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LETTER 12: ROBERT SANS

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-1

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 houses of worship (Bayside Church) as well as how the
Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a minor use permit.
No significant land use conflicts were identified in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.

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 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 12-2

Draft EIR pages 9-22 and -23 specifically address how the traffic analysis was focused on
Saturday conditions and weekday conditions were not considered significant as noted below with
some minor text changes to clarify the discussion.

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
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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-efthe-peak-hoursanalyzed.

As shown in Table 9-7, the initial 1,300 seats proposed for Phase | could generate 780 trips
during the Saturday peak hour. Phase I 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 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
normal-8:00 a.m. to 56:00 p.m. schedule. Additional staff will be involved with operating
the facilities (total PrOJect employment is estlmated at 97 personsHh&eumn{éeventh—

refer to KD Anderson S Mav 2011 Ietter in th&mmngsa#ter—ﬂ%pe&l«eem%m*—e#

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.

In addition, traffic count data for Sierra College Boulevard used in the Draft EIR appears to be
higher than current conditions. 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 in May 2011 that identified an average daily traffic
volume of 17,187 vehicles north of Secret Ravine Parkway (City of Roseville, 2011a). Thus, the
traffic analysis provides an adequate evaluation of project impacts to Sierra College Boulevard
and utilizes traffic count data that does not underestimate traffic volumes.

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:
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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)

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 12-3

Draft EIR page 9-24 identifies that the Project would improve Sierra College Boulevard along its
frontage, which would include widening and the provision of bicycle lanes in front of the Project,
which will connect to and extend the existing bicycle lane located adjacent to the northbound
lane. As noted above, the Project-proposed re-striping of Sierra College Boulevard would result
in a complete four-lane Sierra College Boulevard from City of Roseville city limits to 1-80
and includes the provision of bike lanes east of the site. No significant impacts to bicyclists are
expected to occur.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-4

The proposed Project is not currently planning to offer a Wednesday service; however, the
commenter is referred to Responses to Comment 11-16 and 12-2 regarding the factoring of
accessory activities during the week (such as bible study) and the related traffic generation.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 12-5

Draft EIR Chapter 9.0 (Traffic and Circulation) identifies Project impacts to traffic operations
along Sierra College Boulevard and mitigation measures that would be required to maintain
acceptable levels of traffic operation. As identified in Response to Comment 12-2, 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. This re-striping would result in a
complete four-lane Sierra College Boulevard from City of Roseville city limits to 1-80 and
would improve intersection operations along Sierra College Boulevard.
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LETTER 13: SANDRA HARRIS, GRANITE BAY COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 13-1

The Draft EIR identifies that several impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level, but
does acknowledge impacts associated with visual resources (project and cumulative), traffic
(project and cumulative), and cumulative air quality cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level (see Draft EIR page 18-30).

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 houses of worship (Bayside Church) as well as how the
Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a minor use permit.
No significant land use conflicts were identified in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.

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).

The Draft EIR also provides an analysis that the proposed Project would be generally consistent
with the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan, including policies applicable to
the Project identified in the Granite Bay Community Association February 28, 2009,
correspondence (see pages 4-23 through -25 and 8-9 through -12 of the Draft EIR). While it is
acknowledged that the Project would be an intensive land use for the proposed development area
of the site along Sierra College Boulevard, 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).
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The Draft EIR page 3-11 does identify the following project objective associated with their
worldwide mission:

Develop the Amazing Facts house of worship facility and offices to accommodate the
multifaceted ministry that supports their local and worldwide mission;

However, it is common for houses of worship and associated religions to have identified
objectives (e.g., charity, assistance with other congregations, etc.) that reach beyond the local
community. 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 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 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.

The commenter’s statements with respect to the Granite Bay Community Plan will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 14: JANE NEGRI

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 14-1

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 houses of worship (Bayside Church) as well as how the
Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a minor use permit.
No significant land use conflicts were identified in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.

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).

The Draft EIR also provides an analysis that the proposed Project would be generally consistent
with the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan (see Draft EIR pages 4-23 through
-25 and 8-9 through -12 of the Draft EIR associated with land use compatibility and character).
While it is acknowledged that the Project would an intensive land use for the proposed
development area of the site along Sierra College Boulevard, 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). As identified in Draft EIR pages 4-27 and -28, no land use
impacts would occur from the implementation of the Project.

The Draft EIR page 3-11 does identify the following project objective associated with their
worldwide mission:

Develop the Amazing Facts house of worship facility and offices to accommodate the
multifaceted ministry that supports their local and worldwide mission;
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However, it is common for houses of worship and associated religions to have identified
objectives (e.g., charity, assistance with other congregations, etc.) that reach beyond the local
community. 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 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 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.

The Draft EIR identifies that several impacts (including tree removal) can be mitigated to a less
than significant level, but does acknowledge impacts associated with visual resources (project and
cumulative), traffic (project and cumulative), and cumulative air quality cannot be mitigated to a
less than significant level (see Draft EIR page 18-30). As identified in Response to Comment 5-7,
an additional mitigation measure has been included requiring the purchasing carbon offset credits
that are verified and registered with the Climate Action Reserve that would now mitigate this
impact to less than significant.

Since release of the Draft EIR, 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) and would further mitigate
traffic impacts on intersections along Sierra College Boulevard. A detailed discussion of this
improvement is provided in Chapter 1 (Introduction).

The commenter’s statements with respect to the Granite Bay Community Plan will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 15: MARILYN JASPER, SIERRA CLUB
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-1

The Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of both the visual impacts of the proposed Project
and its consistency with the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan (see Chapters
4.0 and 8.0 of the Draft EIR). 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 transitional urban uses including other houses of worship (Bayside Church) as
well as how the Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a
minor use permit.

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.

The commenter’s statements with respect to the Granite Bay Community Plan will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-2

Draft EIR page 8-2 specifically describes current light and glare conditions in the Project area.
Given that there is no development on the Project site, there are no existing on-site sources of
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light or glare. Lighting impacts identified by the commenter are specifically addressed on Draft
EIR page 8-17 under Impact 8.5, which was identified as a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation measure 8-5a would require limiting on-site lighting for public safety, as well as
shielding, light fixture height restrictions, and fixture coloring to mitigate the lighting impact.
Mitigation measure 8-5b requires the use of non-reflective building materials. Thus, this impact
has been addressed and mitigated.

As identified on Draft EIR page 3-12, the proposed buildings would range in height from 28 to 58
feet (including antenna and architectural features), which is similar to the height of existing
residential homes and commercial buildings in the area. In addition, the Project site is not located
within the Pacific Flyway or a critical migratory corridor for birds or raptors. Given that the
Project would not impact a critical movement corridor or result in new building structures
substantially taller than current development conditions, no significant impacts from bird strikes
are expected.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-3

Alternative 2 is Development Under the Existing Zoning Alternative and does not involve the
development of a house of worship. Alternative 3 is the reduced scale of the Project. As identified
on Draft EIR page 17-15, the buildings under this alternative would be just as visible as the
proposed Project and would not provide a substantial reduction in visual impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-4

The commenter’s opinion regarding the architectural design of the Project is noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. The Draft EIR visual impact analysis
utilized this design for the analysis, and that analysis indicates there are very few properties from
which the Project will be visible due to both the placement and the design of the buildings.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-5

Draft EIR page 6-35 (Impact 6.6) identifies that the proposed Project would impact 0.21 acres of
vernal pools on the site (the project wetland delineation identified a total of 0.223 acres of vernal
pools). Mitigation measure 6-6 would require that this impact be mitigated to a no-net-loss
performance standard.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-6

Draft EIR page 6-13 specifically notes that the potential for the California black rail to occur on
the Project site is limited to the existing pond area approximately 100 feet lower than and
approximately 1,600 feet south of the nearest building. Mitigation measure 6-6 would require
mitigation and likely restoration of the impacted habitat areas associated with the existing pond.
Mitigation measure 6-4 states that the applicant shall schedule construction to avoid nesting
activities, establish exclusion zones, or complete the construction during the non-breeding season
for all potential impacts to special-status avian species that would include the California black
rail.

However, the following additional mitigation is added to mitigation measure 6-4 on Draft EIR
page 6-44:
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e Potential nesting habitat for black rail occurs in the riparian vegetation associated
with the detention pond and drainage on the Project site. All ground disturbance and
removal of vegetation to these areas shall be avoided during the bird’s breeding
season (approximately March through May). If construction activities cannot be
avoided during the breeding season, a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct
a_pre-construction survey to determine presence/absence of active nests. If active
nests are found, the applicant shall designate a construction-free buffer zone
(typically 250 feet) around the nest.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-7

Impacts to western spadefoot toad are addressed on Draft EIR page 6-32 (Impact 6.2). Impact
6.2 states that implementation of the proposed Project could result in the loss of populations
or essential habitat for the western spadefoot toad. The Draft EIR also states that
implementation of the proposed Project is not expected to reduce the populations of this
species below self-sustaining levels within the region due to the small acreage of loss of
potential habitat and that impacts to this species are considered to be less than significant.
Therefore, further mitigation measures are not required. In addition, implementation of
mitigation measure 6-6 would also serve to mitigate potential impacts on western spadefoot.
Surveys, as suggested by the Sierra Club, and mitigation are not necessary.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-8

Mitigation measure 6.6 sets forth a performance standard of “no net loss” of waters of the
U.S., including vernal pools, wetlands, seeps, ponds and drainages, and identifies several
options to compensate for any loss of such features. Use of performance standards is
provided for under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B). Placer County requires that
proof of mitigation be provided prior to commencement of any construction on site.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-9

Mitigation measure 6-8 is consistent with and implements the Placer County Tree
Preservation Ordinance that is intended to address and preserve trees considered important to
the County. The Sierra Club provides no analysis or rationale why this mitigation approach
does not adequately address tree loss or why inch-for-inch or $100 per diameter (or current
market value as identified in mitigation measure 6-8) is not adequate. Both of these
performance standards meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4a(1) as
well as “rough proportionality” (i.e., mitigation requirements must be in proportion to the
impact on oak trees) requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(4)(B). Mitigation
measure 6-9 differs from mitigation measure 6-8 as it addresses the loss of oak woodland
through preservation of other in-kind oak woodlands in the county through in-lieu payment
equivalent to the fair market value of a conservation easement for lost oak woodland. Combined,
these measures reduce oak tree loss to a less than significant level.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-10

The impact of adding 12 acres of impervious roof, asphalt and concrete surfaces is less
significant than one might think for a couple of reasons: First, the impervious surface areas
are on top of shallow, stony soil that is immediately underlain by hard Mehrten caprock or
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hard andesitic breccia, which is very impermeable. The proposed impervious area comprises
approximately 11 acres on site and 1 acre off site for the widening of Sierra College
Boulevard. Secondly, the existing pond is proposed to act as a detention basin with a
restricted outlet.

The volume of the pond is adequate to fill during a storm event with an incoming flow rate
that is higher than the outflow rate. Draft EIR Appendix 13 contains the Preliminary
Drainage Study for Amazing Facts that provides flow data for 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year
storm events. Pages bl and b2 of Draft EIR Appendix 13 provide a summary of the flow
changes from the pond, and Section C contains details modeling assumptions on the storm
events and rates of flow. The pond is designed to meet the requirements of the Placer County
Flood Control (PCFC) and Water Conservation District Stormwater Management Manual, a
copy of which is on file at the Planning Department and available for public review. This
means the pond spillway will be modified to meet the required freeboard between the high
water level in the pond and the top of the dam during a 100-year storm event to ensure that
the pond will not overtop the dam. It also means that the after-development peak storm runoff
from the site is equal to or less than the before-development peak runoff for the 2-, 10-, 25-,
and 100-year storm events.

Drainage inlets, storm drain pipes, ditches, grass-lined swales, and detention basins are all
sized to handle the 100-year storm event pursuant to the PCFC, including designing for 50
percent blockage where required. If in the very unlikely event a drainage inlet were to
become blocked and overtop temporarily, the drainage from the blocked inlet would travel
into the downhill grass-lined detention swales and then overland via sheet flow through the
existing grassland, ending up at the existing pond where there will be additional detention of
the runoff prior to leaving the pond as described above. The temporary and permanent
drainage best management practices (BMPs) will be designed to address removal of
sediments by detaining stormwater runoff to allow settling and removing pollutants such as
oils and grease through soil contact, soil absorption, oxidation, root zone uptake, and
bacterial breakdown. Prior to construction, a stormwater pollution prevention plan will be
prepared and submitted to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Constructing a multi-story parking structure would not eliminate the possibility of a drainage
inlet overflow due to blockage. A reduced footprint may reduce the peak runoff flow rate, but
because of the existing site’s impervious Mehrten and andesitic breccia rock formation, it is
expected to be only a slight reduction. A multi-story parking garage would result in further
visual impacts greater than currently identified in the Draft EIR. The use of pervious pavers
or porous concrete in the parking lot is not viable as a method to reduce runoff due to the
underlying impervious rock formation.

The Project applicant will be required to fund and perform all storm drainage system
inspections, monitoring, and maintenance including BMPs. Deposits and sediments in the
drainage inlets and grassed swales will be removed during dry weather months, sorted from
any trash, and disposed of at an appropriate disposal location. Unauthorized non-stormwater
discharges that cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality objective
or water quality standards are a violation of the Clean Water Act and the Basin Plan and
would be reported to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. Water
quality standards are published in the Basin Plan for the Central Valley Region, the
California Toxics Rule, and the National Toxics Rule.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-11

Draft EIR Figures 3-6a and 3-6b show parking lot landscaping that includes the use of trees.
The parking lots will be required to be in compliance with County Zoning Ordinance Section
17.54.070A (Parking Lot and Parking Space Design and Layout).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 15-12
The 1-acre reference is in regard to the frontage and associated frontage improvements with

Sierra College Boulevard. There are no proposed expansions of easements or assessment of
special fees associated with the Sierra College Boulevard frontage.
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LETTER 16: JANET THEW

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-1

Draft EIR Chapter 9.0 (Traffic and Circulation) identifies Project impacts to traffic conditions
along Sierra College Boulevard as well as mitigation measures required to maintain the
appropriate level of service.

Since release of the Draft EIR, 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) and would further mitigate
traffic impacts on intersections along Sierra College Boulevard. A detailed discussion of this
improvement is provided in Chapter 1 (Introduction). 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.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-2

Draft EIR pages 16-16 through 16-22 (Impact 16.2) identify the Project’s climate change impact
and mitigation measures to address the Project’s consistency with AB 32. As identified in
Response to Comment 5-7, an additional mitigation measure has been included requiring the
purchase of carbon offset credits that are verified and registered with the Climate Action Reserve
that would now mitigate this impact to less than significant.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-3

The Draft EIR addresses potential growth effects of the Project on Draft EIR pages 18-28 and
18-29. The Project would not directly induce growth through increases in population or
significant increases in employment.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-4

Draft EIR alternatives analysis provided in Chapter 17.0 (Alternatives to the Project) evaluates a
reasonable range of alternatives that attempts to meet the basic objectives of the Project while
avoiding or substantially lessening the significant environmental effects of the proposed Project.
Alternative 3 would reduce the size of the Project by 90,000 square feet and would avoid
significant traffic impacts at study intersections (with the exception of Sierra College
Boulevard/Rocklin Road) (see Draft EIR page 17-15). Additional alternatives that further reduce
the size of the Project were not considered reasonable and would not meet the Project’s basic
objectives identified below that are associated with the provision of meeting their local and
worldwide mission and provision for the growth of the congregation (see Draft EIR page 17-17
and -18).

e Develop the Amazing Facts house of worship facility and offices to accommodate the
multifaceted ministry that supports their local and worldwide mission;

o Develop a house of worship facility to serve the surrounding community;
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e Attain the goal of eventually building a 2,000-seat facility with supporting ministry
space;

e Provide phasing of the Project that will address the possibility of future growth in the
congregation; and

e Build and provide a worship facility that will accommodate the long-term growth and
ultimate congregation size.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 16-5

The Draft EIR provides an analysis that the proposed Project would be generally consistent with
the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan (see Draft EIR pages 4-23 through -25
and 8-9 through -12 of the Draft EIR associated with land use compatibility and character). 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.

It is important to note that 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 Granite Bay. 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. It is
anticipated that the Granite Bay membership will continue to grow 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.
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LETTER 17: KIM ZERCIE, ET AL., AND RESIDENTS (SIERRA VIEW)
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-1

Traffic count data for Sierra College Boulevard used in the Draft EIR is comparable with current
conditions that include conditions with the completion of the Interstate 80/Sierra College
Boulevard interchange improvements. 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). The
traffic model used for cumulative conditions does assume these interchange improvements are in
place.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-2

Draft EIR contains both an existing plus approved project conditions analysis that assumes
development in the City of Rocklin (e.g., Rocklin Crossings) provided on Draft EIR pages 9-40
through 9-55, as well as a cumulative traffic impact analysis provided on Draft EIR pages 18-7
through 18-18.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-3

Traffic impacts to the intersection of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard would be
mitigated from Project traffic impacts through the construction of a second northbound left-turn
lane on Sierra College Boulevard (mitigation measure 9-1). However, this facility is within the
City of Rocklin’s jurisdiction and the County cannot ensure that the improvement will be made.
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.

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.

Estimated truck trips were included in the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR and were also used in
the noise analysis. Draft EIR pages 11-21 through -27. Truck noise issues were specifically
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addressed on Draft EIR pages 11-22, -24 through -27, which included noise associated with truck
braking, truck traffic, and operations at the loading dock. The Draft EIR identifies mitigation
measures 11-1a through c to mitigate traffic and truck traffic noise impacts.

Since release of the Draft EIR, 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) and would further mitigate
traffic impacts (including concerns regarding truck traffic) on intersections along Sierra
College Boulevard. A detailed discussion of this improvement is provided in Chapter 1
(Introduction).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 17-4

The Draft EIR includes both visual impact analysis (see Draft EIR pages 8-14 through -18) and
noise analysis of the entire operation of the Project (including loading activities see Draft EIR
pages 11-21 through -27). Building elevations and entry features that would be viewed from north
of the site are provided in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 (Project Description) in Figures 3-7a through 3-
7f (as well in Draft EIR Figure 8-4a in Chapter 8.0, Visual Resources). The Project applicant has
made modifications to the architectural design (facade treatment) of the proposed Resource
Center Building in order to address neighbor concerns. No changes in the massing or size of
this building are proposed. Figure 1-3 illustrates this change to the proposed building design.

The commenter is referred Response to Comment 17-3 regarding further discussion of loading
dock noise associated with truck use.

A public hearing will be held before the County Planning Commission prior to taking action on
the Project where further public input and concerns may be provided to the County.
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IL LOCATION: Bordered by Sierra College Blvd on the north between Nightwatch and
Ride Park Drs. Abuts the City of Rocklin at Sierra College Blvd. along the north
property line and extends south to Oak Hill Lane, Granite Bay, CA.

III. AGENICIES/FIRM REQUESTING REPORT:
Maywan Krach, Community Development Technician
Environmental Coordination Services
Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603

IV. COMMERCIAL:

A. 1 major complex
Phase 1: 106,800 sq ft multi-use building consisting of an auditorium/gymnasium,| 18-1
ministry offices, Sabbath school classrooms, a fireside chapel, an audio/visual
production suite, kitchen facilities, and an 11,220 sq ft resource center building.
Phase IT: 90,000 sq ft multi-use building which will replace the Phase I multi-use
building’s function as the main sanctuary for this ministry and serve as the
permanent worship facility with seating for 2,000 people.
Approx 625 on-site parking spaces would be provided as part of Phase I and an
addition 273 parking space as part of Phase I, for a total of approx 900 spaces.

B.

RESIDENTIAL
A,
B.

V. BUDGET IMPACT:
A. Personnel (sworn)
1. Atthree (3) Deputy hours per week

(1x3x52) = 156 Deputy hours for field operations per year
2. Attwo (2) Jail deputy hours per month
(1x2x12) = 24 Hours per year
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LETTER 18: A. ROGERS, PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 18-1

This comment identifies service demands anticipated by the Project. No physical impacts to the

environment are expected as a result of the Sheriff Department providing these services to the
Project.
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LETTER 19: DAVID KEYSER, UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY
OF THE AUBURN RANCHERIA

Note — Portions of Comment Letter 19 have been redacted to protect cultural resources on the Project site.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-1

Comment noted. Since receipt of the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) September 26,
2011 comment letter on the DEIR, County staff and UAIC tribal representatives have been
further discussing concerns regarding the Project. The Project applicant and Peak & Associates
(cultural resources consultant for the Project) met with UAIC tribal representatives on April 6,
2012. It is the County understands that the participants at that meeting agreed that the DEIR and
2009 Cultural Report contained sufficient information for CEQA purposes, and that the parties
will work together in advance of the federal Section 106 process, assuming that the project
proceeds forward. Peak & Associates also met with UAIC tribal representatives in the field on
April 13, 2012 for field verification purposes. The project’s potential for impacts to potentially
impacted cultural resources are disclosed in the DEIR. Minor, non substantive clarifications and
minor changes to the mitigation requirements are set forth in the revisions to DEIR Chapter 7 in
the FEIR (see Chapter 2.0 of this document.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-2

Comment noted. The following responses are bulleted to correspond to the bullets on the
comment letter and also refer to Appendix B (Peak & Associates April 19, 2012
Correspondence).

e The confidential reports on file with the County accurately describe the cultural resources
on the 74 acre Project site and the proximity of the same to the 17 acre proposed Project.
As reflected in the 2009 report and the DEIR, one cultural resource lies adjacent to the
proposed Project. The 2009 report and 2011 Confidential DPR 523 site form accurately
describe this site. See also Appendix B (item A).

e While the commenter suggests that the evidence supports the conclusion that this site is
part of a larger single complex, tests were performed, and in the professional opinion of
Peak & Associates, the tests support the conclusion that the site is not part of a multi-
component village site or complex. See also Appendix B (item B).

e The site forms will be submitted to the California Resources Information System. See
also Appendix B (item D).

o While this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR, it is Peak &
Associates’ professional opinion that the State Historic Officer will concur with the
findings, as the material to be submitted has been documented and will be submitted
pursuant to the professional standards required in this process. See also Appendix B
(item E).

e The data collected and analyzed by Peak & Associates indicates that one site is adjacent
to, but not within what would be considered the proposed Project’s anticipated area of
potential effect (APE).The area east of Site 1 appears to have been impacted during
grading work completed in the late 1960’s. Nonetheless, there is no work proposed east
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of this site for the proposed Project, access will be limited from the north end only, and
additional orange fencing shall be installed along both sides of the proposed spillway
construction area to further limit any potential impacts. The area where a single basalt
flake was found will be avoided during construction of the proposed Project, as the
construction will be located within the area of previous impact, and does not cross
between Locus A and B. See also Appendix B (item F).

e While this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR, Peak & Associates
believes that only two sites (1A and 6) are potentially eligible under Criteria C and D.
However, all sites will be evaluated as part of the federal Section 106 process.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-3

The DEIR includes the mitigation measures recommended by Peak & Associates. The measures
in the DEIR, including curation of recovered artifacts, have been clarified in the revised DEIR
Chapter 7 (see Chapter 2.0 of this document). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
(MMRP) can be found in Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR. If the proposed Project is approved, one of the
actions for said approval will be the adoption of the MMRP. The commenter also suggests that
the EIR include a Historic Resources Treatment Plan mitigation. This is not a comment on the
adequacy of the EIR, but pertains to the later federal Section 106 process. See also Appendix B
(item F and G).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-4

The first three measures are reflected in the Draft and Final EIR (see Chapter 2.0 of this
document). An easement is an alternative tool for mitigating impacts. The Draft and Final EIR
both conclude that the impacts are mitigated to a less than significant level.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-5

Peak & Associates did submit a formal report and site forms to Placer County for review. CEQA
requires that the County maintain the confidentiality of such reports and to summarize the
findings in the analysis. The second phase subsurface tests completed to determine the extent of
subsurface artifacts (site boundary definition testing program) and the subsequent test excavation
at Site 1 were conducted and summarized in the 2009 DOEE and 2011 Confidential DPR form
update. The other sites were not included as they are not adjacent to, or likely to be impacted by,
the proposed Project. It is the opinion of the EIR preparers (PMC) that the reports and site forms
meet professional standards and are adequate for purposes of analyzing the cultural resources and
potential impacts of the Proposed Project under CEQA.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-6

The Mitigation and Monitoring Program is included in Chapter 4 of the FEIR. See Response to
Comment 19-3.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-7

The commenter expressed an interest in the artifacts. Artifacts collected during the excavation are
currently stored at Peak & Associates’ office. At the direction of the property owner, the artifacts
will be placed in accordance with the proposed Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP), as
required as part of the Section 106 process. Placer County has the understanding that if UAIC

April 2012 Page 3-96 FEIR



3.0 Responses to Comments

has a storage facility which meets federal standards necessary to maintain the collections, the
property owner will be provided with that information as a storage option. See also Appendix B
(item J). It should be noted that artifacts identified on the site do not alter the conclusions of the
EIR regarding impacts to cultural resources.

Peak & Associates will provide copies of all confidential cultural and archeological reports to
UAIC and other concerned Native American groups as part of the federal permitting process.

The commenter offered the availability of tribal monitors. This information has been incorporated
into the mitigation measures in the Final EIR (see Chapter 4.0 of this document).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 19-8

Comment noted. This comment restates the positions made in comments 19-1 through 19-7. The
reader is referred to the corresponding responses.
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PLACER COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OCTOBER 13, 2011

COMMENTS FROM JANE NEGRI

The Project is not consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan (noted Goal 1) and mitigation
measures do not mitigate this issue. The proposed Project does not protect the rural character or
zoning of the area. The main objection is the Project’s world-wide mission of reaching people
outside of the area. This Project belongs in a commercial area. Impacts to the community area
have not been addressed (e.qg., tree loss, greenhouse gases).

RESPONSE TO COMMENT

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 houses of worship (Bayside Church) as well as how the
Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a minor use permit.
No significant land use conflicts were identified in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.

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).

The Draft EIR also provides an analysis that the proposed Project would be generally consistent
with the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan (see Draft EIR pages 4-23 through
-25 and 8-9 through -12 of the Draft EIR associated with land use compatibility and character).
While it is acknowledged that the Project would an intensive land use for the proposed
development area of the site along Sierra College Boulevard, it should be noted that the Farm
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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). As identified in Draft EIR pages 4-27 and -28, no land use
impacts would occur from the implementation of the Project.

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.

The Draft EIR page 3-11 does identify the following project objective associated with their
worldwide mission:

Develop the Amazing Facts house of worship facility and offices to accommodate the
multifaceted ministry that supports their local and worldwide mission;

However, it is common for houses of worship and associated religions to have identified
objectives (e.g., charity, assistance with other congregations, etc.) that reach beyond the local
community. 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 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.

The Draft EIR identifies that several impacts (including tree removal) can be mitigated to a less
than significant level, but does acknowledge impacts associated with visual resources (project and
cumulative), traffic (project and cumulative), and cumulative air quality cannot be mitigated to a
less than significant level (see Draft EIR page 18-30). As identified in Response to Comment 5-7,
an additional mitigation measure has been included requiring the purchasing carbon offset credits
that are verified and registered with the Climate Action Reserve that would now mitigate this
impact to less than significant.

Since release of the Draft EIR, 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) and would further mitigate
traffic impacts on intersections along Sierra College Boulevard. A detailed discussion of this
improvement is provided in Chapter 1 (Introduction).

The commenter’s statements with respect to the Granite Bay Community Plan will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.

COMMENTS FROM SANDY HARRIS

The commenter submitted written comments that are provided in Letter 13 in this document.

The Project conflicts with the Granite Bay Community Plan because of its worldwide mission and
the EIR does not address these concerns. The commenter cited policies from the Granite Bay
Community Plan with which the Project is in conflict. The EIR did not address Granite Bay
Community Association Notice of Preparation comments.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT

The Draft EIR identifies that several impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level, but
does acknowledge impacts associated with visual resources (project and cumulative), traffic
(project and cumulative), and cumulative air quality cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level (see Draft EIR page 18-30).

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 houses of worship (Bayside Church) as well as how the
Project is an allowable use in the F-B-X zoning district with the issuance of a minor use permit.
No significant land use conflicts were identified in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.

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).

The Draft EIR also provides an analysis that the proposed Project would be generally consistent
with the policy provisions of the Granite Bay Community Plan, including policies applicable to
the Project identified in the Granite Bay Community Association February 28, 2009,
correspondence (see pages 4-23 through -25 and 8-9 through -12 of the Draft EIR). While it is
acknowledged that the Project would an intensive land use for the proposed development area of
the site along Sierra College Boulevard, 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).
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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.

The Draft EIR page 3-11 does identify the following project objective associated with their
worldwide mission:

Develop the Amazing Facts house of worship facility and offices to accommodate the
multifaceted ministry that supports their local and worldwide mission;

However, it is common for houses of worship and associated religions to have identified
objectives (e.g., charity, assistance with other congregations, etc.) that reach beyond the local
community. 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 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.

The commenter’s statements with respect to the Granite Bay Community Plan will be forwarded
to the decision-makers for their consideration.

COMMENTS FROM DAKSHA SHAH

The Project’s size and magnitude do not match the rural community. Ms. Shah resides behind the
site and is concerned about its impact on them. If approved, Ms. Shah would like to be contacted
one-on-one to discuss concerns such as traffic and safety.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT

Draft EIR Chapter 8.0 (Visual Resources) provides an extensive visual analysis and visual
simulations associated with views south of the Project site, which identified that the Project
would have a significant visual impact that cannot be fully mitigated. Draft EIR Chapter 9.0
(Traffic and Circulation) addresses traffic operational impacts. No significant traffic safety
impacts were identified.

Prior to the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant’s representative had invited residents of
multiple adjacent neighborhoods to a series of small meetings where the Project was presented.
Ms. Shah’s husband attended one of the meetings, hosted for their particular neighborhood the
week following the Planning Commission meeting which included a PowerPoint presentation for
the Project. Their questions regarding the Project were related to landscape screening and fencing
along the common property line of their home and the Project. The Project applicant has agreed
to coordinate with the Shahs during preparation of improvement plans to insure their concerns are
met. The Shahs also requested, and were provided with, a copy of the Project traffic study. They
have not contacted the Project applicant with any questions or comments since that meeting.

FEIR

Page 3-101 April 2012



