Refer to Response to Comment M-3 which summarizes the EIR analysis of noise
impacts and clarifies the conclusion of Impact 7.4 that the proposed project would
not generate a substantial increase in the existing noise levels in the vicinity.

V-8

The comment states that the project would create significant air quality impacts,
including from dirt and dust.
Refer to Response to Comment F-2 which summarizes the Initial Study analysis of
potential air quality impacts. Mitigation measures are required to minimize
emissions during construction and operation of the proposed project. This includes
Mitigation Measure 5.8, which requires the project applicant to implement dust
control measures to ensure that the project complies with California Health and
Safety Code Section (§) 41700 emissions limits and visible emission standards of 20
percent opacity. In addition, emissions from operation of the batch plant would be
subject to additional conditions applied to the project through the Air Pollution
Control District permitting process. The project would be required to obtain a Permit
to Construct prior to construction of the batch plant, and an Authority to Operate
permit prior to commencing operation of the batch plant.

V-9

The comment states that contamination in water runoff from the project site would
adversely affect surface water in the project area.
Refer to Responses to Comments E-2 and E-26 which discuss how the project would
prevent contaminated water from entering surface water in the project area.

V-10

The comment states that the infrastructure in the project area, including sewer, water,
transportation, and open space, would not support the proposed project.
Refer to Response to Comment E-5 regarding the adequacy of the proposed sewer
and water infrastructure to support the proposed project. As demonstrated in that
response, the analysis in the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed use of an onsite
well and onsite septic system would not result in any significant and unavoidable
environmental impacts. The onsite well and septic system are capable of supporting
the proposed project. Refer to Response to Comment F-2 which summarizes the
analysis of traffic impacts in the Draft EIR. That analysis concludes that the project
would not have a significant and unavoidable impact on transportation and
circulation infrastructure in the project area, thus the transportation infrastructure is
considered capable of supporting the proposed project. The proposed project would
not increase the need for open space in the project area.

V-11

The comment states that the project site is not an appropriate location for the
proposed project because it would adversely affect a scenic corridor and lead to land
use conflicts with existing residents in the area. The comment concludes that more
detailed analysis and additional public meetings are needed before the project can be
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approved.
As discussed above, Response to Comment E-4 discusses the compatibility of the
proposed project with existing and planned land uses in the project vicinity. Based
on the determinations in chapters 5 through 7 of the Draft EIR that the physical
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, the analysis of Impact
4.3 concludes that the project would not have a direct impact on nearby residential
land uses and the project is considered to be compatible with all existing and planned
land uses in the vicinity. While the EIR concludes that the proposed project is
considered generally consistent with the Placer County General Plan and Ophir General
Plan, it is the Placer County Planning Commission who will determine whether the
proposed project is consistent with adopted County plans and policies
Also refer to Response to Comment E-21 which discusses the Initial Study analysis of
the aesthetic impacts of the proposed project when viewed from Ophir Road and
from I-80. The Initial Study analysis of aesthetic impacts is summarized on pages 1-6
and 1-7 in CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION. The project area supports other heavy
commercial land uses and the proposed project would be similar in nature and
appearance to the existing businesses. The Initial Study determined that the project
would have a less than significant impact on aesthetic resources and would not
represent a substantial change from the existing conditions.
The responses to all comments in this Final EIR demonstrate the adequacy of the EIR
analysis with respect to the requirements of CEQA. In addition, CEQA requires that
Placer County provide opportunities for public comment on the EIR. By providing
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR, allowing for a 45-day public comment period,
and providing these responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR, Placer
County has met the CEQA requirements for public review, as expressed in CEQA
Guidelines §15087. The proposed project and the EIR will be considered by the
Placer County Planning Commission in a public hearing, as suggested by this
comment.
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W-1

W-2

W-3

W-4

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER W
Submitted by:
Carl and Louise Isaacson
W-1

The comment states that the authors are residents of Newcastle that have several
objections to the proposed project.
No specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided. No response or revision to the
Draft EIR is necessary.

W-2

The comment indicates concern that the proposed use of groundwater would
adversely affect existing wells in the vicinity.
Refer to Responses to Comments E-5 and E-11, which summarize the analysis in the
EIR related to the proposed water usage. These responses note that Impact 6.3 finds
that the proposed water usage would result in less than significant impacts to
groundwater in the project vicinity. The determination that use of a daily maximum
of 10,000 gallons of water would have a less than significant impact was based on the
results of the 72-hour pump test and a State of California guideline regarding
groundwater use for public water systems. As discussed in Response to Comment
E-5, the conclusions in the Draft EIR were based on the state guideline, which was
later codified as California Code of Regulations Section §64554. California Code of
Regulations §64554 requires that daily pumping from a public water supply well
drilled in hard rock formation be limited to 25 percent of the pumping rate. This law
was promulgated as guidance for public water supplies drilled in hard rock fracture
formations, which is the type of formation present in the project area.
The 72-hour pump test also included monitoring of the nearby well at the American
River Propane property, west of the project site. During the pump test, the depth to
water level in the American River Propane well dropped less than one foot. This
indicates that there is minimal communication or lateral continuity between these
two wells. As explained in Response to Comment E-11, if substantial
communication was present, the neighboring well would have shown a more
prominent decline that was proportional to the amount of water being pumped.
Based on the Well Completion Reports, the 72-hour test results, and compliance with
the State guideline for public water supply systems, it is expected that the project
would have no potential to affect other nearby wells by pumping from the onsite
well.

W-3

The comment states that traffic and road conditions in the project area would be
impacted by heavy trucks.
As discussed in Response to Comment F-2, CHAPTER 5 TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of potential impacts from the
proposed project associated with traffic. The analysis in the EIR concludes that
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