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LETTER 1: KATY SANCHEZ, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1-1

Chapter 7.0 (Cultural Resources) of the Draft EIR identifies the following actions that were taken
to evaluate the potential to impact archeological resources on the site as recommended by the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC):

A review of the files maintained at the North Central Information Center (NCIC) of the
California Historical Resources Information System was conducted by center staff on
November 3, 2009.

The Project site was completely surveyed in 2003 by Peak & Associates. The team
covered the area in 5- to 10-meter-wide transects, carefully checking for evidence of
prehistoric or historic resources. Where necessary, small holes were excavated to allow
examination of the sediments. There was no evidence of prehistoric or historic sites
within the Project site.

PMC requested a new sacred lands search and a list of Native American contacts from
the NAHC and received the results on June 23, 2011 (see Appendix 7.0-3 of the Draft
EIR). The results again did not identify any Native American sacred lands within the
Project site. PMC again contacted all tribal representation groups on the list provided by
the NAHC, through written correspondence in July and August 2008.

Results of research and field review were documented in the report by Peak and
Associates, Determination of Eligibility and Effect for the Amazing Facts Project, Placer
County, California, December 1, 2009.

Chapter 7.0 identifies mitigation measure 7-2 that addresses potential impacts associated
with accidentally discovered archeological resources, including consultation with the
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria for any discovered resources.
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LETTER 2: GREGORY S. BAKER, UNITED AUBURN INDIAN
COMMUNITY OF THE AUBURN RANCHERIA

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-1

Appendix 7.0 of the Draft EIR contains the Project’s archeological report (Peak and
Associates, Determination of Eligibility and Effect for the Amazing Facts Project, Placer County,
California, December 1, 2009), which included information sent to the United Auburn Indian
Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC). Mitigation measure 7-2 in the Draft EIR addresses
potential impacts associated with accidentally discovered archeological resources and includes
consultation with United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria for any discovered
resources. The Final EIR will be provided to the UAIC prior to action on the Project, and a site
visit was conducted in February 2012 with the Peak and Associates staff. The commenter is also
referred to responses to Comment Letter 19.
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LETTER 3: GENEVIEVE SPARKS, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD CENTRAL VALLEY REGION

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-1

The requirement for obtaining coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activities is described on Draft EIR page 13-15 and under Impact
13.1 on Draft EIR page 13-25.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-2

Phase 11 MS4 permits are described on Draft EIR page 13-15, and Placer County compliance with
the Phase Il MS4 permit regulations through the implementation of the Placer County Stormwater
Management Plan is described on Draft EIR page 13-20. The Project would be required to
address operational water quality impacts consistent with these requirements, and Draft EIR
mitigation measure 13-3 requires the provision of permanent best management practices to
address operational water quality impacts of the Project. The Placer County Storm Woater
Management Plan is on file at the Department of Public Works and is available for public review.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-3

The proposed Project would not consist of industrial-type uses that would require compliance
with the Industrial Storm Water General Permit based on review of Attachment 1 of the General
Permit.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-4

Draft EIR page 6-35 identifies anticipated waters of the U.S. that would be filled or indirectly
impacted by the proposed Project, as well as the Project’s need to obtain permits/approvals under
Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act and a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from
California Department of Fish and Game. The commenter is referred to mitigation measure 6-6
that provides for obtaining these permits as well as ensuring no net loss of the wetland resources.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-5

As noted in Response to Comment 3-4, the Draft EIR identifies the need for a 401 Water Quality
Certification for the Project.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-6
The proposed Project does not propose any discharges that would require coverage under a Waste

Discharge Permit. Project stormwater discharges are covered as part of the County’s compliance
with the Phase Il Municipal Storm Sewer permit.
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LETTER 4: DONALD B. MOONEY, LAW OFFICES OF DONALD
MOONEY

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-1

Draft EIR Chapter 9.0 (Traffic and Circulation) and Chapter 18.0 (Cumulative, Growth-
Inducing, and Irreversible Impacts) provides an extensive analysis of the Project’s direct and
cumulative traffic impacts to Sierra College Boulevard. While it is acknowledged that the Town
of Loomis maintains portions of Sierra College Boulevard, the cities of Rocklin and Roseville
and Placer County also maintain portions of this roadway. Mr. Mooney’s concerns regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR traffic analysis are responded to below in Response to Comments 4-2
through 4-5.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-2

While Mr. Mooney suggests that the traffic analysis for the Project is outdated as a result of
traffic counts being conducted in July 2007, he provides no evidence or technical analysis
that identifies how this results in the traffic analysis being inadequate for the purposes of
CEQA. The Draft EIR identifies traffic counts for Sierra College Boulevard in the vicinity of
the Project site of 19,150 vehicles in 2008, higher than recent traffic counts conducted by the
City of Roseville that identified an average daily traffic volume of 17,187 vehicles north of
Secret Ravine Parkway in May 2011 (City of Roseville, 2011a).

It should be noted that development activity and growth in the Project area (cities of
Roseville and Rocklin, Town of Loomis, and Placer County) have substantially slowed since
2007, which would have impacted traffic volumes in the area to the extent that would alter
the conclusions of the traffic analysis and the Draft EIR. Between 2007 and 2010, building
permit issuance by the City of Rocklin was reduced by 54 percent for new residential units
and 84 percent for new nonresidential uses (commercial and industrial), while building
permit issuance by the City of Roseville was reduced by 45 percent for new residential and
87 percent for new nonresidential (City of Rocklin, 2011; City of Roseville, 2011b).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-3

The traffic consultant collected traffic count data for the Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park
Drive intersection on August 9, 2009. The traffic study was updated at that time to include this
intersection in the study analysis. Furthermore, the Draft EIR identifies traffic counts for Sierra
College Boulevard in the Project site vicinity site of 19,150 vehicles in 2008, higher than recent
traffic counts conducted by the City of Roseville in May 2011 that identified an average daily
traffic volume of 17,187 vehicles north of Secret Ravine Parkway (City of Roseville, 2011a). The
Project applicant’s representative has met with the Sierra Ridge Estates Homeowners
Association. As noted in Chapter 1.0 (Introduction), the Project applicant has proposed (as part
of the Project) to re-stripe a portion of Sierra College Boulevard from Nightwatch Drive to El
Don Avenue (see Figure 1-4). This re-striping would result in a complete four-lane Sierra
College Boulevard from City of Roseville city limits to Interstate 80 (1-80). This re-striping
was reviewed by KD Anderson & Associates regarding potential changes in traffic impacts
identified in the Draft EIR. This analysis is provided in Appendix A. The restriping would
improve the delay time for westbound movement at the Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park
Drive intersection by 4.3 seconds under Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Project Saturday
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Peak Hour Conditions and would improve the level of service (LOS) of this movement from
F to E under Cumulative Plus Project Saturday Peak Hour Conditions.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-4

Standard Placer County determination of adequate intersection operation for level of service
purposes is based on how the overall intersection operates, rather than a single movement.
The majority of traffic volume at the Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park Drive intersection
is through traffic on Sierra College Boulevard, while only nine vehicles utilized Ridge Park
Drive (see Draft EIR Figure 9-8). Thus, this is not considered a significant intersection
operation impact in the Draft EIR and no mitigation is required.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 4-5

The determination of feasibility is based on the fact that this intersection is located within the
City of Rocklin and that there is no City capital improvement project for this intersection
with a fee program established. This facility is also not identified in SPRTA (see Draft EIR
page 9-39). When implementation of a mitigation measure falls outside of the unincorporated
areas of Placer County, the impact must be considered “significant and unavoidable” in the
EIR because it is not within Placer County’s power to enforce, unless there is a memorandum
of understanding with that jurisdiction to implement mitigation measures on Placer County’s
behalf.
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LETTER 5: TOM R. THOMPSON, PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-1
Path 2 consisted of the following:

Provide an on-site renewable energy generation (solar, wind, etc.) system capable of
producing at least 12% of the building’s total electrical load OR at least 20% of the
building’s hot water demand.

This mitigation measure was considered infeasible given the anticipated cost of the systems,
design of the buildings, and the likely visual impact of these features on the Project.
Specifically, given the exposure of portions of the buildings to the south, and the design of the
buildings, any roof-mounted solar panels would need to be set on the flat roofs at an angle of
approximately 20 percent slope and said panels could cause reflections which would be
visible. Based on the Go Solar California Clean Power Estimator, the cost of a photovoltaic solar
power-generating system for the Project site would be approximately $172,000 for each 20 metric
tons reduction of GHG emissions per year (as identified in Draft EIR Table 16-5, the Project
needs an additional 9 percent reduction [approximately 519 metric tons] in GHG emissions).

The use of any wind-generating devices would likely compromise the architectural integrity
of the building elevations and such devices would also be visible to neighboring properties.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-2

Mitigation measure 16-2d includes a menu of energy-efficient measures for the Project. It is
expected that the Project will implement most if not all of the measures listed under Path 1.
Although it is noted on Draft EIR page 16-21 that mitigation measure 16-2d was not factored
into greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction estimates given this uncertainty.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-3

As stated in Draft EIR Table 10-9, the reported area source emissions (and mobile source
emissions) shown do represent the average of summer and winter emissions and are
consistent with the URBEMIS output data.

The following tables are added to the Draft EIR after Table 10-9 on page 10-24. This additional
information does not alter the less than significant impact conclusion for Impact 10-2.
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TABLE 10-9A
TOTAL LONG-TERM AREA SOURCE UNMITIGATED SUMMER EMISSIONS
(MOBILE SOURCE — SATURDAYS)

; Daily Emissions (Lbs/Day)
Scenario
ROG NOx co PM1io PM; s
Project Buildout (Completion of Phase | and Phase Il)

PCAPCD Significance
Criteria (Ibs/day) 82 82 50 82 /A
Area Sources 162 2.05 4.78 0.01 0.01

Mobile Sources
—[Saturda ) 21.05 30.30 261.00 47.18 9.12
Total 22.67 32.35 265.78 47.19 9.13
Significance Potential? NO NO NO NO NO
TABLE 10-9B

TOTAL LONG-TERM AREA SOURCE UNMITIGATED WINTER EMISSIONS
(MOBILE SOURCE — SATURDAYS)

Daily Emissions (Lbs/Day)

Scenario
ROG NOx Cco PM1q PMzs
Project Buildout (Completion of Phase | and Phase II)
PCAPCD Significance
Criteria (Ibs/day) 2 2 =0 82 NA
Area Sources 1.37 2.01 1.69 0.00 0.00
Mobile Sources
(Saturday) 27.14 43.41 298.52 47.18 9.12
Total 28.51 45.42 300.21 47.18 9.12
Significance Potential? NO NO NO NO NO

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-4

As stated on page 10-23 of the Draft EIR, traffic information used to generate the vehicle
emissions was gathered from the Traffic Impact Analysis (T1A) for the Project as well as
supplemental information provided by KD Anderson & Associates. The Project is estimated
to generate 3,700 average daily trips (ADT) during an average Saturday after Phase | and
Phase Il (KD Anderson & Associates, 2010). The updated analysis included the traffic
generated by two Saturday services; thus, no change to the Draft EIR is recommended.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-5

As noted above in Response to Comment 5-2, mitigation measure 16-2d was not factored in
the quantification of the GHG reductions. The following correction is made to Table 16-5 on
Draft EIR page 16-22:
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TABLE 16-5
SUMMARY OF PROJECT GHG REDUCTIONS
Emissions Reduction Summary CO, Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)
Total Business-as-Usual (BAU) Emissions 6,132
Project-Related CO,e Reduction (mitigation measures 16-2a, b, ¢, and e—216-2f) 324
Regulatory Reduction 935
Total GHG Emission Reduction 1,259
Remaining Emissions 4,873
Percentage Reduction from Business as Usual 20
District Percentage Reduction Threshold for Less than Significant Determination 29

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-6
Draft EIR Table 16-2 on page 16-17 is amended as follows:

TABLE 16-2
ESTIMATED PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — PROJECT OPERATION
UNDER BAU OPERATIONS (CO,E METRIC TONS PER YEAR)

Carbon Methane Nitrous Hydrofluoro- Perfluoro- Sulfur
Emission Source Dioxide (CH,) Oxide carbons carbons Hexafluoride COye
(COy) i (N,0) (HFCs) (PFCs) (SFe)
H 1
Mobile Source 4,838 N/A N/A NIA NIA NIA 4,838

(vehicle)

Area Source

(on-site heating and cooling 400 N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A 400

equipment, landscaping,
consumer products)

Stationary Electricity 556 Negl Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. 556
Source Natural Gas 268 Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. 268
Water and Wastewater
Conveyance/Treatment 37 Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. 37

Solid Waste 33 Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. Negl. Neglh 33
Total COe Emissions
(BAU) 6,132

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 5-7

The utilization of San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District thresholds of significance and
guidelines for greenhouse gases was utilized in the Draft EIR based on several consultations with
the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) and County staff.

While the PCAPCD suggests there are many mitigation measures that could further reduce
GHG emissions, no additional recommendations are provided in this comment letter. As part
of the preparation of the Draft EIR, the following mitigation measure options, in addition to
Paths 2 and 3, were considered and rejected as infeasible:
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e Provision of transit directly to the site — Currently neither the City of Roseville nor
Placer County Transit provide transit service near the Project (nearest locations along
Sierra College Boulevard are at Rocklin Road and Olympus Parkway). Mitigation
measure 16-2b includes the provision of a bus stop. However, the operation of a
transit service for this use type (house of worship) that has operations limited to a few
days and hours in a week and the distribution of its members in the area (rather than
concentrated in one area) is considered infeasible.

e Reductions in parking provided — While this measure can be effective for mixed-
use developments that provide opportunities to accommodate multiple services in one
trip with alternative forms of transportation available, the Project is a single use
(house of worship) that has operations limited to a few days and hours in a week. In
addition, a reduction in parking standards would require approval of a variance and
the associated determination of unique circumstances on the site to reduce the
standards that could not be met under County standards.

e Additional energy efficiency and use of renewable energy — As identified in
Response to Comments 5-1 and 5-2, these additional measures were determined
infeasible for the Project and could also result in greater visual impacts.

Path 3 was considered, but due to the lack of detailed building plans at this stage, it is not feasible to
accurately calculate if the ultimate building design and construction methods will be such that the
minimum California energy efficiency standards can be exceeded by 15 percent.

Based on the analysis provided on Draft EIR page 16-22, 519 metric tons of CO, equivalent Project GHG
emissions reductions are needed to reduce the project’s impact to less than significant. The EIR consultant
has reviewed additional mitigation measure options in consultation with the Placer County Air Pollution
Control District and is proposing the purchase of GHG offset credits (also referred to as carbon credits). A
discussion of the current status of GHG offset credits in California is provided below.

Overview Carbon Credit Programs

The AB 32 Scoping Plan identifies cap-and-trade as a key strategy for helping California reduce its GHG
emissions. A cap-and-trade program sets the total amount of greenhouse gas emissions allowable for
facilities under the cap and allows covered sources, including producers and consumers of energy, to
determine the least expensive strategies to comply. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted
the final cap-and-trade regulation on October 20, 2011, and AB 32 requires the program to begin in 2013.

While uncertainty remains in the details of cap-and-trade, carbon offset credits are one potential option
for achieving emissions reductions. Carbon offset credits are created through the development of projects,
such as renewable energy generation or carbon sequestration projects, that achieve the reduction of
emissions from activities not otherwise regulated, covered under an emissions cap, or resulting from
government incentives. Offsets are verified reductions of emissions whose ownership can be transferred
to others. As required by AB 32, any reduction of GHG emissions used for compliance purposes must be
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and additional. Offsets used to meet regulatory
requirements must be quantified according to CARB-adopted methodologies, and CARB must adopt a
regulation to verify and enforce the reductions. The criteria developed will ensure that the reductions are
quantified accurately and are not double-counted within the system
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Several registries of carbon offset credits have emerged in the United States in recent years. In the
absence of mandatory GHG reduction requirements, these registries record and transfer ownership of
offset credits for the voluntary market. The voluntary market has developed to serve those individuals,
businesses, and institutions wishing to offset their own emissions, even in the absence of a regulatory
requirement, or who are preparing for anticipated regulatory requirements. Registries facilitate and give
legitimacy to carbon offset credit tracking and trading. One of the leading registries, the Climate Action
Reserve (CAR), is anticipated to serve as a source of regulatory offsets under the future California cap-
and-trade program. CAR is a spin-off program of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR), which
was created by California state legislation in 2001. It has been involved with CARB throughout the AB
32 implementation process, including the development of its reporting rule, verification scheme, and
several sector-specific accounting protocols. CAR is respected as a national project registry that sets
standards, accredits verifiers, and registers and tracks projects using sophisticated software to serialize
and transfer emission reduction credits. In 2009, CAR transactions accounted for the majority of the U.S.
offset market value, and CAR Climate Reserve Tons (CRTs) usually command a premium over the
general voluntary offset market.

CRTs are well-respected as being among the highest quality offsets available. They meet the criteria of
being real, permanent, additional, verifiable, and enforceable. CAR utilizes a standardized approach for
the independent and rigorous verification of GHG emissions reductions reported by project developers
into its offset registry. This standardized approach defines a verification process that promotes the
relevance, completeness, consistency, accuracy, transparency, and conservativeness of emissions
reductions data reported in the CAR.

Project verification is a key aspect of the CAR and its key objectives are to:

Ensure projects are real, additional, permanent, verifiable and enforceable;

Minimize the risk of invalid creation or double counting of CRTs;

Support the transparency and integrity of the data contained within the CAR;

Maintain that verifications are conducted in a consistent and comparable manner across projects;
and

e Assist the Reserve in monitoring project developer’s ongoing compliance with the CAR’s
protocols.

Verification activities differ based on the complexity of project developers’ GHG emissions reductions or
removals and the underlying data supporting them. However, the verification process will include, at a
minimum, the following steps:

e Notification of verification activities and case-by-case evaluation of conflict of interest
e Scoping and planning project verification activities
o Desk review and annual site visit to conduct project verification activities:
1. Identifying emissions sources and assess risk of material misstatements
2. Reviewing methodologies and management systems
3. Verifying emission reduction calculations
e Preparing a project developers verification report, list of findings, and verification statement and
submitting them through the CAR, (see http://www.climateactionreserve.org)
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Based on the above, the purchase of carbon offset credits through the CAR would meet CEQA’s
definition of feasible mitigation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15364) and is added to Draft EIR page 16-16
and 16-22 with the following text changes:

Draft EIR page 16-16, the following text changes are made:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Mitigation measure 16-1 and 16-2f would reduce mitigate the Project’s carbon footprint
during construction activities during Phase 1. Specifically, mitigation measure 16-2f
would require the purchase of carbon credits to offset Project construction and
operatlonal GHG em|33|ons Ihls—weuld—net—eﬁset—GHG—emlssq%s—fFem—eenstmeH%

+mpaet—|s—mmgatedr Thus this |mpact would be mlthated to Iess than S|qn|f|cant is

considered-significantand-unavoidable:

Draft EIR page 16-22, the following text changes are made:

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Reductions achieved through state-led GHG-reducing regulations are shown in Table 16-3.
Table 16-4 provides estimates of the emissions reductions that will result from implementation of
the above prepesed-Preject’s GHG-reducing mitigation. When the reductions from Table 16-3
and Table 16-4 are totaled (see Table 16-5), the amount of GHG reduction is 1,259 metric tons
of CO.e per year. This amount represents a reduction of 20 percent from the BAU figure of 6,132
metric tons of CO,e per year.

TABLE 16-5
SUMMARY OF PROJECT GHG REDUCTIONS

Emissions Reduction Summary CO, Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)

Total Business-as-Usual (BAU) Emissions 6,132
;:)oject-Related CO,e Reduction (mitigation measures 16- a, b, ¢, and e—16- 304

Regulatory Reduction 935

Total GHG Emission Reduction 1,259

Remaining Emissions 4,873

Percentage Reduction from Business as Usual 20
District_Per_centage Reduction Threshold for Less than Significant 29

Determination

The GHG emissions from the proposed Project are projected to result in 4,873 metric tons of
CO.e per year (Tables 16-2 through 16-5). As the proposed Project would reduce projected BAU
emissions by just 20 percent, the Project is not considered consistent with the State of California’s
ability to meet its AB 32 goals (project compliance with SIVAPCD guidelines equates to
compliance with AB 32). Thus, the following GHG emission offset (carbon credits) mitigation is
proposed that would either require the purchase of woodland or forest acreage through the
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Climate Action Reserve (CAR) to sequester measurable and verifiable carbon, and/or ensure that
other types of carbon credits are purchased through CAR to offset the remaining percent
necessary (currently calculated at approximately 519 metric tons annually) to attain the required
29 percent reduction of the Project’s GHG emissions. These GHG emission offset credits would
be intended to cover the on-going GHG emissions of Project’s operation. the-proposed-Project’s

Mitigation Measure 16.2f Purchase Carbon Credits

The Project applicant shall purchase carbon offset credits that are 1) from the Climate Action
Reserve (CAR) registry or other similar entity as determined acceptable by the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), and 2) quantified through an approved protocol by either
the State of California or other similar entity and verified by a qualified verification body
(accredited by either the Climate Action Reserve or the State of California, or other similar entity
as determined acceptable by the PCAPCD. These carbon credits may include, but shall not be
limited to: woodland, including woodlands preserved through mitigation measure 6-9, or forest
acreage to attain measurable and verifiable carbon sequestration, and/or purchase of other types
of carbon credits through CAR or other similar entities as determined acceptable by the PCAPCD
to offset that amount of greenhouse gas emissions necessary to achieve the required 29 percent
reduction of the Project’s GHG emissions measured against Business As Usual. These carbon
credits would be used to offset both construction and on-going GHG emissions of the Project.
Prior to purchase, the applicant shall provide a thorough analysis to the PCAPCD for review and
approval. This analysis shall include the Project’s estimated emissions, calculation methodology
and proposed offset purchase. The applicant shall submit either the purchase certification from
CAR reqistry, or verification certification issued by a qualified verification body for all carbon
offset credits purchased, to the Placer County Building Department prior to issuance of building

permits.

CAR utilizes a standardized approach for the independent and rigorous verification of
GHG emissions reductions reported by project developers into its offset registry. This
standardized approach defines a verification process that promotes the relevance,
completeness, consistency, accuracy, transparency and conservativeness of emissions
reductions data reported in the CAR. Thus, implementation of mitigation measure 16.2f
(in combination with mitigation measures 16.2a though e) would reduce the Project GHG
emissions 29 percent from BAU, and would reduce this impact to less than
cumulatively considerable.
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LETTER 6: RALPH GIBSON, PLACER COUNTY MUSEUMS DIVISION

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 6-1

Draft EIR Chapter 7.0 identifies mitigation measure 7-2 that addresses potential impacts
associated with accidentally discovered archeological resources, including coordination with a
qualified archeologist and the Placer County Planning Department and Museums Division, and
consultation with the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria for any
discovered resources. The Native American Heritage Commission was consulted during the
preparation of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER 7: HEATHER TREJO, PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7-1

The Draft EIR identifies that the Project area has low system pressures in Impact 14.7.2 on
page 14-38 and includes discussion regarding offsite infrastructure. Mitigation measure 14.7-2
requires the Project to enter into a facilities agreement with the Placer County Water Agency
(PCWA) for financial participation in any additional improvements required to the existing
system.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7-2

The Project is not proposing to utilize the existing well and would abandon the well as part of
site development.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7-3

The Draft DEIR evaluated off-site water infrastructure and confirmed there is an existing 20-
inch line adjacent to the Project, at the intersection of Sierra College and Nightwatch, to which
it will connect. As noted above in Response to Comment 7-1, the Project would enter into a
facilities agreement associated with mitigation measure 14.7-2.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 7-4

It is acknowledged that the PCWA does not reserve water. Section 14.7 of the Draft EIR
identifies that adequate water supplies exist to serve the Project once developed. The project
will be conditioned to provide a “will-serve” letter from PCWA for water service prior to
approval of improvement plans.
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LETTER 8: SHERRI ABBAS, CITY OF ROCKLIN

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8-1

The Draft EIR identifies Project improvements that would be made to its frontage along Sierra
College Boulevard and the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Nightwatch Drive. Draft
EIR pages 9-24 and 9-25 specifically note:

Improvements to the Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive intersection have been
assumed under these initial analysis conditions. Improvements will be made to Sierra
College Boulevard west of the intersection to create a right turn lane into the site at
Nightwatch Drive. The median on Sierra College Boulevard has been assumed to be
reconstructed to create a single left turn lane into the Project site. A two lane northbound
Nightwatch Drive approach has been assumed, with these two lanes configured as a
dedicated left turn lane and a combined left+through+right turn lane. The existing
southbound right turn lane on Nightwatch Drive has been assumed to be restriped to
permit through traffic. The Project’s frontage widening has been assumed to be striped to
accommodate a separate right turn lane into the site at the new access on Sierra College
Boulevard.

In order to further address Project traffic impacts to Sierra College Boulevard, the Project
applicant has proposed (as part of the Project) to re-stripe a portion of Sierra College
Boulevard from Nightwatch Drive to EI Don Avenue (see Figure 1-4). This re-striping
would result in a complete four-lane Sierra College Boulevard from City of Roseville city
limits to Interstate 80 (I-80). This re-striping was reviewed by KD Anderson & Associates
regarding potential changes in traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR. This analysis is
provided in Appendix A. As shown in this analysis, the proposed re-striping would provide
for improved intersection operations with Project conditions for “Existing Plus Approved
Projects Conditions” (see Draft EIR pages 9-40 through -56 for a description of “EXisting
Plus Approved Projects Conditions”) and “Cumulative Conditions” (see Draft EIR pages 18-
7 through -18 for “Cumulative Conditions”) for Sierra College Boulevard intersections at
Southside Ranch Road, Ridge Park Drive (westbound movement), and Nightwatch Drive as
noted below:

Existing Plus Approved Projects Conditions for Saturday Peak Hour

o Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (from LOS E to LOS C)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park Drive (maintains LOS A for overall
intersection operations but improves the westbound right- and left-turn
movement delay by 4.3 seconds)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (from LOS D to LOS A)

o Sierra College Boulevard/El Don Drive (maintains LOS A conditions).

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions for Saturday Peak Hour

o Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (from LOS F to LOS C/D)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park Drive (maintains LOS A for overall
intersection operations but improves the westbound right- and left-turn
movement delay by 4.3 seconds)

o0 Sierra College Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (from LOS F to LOS A)

o Sierra College Boulevard/El Don Drive (from LOS A to LOS A/B).

April 2012 Page 3-30 FEIR



3.0 Responses to Comments

Specifically, this improvement would eliminate significant and unavoidable impacts
identified in the Draft EIR for the following intersections: Sierra College
Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (Impact 9.4 and cumulative plus Project impact) and Sierra
College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (Impact 9.5).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8-2

The following correction is made to the Draft EIR on page 9-42:
Background Improvements

Various circulation system improvements may be expected to be completed under the
short-term horizon. Recentlyin-the—nearterm, Sierra College Boulevard was is-te-be
widened by the City of Rocklin to provide two through lanes in each direction from the
El Don Drive intersection north to Interstate 80. This work witcreates two complete
northbound through lanes at the Sierra College Boulevard/El Don Drive intersection.
However, at the Rocklin Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection, no additional turn
lanes will be developed as part of this Project. Under the base condition, no
improvements have been assumed at the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road
intersection.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8-3

The following change is made to Draft EIR mitigation measure 9-2 on page 9-40:

Mitigation Measure 9-2 Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive
Intersection Mitigation

Prior to the issuance of any building permits for Phase IH, construct the following
improvements at the intersection at Sierra College Boulevard and Nightwatch Drive.

e Add a second northbound through lane

As noted in Response to Comment 8-1, the Project applicant has proposed (as part of the
Project) to re-stripe a portion of Sierra College Boulevard from Nightwatch Drive to EI Don
Avenue (see Figure 1-4). This re-striping would result in a complete four-lane Sierra College
Boulevard from City of Roseville city limits to Interstate 80 (1-80).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 8-4

The following change is made to the second bullet on page 18-16:

B Add a third through lane and a separate right turn lane on the southbound Sierra

College Boulevard approach for a total of five lanes. Fhe—third—through—tane—is
ncluded-in-the- SPRTAfee-program: The southbound right turn lane is identified as

mitigation measure 9-3.
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LETTER 9: ANDREW DARROW, PLACER COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 9-1

The following changes are made to Draft EIR mitigation measure 13-5f on page 13-34:

Mitigation Measure 13-5f Improve or Rebuild Dam to Increase Detention

Capacity

The applicant shall retain a qualified engineer to assess the structural integrity of the dam
on the Project site based on all applicable state and local standards_and will be submitted
to the Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District for review and

approval prior to approval of improvement plans. Based on the results of this assessment,

one of the following courses shall be taken:

)

2)

If the dam is found to have the required integrity, including a non-seeping core, a
new spillway shall be constructed with a lower spill elevation to increase the
available detention volume. A lower spill elevation would lower the pond’s normal
water surface by 1.8 feet. This could cause a loss of wetland habitat. In order for
these improvements to be implemented, the pond would be partially drained and
there would be disturbance to the spillway area during construction. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit for the Project (required under mitigation
measure 6-6) shall address this potential loss of wetlands at the spillway and pond
perimeter.

If the dam is found not to have the required integrity, it shall be rebuilt to meet all
structural requirements. The new dam shall be constructed at an elevation 1.8 feet
higher than the existing dam’s elevation, and the associated spillway shall be
constructed at the existing spillway’s elevation. This would result in the pond’s
water surface remaining the same but the footprint of the dam would increase,
resulting in a loss of wetland habitat at the spillway. In order for these
improvements to be implemented, the pond would be completely drained and there
would be disturbance to the pond during construction. The dam slope shall be
planted with grass of like kind to the existing site vegetation. Any trees removed
shall be replanted with like kind in a compatible location. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Section 404 permit for the Project (required under mitigation measure
6-6) shall address the potential loss of wetland habitat at the spillway.
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LETTER 10: SCOTT MORGAN, GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING
AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 10-1

Comment letters received from the State Clearinghouse are responded to in this Final EIR.
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Letter 11 Continued

intended to be much more than a church and continually calling it so appears as an attempt to
deflect from the fact that the Project is a very large institutional / commercial complex, with
significant unavoidable environmental impacts better suited in an area associated with

commercial, office, or industrial uses.

It is my contention that the County officials (the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors)
should reject this proposal based on its size/intensity not being compatible with the intent of the
Grant Bay Community Plan, General Plan Land Use Policies, the generation of unavoidable
significant environmental impacts, and the fact that the project is more than just a place to

worship.

I respectfully ask that vou apply the same rationale to this project as you would to a similar

sized commercial or office project that would not include worship in its use. Regardless ofits
religious affiliation, I believe the scale and scope of the project should be a driving force in

determining if the project is best suited for one zone or another, not just because it is religiously
affiliated. As the earlier historic perspective illustrated, churches use to be much smaller,
typically served the immediate neighborhood around the church, provided limited social services,
and did not produce commercially marketable materials from “the house of worship”. However,
with the advent of a mobile population and the advancement of communication technologies,
“churches” have stepped out beyond their traditional bounds to be places of worship, recreation /
community centers, schools and have begun operating like businesses. As times changed, zoning
laws have left many grey areas that can only be addressed by those with the ability to make
change: constituents and public officials.

11-18
cont.
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LETTER 11: SCOTT ROBERTSON
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-1

Comments associated with the size and operation of the proposed Project is noted; however, there
is no “manufacturing” proposed with the Project. The Draft EIR provides a detailed description
of the Project as well as an analysis of the physical environmental effects of constructing and
operating the Project as proposed. The “commercial” aspects of the Project’s operations are
considered “promotion of religious activities” and are included under the “House of Worship”
definition pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Sec. 17.04.030.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-2

Comments associated with the zoning and evolution of the function of houses of worship is noted.
The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the physical environmental effects of constructing
and operating the Project as proposed, including consideration of traffic impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-3

Comments expressing concern regarding the appropriateness and compatibility of the proposed
Project at the site are noted. Land use conditions and potential land use impacts are addressed in
Chapter 4.0 (Land Use and Agriculture) of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR pages 4-27 and -28). The
activities listed are allowed uses pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Sec. 17.04.030.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-4

The Project objectives were identified by the applicant for use in the Draft EIR. It is important to
note that Amazing Facts currently provides worship services for its members in nearby Loomis
(at the existing Shepherd of the Sierra church), which includes residents from the Granite Bay
area. Initial members originally met near the Project site at the Sierra Elementary School on
Scarborough Drive, Due to the growth of their membership, they moved to a larger facility and
have already reached capacity at Shepherd of the Sierra. Many houses of worship offer services
intended to assist people locally as well as worldwide. In addition, Amazing Facts currently
operates from offices located in Placer County’s Sunset Industrial Area west of the City of
Rocklin and north of the City of Roseville.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-5

It is acknowledged that roadway facilities and available access of the Project site is limited to
Sierra College Boulevard. However, there are substantial differences between the Project and
Bayside Church which reflect how each church uses its square footage. The number of parking
spaces required is a result of the County’s standards and is based upon the amount of square feet
allocated to each specific use. The Seventh-Day Adventist faith and practices are different from
Bayside’s and as a result the Project will not have as many ancillary activities. The Draft EIR
traffic analysis evaluates the traffic operational impacts of the Project’s access configuration,
including during the typical peak traffic conditions during services on Saturdays (see Draft EIR
Table 9-11 on page 9-42). Additional traffic analysis was completed in 2010 with a more
complete list of activities and mitigation is identified to address the Project’s traffic impacts.

Regarding parking, the proposed Project design exceeds parking standards required under
Sections 17.54.050 and 17.54.060 of the Placer County Code (see Draft EIR page 9-55). The
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comment provides no technical analysis that meeting County parking standards would not
provide adequate parking for Project operations.

It is acknowledged that the proposed Project will host a variety of activities on days and evenings
other than Saturday, in addition to special events during the holidays. However, activities during
the weekdays have been included in the traffic analysis and commonly occur outside of the peak
hour traffic conditions, and are not the basis on which the County designs its roadway facilities.
Designing roadway facilities to accommodate special-event traffic would result in larger
roadways and intersections that could result in further physical impacts to the environment.

While Bayside Church and other large houses of worship in the area (e.g., Adventure Church in
the City of Roseville) provide traffic control staff to ensure efficient movement of traffic during
special events, it is not anticipated that the Project would require such staffing. However, if any
special event were to be of a magnitude where such traffic would be expected, the Project would
provide or hire traffic control staff.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-6

As identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, an EIR is an informational document to inform
the public and decision-makers of the significant environmental effect of a project and must be
considered prior to taking action on a project. If the County ultimately decides to approve the
proposed Project, it will be required to balance the benefits of the Project against the unavoidable
adverse environmental effects of the Project and determine that the benefits outweigh the
environmental effects (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).

The commenter is referred to the General Plan consistency analysis provided in Chapter 4.0
(Land Use and Agriculture) of the Draft EIR. The Project was determined to be consistent with
the General Plan.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-7

Chapter 3.0 (Project Description) provides a complete description of all proposed facilities and
operations on the site that is the basis of the impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The commenter
provides no information as to how the multiple uses of the proposed Project are not addressed in
the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-8

A detailed description of the 11,220-square-foot resource building is provided on Draft EIR page
3-13. Operations in this building are supportive activities of the Project’s operation as a “house of
worship” and are not a separate commercial use, but are considered “promotion of religious
activities” and allowed pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Section 17.04.030.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-9

The discussion on Draft EIR page 4-5 provided below specifically identifies that the Project is
consistent with this provision of the Granite Bay Community Plan that has resulted in the
transitional urban uses including other large houses of worship (e.g., Bayside Church), which also
had significant and unavoidable cumulative environmental impacts.
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While the Project site is designated RE, the Granite Bay Community Plan recognizes the
urban uses in the adjoining areas of the City of Roseville, City of Rocklin, and
Sacramento County, and the Community Plan provides for an area transitioning from
urban uses to rural uses under “Intensity of Use Policies — Policy 1” that specifically
notes:

The planning area shall have the low intensity of development which is
appropriate to its location on the fringe of the urban areas of the City of
Roseville and the County of Sacramento, and should provide a transition
between the urban densities in the adjoining communities and non-
intensive land uses to the north and west. [underscore added for
emphasis]

In part due to implementation of this policy, development along the eastern side of the
Sierra College Boulevard corridor (from Old Auburn Road to Rocklin Road) consists of
more urban uses and densities which generally transition to more rural uses further east of
the Sierra College Boulevard corridor (see Figure 3-2).

The site is zoned by Placer County as Farm with a Building Site combining district (F-B-X 20-acre
minimum) (see Figure 4-3). The intent of the Farm (F) zone is to provide areas for the conduct of
commercial agricultural operations that can also accommodate necessary services to support
agricultural uses, together with residential land uses at low population densities. Allowable uses
within this zone include crop production, equestrian facilities, fisheries and game preserves,
forestry, grazing, storage structures, and pipelines and transmission lines. Houses of worship, or
churches, are also allowable uses with issuance of a minor use permit (Placer County, 2009a).

As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the Granite Bay Community Plan has been updated
since release of the Draft EIR. Based on review of the policies of the adopted Granite Bay
Community Plan to the consistency analysis provided in Draft EIR Tables 4-7, 8-2, 9-6, 10-6,
11-7,12-2, 13-2, 14.1-2, 14.2-2, 14.4-4, 14.5-2, 14.7-7, and 15-3, the proposed Project would be
generally consistent with the updated Granite Bay Community Plan as identified in these tables.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-10

The analysis for General Plan Policy 1.A.5 has been modified below to correct this statement.
The proposed Project is a house of worship and not a commercial use and would not set a
precedent of allowing commercial uses on adjoining land areas.

On Draft EIR page 4-21, the following text modifications are made for the analysis of Policy
1.AL:

The proposed Project does not include the subdivision of any parcels. Furthermore,
houses of worship are considered an allowed use within the F-B-X zoning district with a

minor use permit the-Project-site-iszoned-forurban-development.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-11

Amazing Facts currently leases a church in Loomis to provide an interim facility providing
Saturday worship services for its members in western Placer County, including those who reside
in the Granite Bay. It is anticipated that its Granite Bay membership will increase with the
construction of the proposed Project. Their business offices are currently located in the Sunset
Industrial Area, west of the City of Rocklin and north of the City of Roseville.

As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the Granite Bay Community Plan has been updated
since release of the Draft EIR. Based on review of the policies of the adopted Granite Bay
Community Plan to the consistency analysis provided in Draft EIR Table 4-7, the proposed
Project would be generally consistent with the updated Granite Bay Community Plan as identified
in this table.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-12

While it is acknowledged that the Project’s FAR in the proposed development area of the site
would be 28 percent, the Project’s FAR for the entire 74.2-acre site would be 6 percent. It should
be noted that the Farm zone allows for several uses that could be of similar intensity of site
development including electrical generating plants, community centers, colleges and universities,
and hospitals (see Zoning Ordinance Section 17.10.010). The commenter is referred to Response
to Comment 11-9 regarding Intensity of Use Policies — Policy 1.

As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the Granite Bay Community Plan has been updated
since release of the Draft EIR. Based on review of the policies of the adopted Granite Bay
Community Plan to the consistency analysis provided in Draft EIR Table 4-7, the proposed
Project would be generally consistent with the updated Granite Bay Community Plan as identified
in this table.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-13

While the proposed Project contains accessory operations (see Draft EIR page 3-13), these
operations are accessory to the overall use of the site as a house of worship, are not considered a
“commercial use,” but are considered “promotion of religious activities” and are allowed uses
pursuant to Zoning Ordinance Sec. 17.04.030.

As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the Granite Bay Community Plan has been updated
since release of the Draft EIR. Based on review of the policies of the adopted Granite Bay
Community Plan to the consistency analysis provided in Draft EIR Table 4-7, the proposed
Project would be generally consistent with the updated Granite Bay Community Plan as identified
in this table.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-14

As identified in the consistency analysis provided for these policies as well as for the rest of the
Granite Bay Community Plan and General Plan in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0 (Land Use and
Agriculture), the proposed Project is consistent with both planning documents. The traffic and
visual impacts of the Project are addressed in Chapter 9.0 (Traffic and Circulation) and 8.0
(Visual Resources) of the Draft EIR. However, the Draft EIR does acknowledge that the proposed
Project and its related intensity would result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts as
described in Draft EIR pages 8-14 through -16 and cumulative impacts as described on Draft EIR
page 18-6.

As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the Granite Bay Community Plan has been updated
since release of the Draft EIR. Based on review of the policies of the adopted Granite Bay
Community Plan to the consistency analysis provided in Draft EIR Table 4-7, the proposed
Project would be generally consistent with the updated Granite Bay Community Plan as identified
in this table.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-15

Draft EIR page 14-38 identifies the water facility improvements associated with the proposed
Project as well as the existing water pressure issues in the Project area. The water pressure issue
is a pre-existing condition that is not associated with the proposed Project. Mitigation measure
14.7-2 identifies participation in any potentially required additional improvements that might be
needed to ensure adequate water pressure and fire flow. The exact details of these potential
improvements are not known at this time, but implementation of this mitigation measure would
ensure that adequate water service is provided.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-16

It is acknowledged that the proposed Project will host special events during the holidays.
However, these events, as well as a variety of other more frequent weekday evening activities,
will commonly occur outside of the peak hour traffic conditions, and are not the basis on which
the County designs its roadway facilities. Designing roadway facilities to accommodate special-
event traffic would likely result in larger roadways and intersections that could result in further
physical impacts to the environment.

Draft EIR pages 9-22 and -23 specifically address accessory uses on the site in addition to the
house of worship as noted below. Clarifications to the Draft EIR text are noted:

It should be noted that the proposed resource center building included in Phase | would
support the ministry by housing and distributing materials such as CDs, tapes,
periodicals, etc., and would not generate any peak hour trips beyond those shown in
Table 9-7 above. Any truck traffic related to the resource center distribution activities
would be limited (estimated to be approximately 14 trip-ends per week as described in
KD Anderson’s May 2011 Traffic Memo (see DEIR Appendix 9.0) and would occur

Monday through Thursday only-eutside-of-the-peak-hours-analyzed.

As shown in Table 9-7, the initial 1,300 seats proposed for Phase | could generate 780
trips during the Saturday peak hour. Phase | of the Project is only expected to generate 71
trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. At full occupancy at the end of Phase Il, the
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Project could generate 1,200 Saturday peak hour trips associated with main church
services.

Weekday activities at the site will include typical ancillary activities that accompany
house of worship operations. At full buildout, up to 80 persons are expected to work at
the site as part of the outreach ministries. These persons would typically work on a
nermal-8:00 a.m. to 56:00 p.m. schedule. Additional staff will be involved with operating
the facilities (total Project employment is estimated at 97 persons)—Fhe-current-Seventh-
D [ A a a N nanto an

refer to KD Anderson’s May 2011 letter in the-evenings-after-the peak-commute-houror
during-midday—Appendix 9.0).

As noted, the most appreciable traffic volumes associated with the Project would occur
on Saturdays before and after worship services. The amount of weekday Project traffic is
very low in comparison to Saturday forecasts. Weekday traffic is low enough to suggest
that an additional analysis of weekday conditions would not identify additional increased
impacts or require additional mitigation measures. Per the standard Placer County

practice for analyzing houses of worship, the impact analysis is limited to peak conditions
on the day when services will be held, which in this case is Saturday.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-17

The commenter’s suggestion regarding advance approval of roadway improvements with the City
of Rocklin is noted. Should the Project be approved, the County may condition the Project to
ensure agreements for roadway improvements are in place prior to site construction. Mitigation
measure timing identified in the Draft EIR does identify when the improvements should be made.

In order to further address Project traffic impacts to Sierra College Boulevard, the Project
applicant has proposed (as part of the Project) to re-stripe a portion of Sierra College
Boulevard from Nightwatch Drive to El Don Avenue (see Figure 1-4). This re-striping
would result in a complete four-lane Sierra College Boulevard from City of Roseville city
limits to Interstate 80 (I-80). This re-striping was reviewed by KD Anderson & Associates
regarding potential changes in traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR. This analysis is
provided in Appendix A. As shown in this analysis, the proposed re-striping would provide
for improved intersection operations with Project conditions for “Existing Plus Approved
Projects Conditions” (see Draft EIR pages 9-40 through -56 for a description of “EXxisting
Plus Approved Projects Conditions”) and “Cumulative Conditions” (see Draft EIR pages
18-7 through -18 for “Cumulative Conditions”) for Sierra College Boulevard intersections at
Southside Ranch Road, Ridge Park Drive (westbound movement), and Nightwatch Drive as
noted below:

Existing Plus Approved Projects Conditions for Saturday Peak Hour

o Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (from LOS E to LOS C)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park Drive (maintains LOS A for overall
intersection operations but improves the westbound right- and left-turn
movement delay by 4.3 seconds)

o0 Sierra College Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (from LOS D to LOS A)

o Sierra College Boulevard/El Don Drive (maintains LOS A conditions).
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Cumulative Plus Project Conditions for Saturday Peak Hour

o Sierra College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (from LOS F to LOS C/D)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Ridge Park Drive (maintains LOS A for overall
intersection operations but improves the westbound right- and left-turn
movement delay by 4.3 seconds)

o Sierra College Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (from LOS F to LOS A)

o Sierra College Boulevard/El Don Drive (from LOS A to LOS A/B).

Specifically, this improvement would eliminate significant and unavoidable impacts
identified in the Draft EIR for the following intersections: Sierra College
Boulevard/Southside Ranch Road (Impact 9.4 and cumulative plus Project impact) and Sierra
College Boulevard/Nightwatch Drive (Impact 9.5).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 11-18

Issues identified by the commenter are addressed in the responses above.
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