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3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 
The Responses to Comments chapter includes responses to each of the comment letters 
submitted regarding the Rancho Del Oro Estates Draft EIR. Each bracketed comment letter is 
followed by numbered responses to each bracketed comment.  Where revisions to DEIR text 
have been made in response to a comment, new text is bold and deleted text is struck through. 
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LETTER 1: RICK HELMAN, CHIEF, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement that identifies the commenter’s understanding of the 
project and introduces the comments to follow.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
 
The following information is from the Caltrans Guide For The preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies, December 2002: 
 

Trip Generation Thresholds 
The following criterion is a starting point in determining when a TIS is needed. When a 
project: 

1.  Generates over 100 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility. 
2.  Generates 50 to 100 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility – and, 

affected State highway facilities are experiencing noticeable delay; approaching 
unstable traffic flow conditions (LOS “C” or “D”). 

3.  Generates 1 to 49 peak hour trips assigned to a State highway facility – the 
following are examples that may require a full TIS or some lesser analysis: 
a.  Affected State highway facilities experiencing significant delay; unstable or 

forced traffic flow conditions (LOS “E” or “F”). 
b. The potential risk for a traffic incident is significantly increased (i.e., 

congestion related collisions, non-standard sight distance considerations, 
increase in traffic conflict points, etc.). 

c.  Change in local circulation networks that impact a State highway facility (i.e., 
direct access to State highway facility, a non-standard highway geometric 
design, etc.). 

  
Based on the trip generation and distribution utilized within the Rancho Del Oro Traffic Impact 
Study, the following trip estimates were derived: 
  

• I-80/Sierra College Boulevard - The project is expected to add approximately 10 PM peak 
hour trips to this interchange. This interchange was recently reconstructed (2009) and is 
operating at acceptable LOS. As such, analysis of project impacts at this interchange is not 
required. 

 
• I-80/Douglas Boulevard- The project is expected to add approximately 15 PM peak hour 

trips to this interchange. This interchange was recently reconstructed (2007-08) and is 
operating at acceptable LOS. As such, analysis of project impacts at this interchange is not 
required. 

 
• US 50/Hazel Avenue - The project is expected to add less than 5 PM peak hour trips to this 

interchange. As such, analysis of project impacts at this interchange is not required. 
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Response to Comment 1-3 
 
The comment requests copies of documents and provides the comment letter conclusion.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The County will provide the Final EIR to 
Caltrans upon its completion. 
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LETTER 2: SANDRA HARRIS, GRANITE BAY COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
 
The comment presents concerns regarding noticing and distribution of the Draft EIR, but does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a) the County mailed 
a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Rancho Del Oro Draft EIR to those who previously 
commented on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) or requested the receipt of notices concerning the 
project.  CEQA Guidelines does not require that an actual copy of the Draft EIR be mailed to the 
aforementioned individuals.  Rather, Section 15087(a) requires a lead agency, in this case, Placer 
County, to make copies of the Draft EIR available to the public via the local library and offices of 
the lead agency.  As indicated in the NOA for Rancho Del Oro Draft EIR, the County made hard 
copies of the Draft EIR available at the Granite Bay Library and public counter of the Community 
Development Resource Agency.  Though not required to provide actual copies of the Draft EIR, be 
they in hard copy or electronic format, the County, as an additional courtesy, provided CD copies to 
the above-mentioned individuals, including the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
 
The comment introduces the comments to follow, and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
 
The Visual Resources discussion referenced in the comment (page 1-2 of the Draft EIR) only 
pertains to impacts to a designated scenic vista or within a State scenic highway.  As noted in the 
discussion on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, “neither the project site nor any surrounding areas have 
been designated as a scenic vista” and “the project is not located within a scenic highway corridor.”   
 
With regard to the six-foot privacy wall, the Draft EIR addressed visual impacts associated with the 
privacy wall in the Visual Resources chapter on page 7-9, Impact Discussion 7-2.  The proposed 
wall is setback 50 feet from the right-of-way which is consistent with the Placer County Rural 
Design Guidelines for roadways such as Olive Ranch Road.  Because the proposed wall would 
adhere to the Placer County Rural Design Guidelines, the impact was determined to be less-than-
significant. 
 
Response to Comment 2-4 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 2-5 
 
Growth-inducing impacts from the proposed project are addressed in Section 16.4, Growth-
Inducting Impacts of the Proposed Project, on page 16-40 of the Draft EIR.  As stated on page 16-
41 of the Draft EIR, “the proposed project includes 10 fewer lots than would be allowable under the 
existing land use designation.”  The existing Granite Bay Community Plan designation for the 
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project site is Rural Low Density Residential, and the project is proposed at a density less than or 
equal to the density of residential lots on three sides of the proposed project. In addition, it should be 
noted that the adjacent property owner to the north would be required to go through the County’s 
planning and CEQA environmental review processes should they pursue residential development of 
their property.  The impacts that could not be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
implementation of mitigation measures are presented in Section 16.3, Significant Environmental 
Effects Which Cannot be Avoided, on page 16-39 of the Draft EIR, which includes only cumulative 
impacts to biological resources. 
 
Response to Comment 2-6 
 
Although the proposed rezone for the project, which includes elimination of the current “–AG” 
(Combining Agricultural) zone would preclude some of the animal raising activities allowed under 
the AG zone, the proposed zone of RS-B-42 DL 0.83 (Residential Single-Family, Combining 
Minimum Building Site of 42,000 square feet, Density Limitation of 0.83 units per acre) would still 
allow certain animal raising activities. Furthermore, the residential uses proposed for the project site 
are consistent with the current Rural Low Density Residential Granite Bay Community Plan 
designation for the project site. Impact Statement 4-1 in the Land Use chapter of the Draft EIR 
addresses project consistency with the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The Draft EIR determined 
that the proposed project is generally consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan, for the 
purposes of environmental analysis. 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 2-3, the proposed privacy wall would adhere to the Placer 
County Rural Design Guidelines for County Roadways, and was therefore determined to result in a 
less-than-significant impact.  In addition, the inclusion of the proposed gates is addressed in Table 
4-2, Discussion of Relevant GBCP Policies, on page 4-23 of the Draft EIR. The density of the 
proposed project is at or less than properties to the east and west of the project on the north side of 
Olive Ranch Road, and provides a transition from the smaller lots to the south and southeast.  The 
proposed gated community, besides privacy and security for the project’s residents, will limit the 
general public access to cultural resource sites within the Rancho Del Oro project boundaries as 
well as to sensitive biological resources being preserved on site in the Miners Ravine corridor.  In 
addition, all other stretches of Miners Ravine east of Sierra College Boulevard up to Shelbourne 
Estates are on private property, not public. Without the privacy wall, the lots would front on Olive 
Ranch Road, a collector road, with driveways to access the fronts of homes, which is contrary to 
County policy regarding driveway onto collector roads. It should also be noted that two other 
“walled” residential projects occur on Olive Ranch Road, Douglas Ranch and Winterhawk, the 
latter of which is gated. The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project is generally consistent 
with the Granite Bay Community Plan, for the purposes of environmental analysis. 
 
One of the alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in the Draft EIR, Chapter 15 – Alternatives, 
is the Base Zoning Alternative.  Table 15-1 on page 15-16 of the Draft EIR (as revised in Response 
to Comment 2-40 in this FEIR) presents how the Base Zoning Alternative compares to the proposed 
project in terms of each environmental issue addressed in the Draft EIR.  As noted in Table 15-1, 
the project site, developed pursuant to base zoning, would result in impacts equal to the proposed 
project concerning Cultural Resources; Visual Resources; Geology and Soils; Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and Drainage; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials; and roughly equal to the proposed 
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project concerning Biological Resources. However, development of the project site pursuant to base 
zoning would result in fewer anticipated impacts than the proposed project concerning Land Use, 
Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, and Public Services and Utilities.  It should be 
noted that the Base Zoning Alternative is not identified as the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 2-7 
 
As noted by the commenter, a sound barrier is not required for noise abatement. See Response to 
Comment 2-6. The comment presents an opinion regarding the community’s support of the 
proposed privacy wall and gates, which does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The 
comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 2-8 
 
As noted in the Draft EIR on page 4-24: 
 

“Although rezoning of the site would increase the allowable density and number of units on the 
site (the current zoning would only allow up to 42 residential lots on the project site, or up to 63 
residential lots if developed as a Planned Development), the resultant project density would be 
within the range allowed for the GBCP RLDR land use designation for the site.” 

 
The Granite Bay Community Plan allows up to 99 lots on the project site; therefore, the proposed 
project is generating less population than anticipated for the site in the Granite Bay Community 
Plan.   
 
Response to Comment 2-9 
 
The comment states the commenter’s understanding of the Base Zoning Alternative and presents 
an example neighborhood, which does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  It 
should be noted that the comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  With regard to base zoning mitigating impacts, the commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment 2-6.   
 
Response to Comment 2-6 states that the project site developed pursuant to base zoning would 
result in impacts equal to the proposed project concerning Cultural Resources; Visual Resources; 
Geology and Soils; Hydrology, Water Quality, and Drainage; and Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials; and roughly equal to the proposed project concerning Biological Resources. However, 
development of the project site pursuant to base zoning would result in fewer impacts than the 
proposed project concerning Land Use, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, and 
Public Services and Utilities.  The commenter notes that in the example neighborhood of 
Carolinda, natural amenities are still abundant.  The Draft EIR states, on page 18-6, that the Base 
Zoning Alternative is anticipated to include the same amount of open space and tree loss as the 
proposed project.  It should be noted that the Base Zoning Alternative is not identified as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
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Response to Comment 2-10 
 
The commenter does not present a specific enough comment to provide a response. However, the 
commenter appears to disagree with the less-than-significant conclusion of Impacts 4-1 and 4-3 
presented in Draft EIR, Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Discussion 
supporting the conclusions of Impacts 4-1 and 4-3 can be found in the Land Use chapter 
(Chapter 4) of the Draft EIR, as well as Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 2-11 
 
The commenter only presents the second portion of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 5-9(b) 
regarding oak woodland mitigation. The first portion of Mitigation Measure 5-9(b) concerns 
subdivision improvements and requires the applicant to plant replacement oak trees on-site. 
More specifically, mitigation tree planting shall occur in two open space areas specified on the 
project site. These planting areas on-site, once planted with replacement oak trees, will also serve 
as replacement habitat for oak woodland values lost on the project site. Mitigation tree planting 
shall be installed by the applicant and inspected and approved by the DRC prior to acceptance of 
improvements by the Engineering and Surveying Department. Therefore, payment of in-lieu fees 
for oak woodland impacts is not the only form of mitigation required in the Draft EIR for oak 
woodland impacts.  
 
The proposed mitigation is consistent with County oak woodland mitigation policies.  Changes 
to the oak woodland mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are a policy matter that may be 
considered by the decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 2-12 
 
The mitigation measure referenced by the comment, 5-10(c), requires the mitigation of impacts 
to 1.67 acres of jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States.  Impacts related to 
the existing visual character or quality of the site and surroundings are addressed in Impact 7-2 
on page 7-9 of the Draft EIR.  The proposed project includes minimization of grading as part of 
the project description, as noted in the Draft EIR on page 3-13, where it states, “Construction of 
the proposed project would require grading of the site for proposed roads and a select number of 
building pads” and “the proposed project intends to minimize grading, when possible, in order to 
preserve natural resources”. 
 
Response to Comment 2-13 
 
As noted in the Draft EIR, page 3-4, the project site is designated as Rural Low Density 
Residential in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The proposed project does not include an 
amendment to change this designation.  Therefore, the project does not qualify as high density, 
nor is it in conflict with the Granite Bay Community Plan.  In addition, the rezone requested as 
part of the proposed project includes the same density limitation as the current zoning. Please 
refer to Response to Comment 2-6 regarding the gate-related concerns. 
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Response to Comment 2-14 
 
A survey of the project site was conducted and an assessment of the identified archeological sites 
was performed by experts in the field.  In addition, mitigation measures are presented in the 
Draft EIR to reduce any impacts to cultural resources.  It should be noted that Mitigation 
Measure 6-4 provides measures to reduce impacts to any previously unknown resources found 
during construction.  
 
Response to Comment 2-15 
 
As noted in Responses to Comments 2-3, 2-6 and 2-13, the proposed project density, gates, and 
privacy wall do not conflict with the Granite Bay Community Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 2-16 
 
The traffic impacts related to Bayside Church are addressed in the Draft EIR on page 8-30, under 
Impact 8-3.  Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 16-5, 
under the Transportation and Circulation header.  The Bayside Church and proposed church 
expansion trip generation is included in the cumulative traffic volumes used in the cumulative 
traffic analysis.  Both under the project-level and cumulative-level scenarios, traffic impacts 
were either determined to be less-than-significant or would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level with implementation of mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 2-17 
 
Pursuant to the County’s Zoning Code, lot size alone does not dictate allowable animal activities 
on any given property.  In addition, as stated in Response to Comment 2-6, certain animal raising 
activities are still allowed under the proposed project zoning.  Furthermore, as stated in Response 
to Comment 2-13, the project site is designated as Rural Low Density Residential in the Granite 
Bay Community Plan, which is not high density as asserted by the commenter, and the proposed 
project does not include an amendment to change this designation.   
 
Response to Comment 2-18 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-5 and 2-8. 
 
Response to Comment 2-19 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-3 and Response to Comment 2-6 regarding the proposed 
privacy wall. 
 
Response to Comment 2-20 
 
The purposes of the open space lots are to preserve specific areas from development in order to 
reduce impacts to biological resources; for use as setbacks/landscape areas; and in some cases, to 
protect identified cultural resources.  The commenter’s opinions regarding the value of the 
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proposed open space lots and the benefit of the project to the community do not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, but have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 2-21 
 
The comment presents a request to the County and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  However, the comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 2-22 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-5 and 2-8. 
 
Response to Comment 2-23 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  See Response to Comment 2-8 
regarding the density and Response to Comment 2-9 regarding the base zoning. 
 
Response to Comment 2-24 
 
As stated in Response to Comment 2-13, the project site is designated as Rural Low Density 
Residential in the Granite Bay Community Plan, which is not high density. Table 4-2 of the Draft 
EIR, beginning on page 4-16, provides a discussion of the relevant Granite Bay Community Plan 
policies. 
 
Response to Comment 2-25 
 
The project is seeking a rezone to RS-B-42 DL 0.83 to allow 89 residential lots.  The density 
proposed would be consistent with the current Rural Low Density Residential Granite Bay 
Community Plan land use designation for the project site.  The existing “PD” combining zone 
district is proposed to be eliminated. 
 
Response to Comment 2-26 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6.   
 
Response to Comment 2-27 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the comment has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 2-28 
 
The comment presents features of the Carolinda development, and does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-6 and 2-9.  The proposed project 
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includes retention of open spaces, a 100-foot setback from centerline of Miners Ravine, setbacks 
from other minor tributaries, and a 50-foot landscape setback along Olive Ranch Road. 
 
Response to Comment 2-29 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-5 and 2-8. 
 
Response to Comment 2-30 
 
Please refer to the relevant discussions in Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4-16, 
particularly Land Use Element Policy 4 on page 4-16, Preservation Policy 3 on page 4-18, and 
Conservation Element policies on pages 4-20 and 4-21. 
 
Response to Comment 2-31 
 
The proposed project includes a 100-foot setback from centerline of Miners Ravine for all 
structures. All lots are located outside of the 100-year flood plain of Miners Ravine. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 12-4(d) requires that all finished house pad elevations be two feet above the 
100-year floodplain line for lots located along Miners Ravine. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment 2-6 regarding the fact that no public access is provided to Miners Ravine east of Sierra 
College Boulevard until Shelbourne Estates.  
 
Response to Comment 2-32 
 
The Draft EIR states on page 8-34, under Impact 8-6, “The proposed project would not create 
barriers or hazards to bicyclists or pedestrians…”  The project gates and privacy wall will not 
prohibit bicycle and pedestrian traffic coming to/from the proposed project, as pedestrian and 
bicycle access will be gated, with a key or code provided to project residents. Impact Statement 
8-6 describes that the proposed project would widen Olive Ranch Road to its ultimate County-
required width of 40 feet of pavement and would include a new pathway along the north side of 
Olive Ranch Road for pedestrian access.  The comment regarding community support has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 2-33 
 
The Draft EIR has identified impacts to trees and other limited natural resources that would 
result due to the proposed project.  Mitigation Measures 5-9 and 5-10 have been required in the 
Draft EIR to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level for trees and wetlands, 
respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 2-34 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6. 
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Response to Comment 2-35 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-16. 
 
Response to Comment 2-36 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-3, 2-6, and 2-7. 
 
Response to Comment 2-37 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, as noted by 
the comment, impacts associated with new sources of light and glare are identified as potentially 
significant in the Draft EIR for Impact 7-3, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 7-3. In addition, it should be noted that streetlights 
would only be provided at the project entrances.  
 
Response to Comment 2-38 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-16. The Catholic Church and Mormon Church 
mentioned in the comment were also included in the cumulative impact analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 2-39 
 
The comment presents a recital of the Draft EIR text, and does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-40 
 
Upon further review, an inadvertent inconsistency has been detected between the conclusion in 
Table 15-1 and the text discussion on page 15-6 of the Draft EIR concerning biological resource 
impacts resulting from the Base Zoning Alternative.  As a result, Chapter 15, under the 
Biological Resources header, page 15-6, is hereby revised as follows in order to be consistent 
with Table 15-1 of the Draft EIR: 
 

In addition, similar to the proposed project, the Base Zoning Alternative would require 
removal of trees and habitat that would impact special-status species and jurisdictional 
wetlands. However, significant oak tree losses on individual residential lots could be 
greater than the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Base Zoning Alternative would result in 
greater impacts related to biological resources, as compared to the Proposed Project. 
Both the Base Zoning Alternative and the proposed project would include similar 
lot-specific grading as the units are developed.  Though somewhat speculative, the 
possibility exists that some homeowners would preserve a greater number of trees 
under the Base Zoning Alternative simply because their lots will be 1.3 acres larger 
than those proposed for the project, thereby allowing more trees to be retained. 
However, the extent to which each property owner would preserve trees on their 
property is speculative and for purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the level 
of biological impacts would be roughly equal for the proposed project and the Base 
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Zoning Alternative.  However, it should be noted that similar to the Proposed Project, 
development of the Base Zoning Alternative would result in a significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impact to biological resources. 

 
In addition, based upon the above minor revisions to the Biological Resources write-up for the 
Base Zoning Alternative, Table 15-1 on page 15-16 of the DEIR is hereby clarified as follows:  
 

Table 15-1 
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives 

Impact Proposed Project 

No Project –
No Build 

Alternative 
Base Zoning 
Alternative 

Planned 
Development 
Alternative 

Land Use 
Potentially 
Significant None Less Less 

Biological Resources 
Significant and 
Unavoidable None Roughly Equal Equal 

 
The above changes are to correct the Draft EIR text in order to be consistent with the conclusion 
in Table 15-1 and the presented conclusions regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
Therefore, the text correct does not result in any significant new information or changes to the 
ultimate alternatives analysis conclusion. 
 
Response to Comment 2-41 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-9. 
 
Response to Comment 2-42 
 
The comment provides a summary of the commenter’s understanding of project impacts and 
suggested mitigation.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 3: MARILYN JASPER, CHAIR, SIERRA CLUB 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
 
The comment includes an introductory statement and complements County staff, but does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
 
The comment expresses an opinion regarding project approval and recirculation of the Draft EIR.  
The comment does not present specific comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.   
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
 
The comment disagrees with the project applicant’s characterization of the project site as “infill” 
in the list of project objectives included on pages 3-1 and 3-4 of the Draft EIR.  The technical 
analysis of the Draft EIR is based upon the proposed project’s potential impacts and does not 
rely on the definition of the project as “infill”.  The Draft EIR objectively considered the type 
and intensity of existing surrounding uses and the potential for the project to be inconsistent with 
these uses. 
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
 
As presented in Chapter 5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, all impacts to sensitive 
habitat, wetlands and other waters of the United States can be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level with the implementation of the mitigation measures presented.  The Draft EIR, however, 
concluded that the cumulative impact to biological resources would be significant and 
unavoidable.  In addition, impacts related to compatibility with surrounding land uses are 
addressed in the Land Use chapter of the Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-3. 
 
Response to Comment 3-6 
 
As noted in the Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIR, page 15-1, in the first paragraph and the 
first bullet, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.6(a) states, “An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project […] which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project”.  In addition, as noted in the third bullet on page 15-1, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)(i) includes an alternative’s failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives as a factor that may be used to eliminate an alternative from detailed 
consideration in the Draft EIR.   
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As further evidence, in California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (Filed 8/20/09, 
published 9/18/09) Sixth District, H032502, the court upheld the City’s substantive decision to 
reject the evaluated alternatives in favor of the proposed project. The City’s findings stated that 
each of the analyzed alternatives failed to meet certain project objectives, and was “undesirable 
from a policy standpoint.” The court also upheld that an alternative involving only one 
component of a project is not required to be analyzed (i.e., an alternative that does not meet most 
of the basic objectives of a project).  Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, project objectives are 
required to be considered when determining and evaluating project alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 3-7 
 
The comment presents questions for the applicant and the County, but does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 3-8 
 
As noted on page 15-2 of the Draft EIR, an EIR need only include enough information about 
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[d]).  The information provided in the Draft EIR 
Alternatives chapter is sufficient to evaluate each alternative as they compare to the proposed 
project.  Each alternative is described on pages 15-5 and 15-10 of the Draft EIR and are followed 
by conceptual site plans of the alternatives. The commenter is directed to review the conceptual 
site plans that accompany each of the project alternatives as well as the plans provided for the 
proposed project.  In reviewing the proposed project plans (Figures 3-3 through 3-6 in the Draft 
EIR) and the alternatives’ site plans (Figures 15-1 and 15-2 in the Draft EIR) in conjunction with 
the text descriptions, the comparative impacts for the issues questioned in the comment can be 
ascertained by reviewing the identified open space and setbacks from Miners Ravine, drainage 
swales, and drainage channels.  Moreover, the text analysis of the Base Zoning Alternative and 
Planned Development Alternative in Chapter 15, and as revised in Responses to Comments 2-40 
and 12-14, does include much of the specific information the commenter alleges as being absent, 
including the following:  
 

 Open Space 
Preserved 

Waters of the U.S. 
Preserved 

Trees Preserved 

Base Zoning Alternative 
 16.2 acres 2.06 acres Same as Project1 

Planned Development 
Alternative  64.6 acres 3.55 acres 38 blue oak 

woodland trees 
1 As stated on page 5-41 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation proposed by the project for significant oak tree impacts 
from lot development is overestimated (and, therefore, over-mitigated), because while 100 percent of significant 
oak trees within building setbacks are assumed removed for mitigation purposes, many trees may be retained by 
individual homeowners. 
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Response to Comment 3-9 
 
The physical project-level and cumulative impacts of the proposed project are addressed in Draft 
EIR, Chapters 5 through 14, 16, and Appendix C.  The Land Use chapter identifies the need for a 
rezone to accommodate the project as proposed (Draft EIR page 4-24, Impact 4-2, Compliance 
with the Placer County Zoning Ordinance), but notes that even with the rezone the proposed 
project would be allowed under the current land use designation of Rural Low Density 
Residential and would thus be considered rural residential, per the Granite Bay Community Plan.  
Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that the project would result in a less-than-significant impact.  
Please refer to Table 4-2, beginning on page 4-16 of the Draft EIR, for an extensive policy 
analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 3-10 
 
The Executive Summary does not imply that the applicant is relieved from mitigation of 
cumulative impacts or the County is relieved of requiring mitigation. In fact, the entire technical 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR in the chapters following the Executive Summary serve the 
express purpose of identifying impacts and mitigation needed to address both project-level and 
cumulative impacts from the proposed project. Cumulative impacts from the proposed project 
and associated mitigation measures are addressed in the Draft EIR under Chapter 16, Cumulative 
Impacts and Other CEQA Sections.  In addition, the Draft EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan (MMP) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, which (as noted on page 1 of the 
MMP) states that the intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and 
enforcement of adopted mitigation measures and permit conditions.  The primary importance in a 
proposed rezone is the physical impacts that may result should the site be developed pursuant to 
the proposed zone rather than the existing zone.  This analysis of physical impacts resulting from 
the proposed rezone and subsequent development of the project site is what is analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-11 
 
The comment recites Granite Bay Community Plan goals and does not pertain to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-12 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the current Granite Bay Community Plan Rural Low 
Density Residential land use designation for the project site which maintains the “transition role” 
of the community as planned in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The proposed project 
includes a rezone, not an amendment to the land use designation.  Therefore, the project is 
considered rural residential (as defined in the Granite Bay Community Plan), which is in 
compliance with the “’major’ goal” and “other goals” as cited by the comment.  In addition, as 
discussed on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR, the County’s Right to Farm ordinance allows existing 
agricultural operations on adjacent agricultural properties to continue.  Therefore, the project 
does not inhibit the maintenance of producing agricultural uses.  Furthermore, the Draft EIR 
concludes that the proposed project would result in less-than-significant project-level impacts 
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(with implementation of mitigation where appropriate) to Biological Resources, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Visual Resources, and Land Use (including agricultural pursuits).  It should be 
noted the cumulative biological impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable.  The 
Draft EIR includes a discussion on consistency with the Granite Bay Community Plan policies in 
the Land Use chapter, Table 4-2.  The Draft EIR, Impact 4-1, identifies a less-than-significant 
impact with regard to Granite Bay Community Plan consistency. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment 2-6 for a discussion regarding current lack of public access to Miners Ravine in the 
vicinity of the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 3-13 
 
The Draft EIR, in Table 4-2 on pages 4-20 and 4-21, provides a discussion of the Granite Bay 
Community Plan Conservation Element policies.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 2-
28. 
 
Response to Comment 3-14 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 3-15 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-20. 
 
Response to Comment 3-16 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 3-17 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-12.  In addition, it should be noted that any application 
would be required to go through the County’s planning process and a project-specific CEQA 
environmental review should the proponent seek a change to the land use designation. 
 
Response to Comment 3-18 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-25 and 3-9. 
 
Response to Comment 3-19 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-5 and 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 3-20 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-20.  The proposed privacy wall is not needed to attenuate 
noise as discussed in the Draft EIR in Impact Statement 10-2 on page 10-15. 
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Response to Comment 3-21 
 
The commenter appears to be confused between the proposed Open Space lots of the project and 
the Open Space land use designation in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The proposed Open 
Space lots are part of the proposed project that would remain undeveloped for a variety of 
reasons (landscaping, natural resource preservation/buffer, utilities, etc.).  On the other hand, the 
Granite Bay Community Plan designates areas as Open Space.  The project site is not designated 
as Open Space in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  In addition, the proposed project does not 
include development within an existing open space easement.   
 
Response to Comment 3-22 
 
An earlier version of the Vesting Tentative Map for the proposed project included a lot entitled 
“Open Space Lot G;” however, in response to County Staff comments, this lot was re-labeled on 
the Vesting Tentative Map as “Common Lot G”, prior to releasing the DEIR for public review.  
The re-labeling was made in recognition of the fact that Lot G will contain a sewer pump station, 
standby generator, a storage building, and vehicle access and maintenance parking. 
Inadvertently, Lot G is still shown in the legend list of “Open Space” lots on Figure 3-3, Vesting 
Tentative Map, of the DEIR Project Description. In addition, Figures 3-4 through 3-6 of the 
Project Description chapter of the DEIR, and Figures 10-2, 12-1, and 13-1 of the DEIR require 
similar modifications to clarify Lot G as a “Common Lot” in the legend list. As a result, Figures 
3-3 through 3-6, 10-2, 12-1, and 13-1 of the DEIR are hereby revised as follows for clarification:  
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Figure 3-3 (and Figure 10-2) 
Vesting Tentative Map 
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Figure 3-4 (and Figure 13-1) 
Water Master Plan 
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Figure 3-5 
Sewer Master Plan 
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Figure 3-6 (and Figure 12-1) 
Storm Drain Master Plan / Grading Plan 
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Response to Comment 3-23 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 3-12 and discussed on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR, the 
County’s Right to Farm ordinance allows existing agricultural operation to continue.  The Draft 
EIR, page 4-25, states, “a condition of approval will be required for the project informing future 
residents that small-scale agricultural and farming operations may take place on 
nearby/surrounding parcels, and that the approval of the proposed project shall not impact the 
ability of existing/future small-scale agricultural and/or farming operations to continue in a 
manner consistent with the underlying zoning regulations. It should be noted that a mitigation 
measure requiring this condition of approval was included in the Rancho Del Oro Estates Initial 
Study, and implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce any potential impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.” 
 
Response to Comment 3-24 
 
The known occurrence of the California black rail at Clover Valley, as reported in the CNDDB, 
is more than five miles away from the Rancho Del Oro project site.  Foothill Associates’ 
CNDDB graphic utilized a ten-mile radius for Swainson’s hawk and a five-mile radius for all 
other species.  Specific surveys for black rail were not conducted during biological surveys of the 
property, although biologists were on the site during the black rail nesting season.  Black rails 
were not observed on the property. 
 
The marsh habitat on the Rancho Del Oro site is supported by summer irrigation runoff from 
adjacent residential development to the south.  All portions of the marsh habitat are within a few 
hundred feet of residential development.  The marsh originates from flows derived from urban 
areas and as it leaves the Ranch Del Oro project site the flows then go into and beside additional 
residential lots.  The marsh, while encompassing about 0.96-acre, is only about 50 feet wide at its 
widest point.   
 
Given the relative rarity of the California black rail and the urban setting of the marsh habitat on 
the Rancho Del Oro site, the project would not be expected to impact this species.  However, 
given that avian species are mobile, the Draft EIR does include a mitigation measure to conduct 
pre-construction surveys for nesting birds protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(Mitigation Measure 5-6).  The California black rail is covered under this Act.  
 
In addition, the marsh habitat is being preserved as part of the project’s open space component.  
The post-project condition of the marsh will not differ significantly from the pre-project 
condition of the marsh, given the current water source and environmental setting of this aquatic 
feature. 
 
Response to Comment 3-25 
 
The comment suggests a bond to cover project mitigation measure costs.  The comment does not 
specifically question the adequacy of the Draft EIR analyses or conclusions.  The applicant is 
required by law to comply with and fund, unless otherwise noted, all mitigation measures 
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identified in the EIR through implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring Program. The 
comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 3-26 
 
The comment is unclear how “knowledgeable of” can be more enforceable than “familiar with”.  
The commenter does not propose a test or other means of supporting the enforceability gained by 
changing the text.  Furthermore, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-27 
 
The mitigation ratio will be that identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) at the time coordination occurs during 404 permit negotiations with the Corps of 
Engineers, which will be prior to issuance of grading permit (as identified in Mitigation Measure 
5-3(b)).  As noted in the mitigation measure, the typical mitigation ratio is 3:1.  In addition, the 
measure includes flexibility for USFWS to require measures in addition to those listed (on-site or 
off-site preservation, etc.) if deemed necessary by the USFWS.  The Draft EIR concludes under 
Impact 5-3, that impacts to freshwater invertebrates would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level with implementation of the mitigation measures presented. Therefore, additional mitigation 
is not warranted. 
 
Response to Comment 3-28 
 
Elderberry shrubs are only afforded protection under the federal Endangered Species Act if they 
are occupied by the federally listed Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.  Impacts to elderberry 
shrubs without beetles wound not constitute a significant impact. 
 
The Draft EIR requires that a determination of beetle occupancy be made if any of the shrubs 
will be impacted by project development and that would require coordination with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  Should occupied shrubs need to be impacted, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service typically requires relocation of elderberry shrubs, if such relocation is feasible.  
 
Response to Comment 3-29 
 
Mitigation Measure 5-5(b) is meant as a follow up to Mitigation Measure 5-5(a) – as implied by 
the statement at the end of Mitigation Measure 5-5(a) that says, “If burrowing owls are detected, 
[…] implement Mitigation Measure 5-5(b).”  Mitigation Measure 5-5(a) requires pre-
construction surveys by a qualified biologist, and thus the work required in Mitigation Measure 
5-5(b) is meant to be performed by a qualified biologist as well.  Therefore, for clarification 
purposes, Mitigation Measure 5-5(b), on page 5-36 of the Draft EIR, is hereby revised as 
follows: 
 

5-5(b) Prior to initiation of any construction activities, a 250-foot buffer zone 
shall be established around each burrow with an active nest until the 
young have fledged and are able to exit the burrow. In the case of 
occupied burrows without active nesting, active burrows after the young 
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have fledged, or if development commences after the breeding season 
(February 1 to August 31), passive relocation, which involves installing 
a one-way door at the burrow entrance to encourage the owls to move 
from the occupied burrow, shall be performed by a qualified biologist. 
The CDFG shall be consulted for current guidelines and methods for 
passive relocation of any owls found on the site.  

 
The above change to the Draft EIR text is for clarification purposes only and does not change the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-30 
 
The comment references “5.6” and discusses “MM wording.”  The comment appears to be 
referencing the second paragraph of Mitigation Measure 5-6(c).  The first paragraph of 
Mitigation Measure 5-6(c) includes clear text stating, “If active migratory bird nests are found 
on-site, disturbance or removal of the nest shall be avoided until the young have fledged and the 
nest is not active any longer.”  Therefore, the mitigation measure is not vague or unenforceable 
as avoidance would result in a less-than-significant impact, as identified in the Draft EIR. 
 
The second paragraph of the mitigation, which contains the text referred to by the comment, 
notes that a buffer or schedule adjustment could be utilized as an alternative to the measure 
required in the first paragraph.  Because of the unknown variables at this point in time (e.g., the 
type of Migratory Bird Treaty Act protected bird species, site conditions at the time of survey, 
and the proposed construction activities near an active nest), the size of buffer needed to ensure a 
less-than-significant impact shall be determined by the qualified biologist.  In addition, the 
mitigation measure provides an alternative of scheduling vegetation removal to occur between 
September 1 and January 31, which would also mitigate the potential impacts identified.  
 
Response to Comment 3-31 
 
The comment introduces the following section of the letter and does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-32 
 
The commenter believes that various California policies suggest the need to separately analyze 
biological emissions associated with oak woodland conversion in the Draft EIR.  The comment 
specifically identifies the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) recent amendments to the 
CEQA Guidelines to support the argument that California requires analysis of biological 
emissions of GHGs, and that the CARB Forest Protocol must be used for this analysis.  It is 
important to note these amendments have not been officially adopted at this time. Therefore, the 
amendments are not yet effective, and will not become effective until after the Office of 
Administrative Law completes its review of the amendments and transmits them to the Secretary 
of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. 
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The proposed Guideline Amendments do not indicate that forest conservation or carbon 
sequestration characterizing analysis and mitigation of carbon biological emissions due to the 
conversion of oak woodlands to non-forest is “integral” to CEQA review.  Appendix G of the 
Guideline Amendments, Section II, suggest evaluating potential impacts by considering whether 
a project would result in the loss or conversion of forest land.  In addition, although Appendix G 
of the Guideline Amendments does state that Lead Agencies may refer to “the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in the Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board,” the Guideline Amendments do not mandate use of this methodology for 
determining GHG impacts from a project. CARB adopted the Forest Project Protocol (FPP) in 
October 2007 for greenhouse gas accounting for voluntary forest projects to generate credits for 
use in a voluntary market. More specifically, the FPP provides requirements and guidance for 
quantifying the net climate benefits of activities that sequester carbon on forestland. The protocol 
provides project eligibility rules; methods to calculate a project’s net effects on greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions and removals of CO2 from the atmosphere (“removals”); procedures for 
assessing the risk that carbon sequestered by a project may be reversed (i.e. released back to the 
atmosphere); and approaches for long term project monitoring and reporting. The goal of this 
protocol is to ensure that the net GHG reductions and removals caused by a project are accounted 
for in a complete, consistent, transparent, accurate, and conservative manner and may therefore 
be reported to the Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) as the basis for issuing carbon offset credits 
(called Climate Reserve Tonnes, or CRTs). In summary, the CARB FPP referred to by the 
commenter is intended to be used for greenhouse gas accounting for voluntary forest projects. 
While the FPP could be used to calculate the theoretical biomass of the trees on the Rancho Del 
Oro Estates project site, it cannot be overlooked, as noted above, that the Guideline Amendments 
do not mandate use of this methodology for determining GHG impacts from a project. Even if 
the theoretical biomass of the on-site trees was calculated, the CARB has not issued any 
guidance on quantitative thresholds by which one could attempt to determine whether a 
significant impact would result from the proposed removal of biomass and the subsequent 
biological emissions.   
 
In its draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments, OPR does not identify a threshold of significance for 
greenhouse gas emissions, nor does it prescribe assessment methodologies or specific mitigation 
measures. Instead, it calls for a “good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe, 
calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.” The draft 
amendments encourage lead agencies to consider many factors in performing a CEQA analysis 
and preserve lead agencies’ discretion to make their own determinations based upon substantial 
evidence. Consistent with the proposed Amendments, the Draft EIR addresses greenhouse gas 
emissions from the project on pages 16-17 to 16-33, which quantified greenhouse emissions 
resulting from area source and operational source emissions generated by the project, including 
vehicle source emissions. Additional GHG emissions calculated for the project include emissions 
from the energy used to create materials used for development of the proposed project, as well as 
utility usage associated with the operation of the project. As indicated on page 16-33 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project would include measures aimed at reducing the potential for CO2 
emissions through project design details. The proposed project would include the following: 

 
1. All homes within the proposed subdivision will utilize AC units that are two points 

above the Seasonal Energy Efficient Ratio (SEER) energy efficiency rating in effect at 
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the time of the approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map. Any plans submitted to the 
Building Division must clearly show that this condition is being met. 

 
2. All homes within the subdivision will include “whole house fans.” Any plans submitted 

to the Building Division must clearly show that this condition is being met. 
 
3. All homes within the subdivision will include, at the builder’s discretion, one of the 

following: a) a “tankless” water heater, or b) upgraded insulation in all walls and 
ceilings to exceed the Title 24 requirements in place at the time of building permit 
issuance. Any plans submitted to the Building Division must clearly show that this 
condition is being met. 

  
Therefore, in light of the proposed project’s inclusion of GHG reduction strategies and the 
speculative nature of determining “new” GHG emissions from the project on a global scale, the 
proposed project is considered to have a less-than-significant incremental contribution to the 
cumulative production of GHG emissions, resulting in the cumulative impact of global climate 
change. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the following background information regarding carbon 
pools/biomass and associated biological processes, such as sequestration, has been provided. The 
Forest Sector Protocol defines sequestration as follows: “The process of increasing the carbon 
content of a carbon reservoir other than the atmosphere. Biological approaches to sequestration 
include direct removal of CO2 from the atmosphere through land-use changes and changes in 
forest management.” Forests have the capacity to both emit and sequester carbon dioxide. Trees, 
through the process of photosynthesis, naturally absorb CO2 from the atmosphere and store the 
gas as carbon in its biomass, i.e., trunk (bole), leaves, branches, and roots. Carbon is also stored 
in the soils that support the forest (i.e. forest soil), as well as the understory plants and litter on 
the forest floor. 
 
When trees are disturbed, through events like fire, disease or harvest, they emit stored carbon as 
CO2 into the atmosphere. The quantity of CO2 that is emitted over time may vary, depending on 
the particular circumstances of the disturbance. Thus, depending on how forests are treated, they 
may be a net source or a net reservoir of CO2.  
 
As discussed in Impact 5-9 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in the removal of 
the majority of on-site oak trees, though the precise extent to which oak trees would be removed 
is in part dictated by future lot improvements made by individual property owners. It is true that 
in the short-term, the proposed project would result in the generation of biological emissions 
through the removal of much of the on-site oak woodlands and the resultant inability for these 
oak trees to continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. However, Mitigation Measure 5-9 
of the Draft EIR is clear in that both impacts to oak woodland and “significant” oak trees are 
required to be mitigated. Furthermore, page 5-41 of the Draft EIR, below the header entitled, 
“Mitigation Measure(s)”, states:  
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To mitigate for impacts to both oak woodland and “significant” oak trees (24 inches dbh or 
greater) from development of the project, a comprehensive, multi-pronged approach is proposed, 
which addresses both oak woodland values and individual significant oak trees. 

 
Therefore, in the long-term, through oak replanting efforts and purchase of conservation easements 
within the County where existing oak woodlands that form a contiguous habitat can be permanently 
set aside, as required by Mitigation Measure 5-9,  the short-term loss of sequestration on-site will be 
offset, albeit partially off-site. This method of conservation is consistent with the provisions of 
Senate Bill 1334 and with requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.4. It should also be 
noted, as stated on page 5-41 of the DEIR, that “…the mitigation proposed by the project for 
significant oak tree impacts from lot development is overestimated (and, therefore, over-mitigated), 
because while 100 percent of significant oak trees within building setbacks are assumed removed 
for mitigation purposes, many trees may be retained by individual homeowners.” 
 
Response to Comment 3-33 
 
As noted on page 3 of Appendix F of the Draft EIR, Oak Woodland Analysis, Foothill 
Associates inventoried more than 5,000 trees on the project in 2005. This additional tree data has 
been provided as Appendix A to this Final EIR. However, it is important to note that Per County 
policy, oak woodland mitigation fees are based on acreage rather than individual trees, with the 
exception of “significant” oak trees, which have been clearly enumerated in Appendix A of 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 3-34 
 
For “significant oaks,” the mitigation fee of $100 per inch at breast height set forth in Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 5-9(b) is consistent with the value that the County is currently applying to 
such impacts. Given the County’s long-standing policies requiring mitigation for loss of its 
valuable oak woodland resources, the County has the experience needed to determine 
appropriate mitigation fees and other mechanisms to ensure that impacts to oak woodlands are 
successfully mitigated for the long-term in the County. In the case for the Rancho Del Oro 
Estates project, the County has used a combination of in-lieu fees and direct replacement to fully 
mitigate impacts to oak woodlands. Per County policy, oak woodland mitigation fees are based 
on acreage rather than individual trees, with the exception of “significant” oak trees, which have 
been clearly enumerated in Appendix A of Appendix F of the Draft EIR.   
 
Response to Comment 3-35 
 
The applicant is required to pay in-lieu fees for direct impacts to 5.27 acres of oak woodland 
resulting from initial subdivision improvements.  This fee must be paid “at the time of approval 
of Improvement Plans.”  All other in-lieu fees are required to be paid by individual lot owners 
prior to issuance of Building Permits, when actual impacts to trees would be expected and more 
definitively known. 
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Response to Comment 3-36 
 
The commenter is incorrect.  Mitigation Measure 5-9 is clear in that both impacts to oak 
woodland and “significant” oak trees are required to be mitigated. Furthermore, page 5-41 of the 
Draft EIR, below the header entitled, “Mitigation Measure(s)”, states:  
 

To mitigate for impacts to both oak woodland and “significant” oak trees (24 inches dbh or 
greater) from development of the project, a comprehensive, multi-pronged approach is proposed, 
which addresses both oak woodland values and individual significant oak trees. 

 
Response to Comment 3-37 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-36 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-38 
 
The Oak Woodland Analysis is provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-39 
 
Page 3 of Appendix F to the Draft EIR indicates that in 2005 Foothill Associates inventoried 
more than 5,000 trees on-site. 
 
Response to Comment 3-40 
 
Please refer to Response to Comments 3-35 and 3-39. 
 
Response to Comment 3-41 
 
The proposed mitigation is consistent with County oak woodland mitigation policies and has 
been deemed satisfactory by the County.  Changes to the proposed mitigations are a policy 
matter to be considered by the decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 3-42 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-34. 
 
Response to Comment 3-43 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-34. 
 
Response to Comment 3-44 
 
As stated in Mitigation Measure 5-9(a), to mitigate oak woodland losses within the development 
footprint and to account for habitat fragmentation, the project applicant shall make an in-lieu 
payment to the County consisting of two separate components, one for the higher value blue oak 
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woodland (37.34 acres), and one lower per-acre payment for the poor quality live oak woodland 
(40.24 acres) on the project site, along with the very small amounts of valley oak woodland (0.06 
acres) and mixed oak woodland (1.27 acres). These funds will be used by the County to purchase 
conservation easements to other in-kind oak woodlands in the County. 
 
In addition, per Mitigation Measure 5-9(b), for the 69 “significant” oak trees to be removed 
because of subdivision improvements, the project shall include mitigation tree planting in two 
open space areas specified on the project site.  Therefore, these on-site replacement plantings are 
not intended to also (i.e., “double”) count toward mitigating the loss of oak woodlands; the loss 
of oak woodlands would require additional mitigation measures by the applicant (i.e., MM 5-
9(a)).  
 
Response to Comment 3-45 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-34. 
 
Response to Comment 3-46 
 
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) State General Permit requires 
that permitted projects adhere to Effluent Limitations.  As stated on page 55 of the County of 
Placer Stormwater Management Plan, under the State General Permit Requirements discussion, 
“the Effluent Limitations require the implementation of BMPs [Best Management Practices] that 
reduce pollutants to the MEP (maximum extent practicable). The MEP standard is an ever-
evolving, flexible, and advancing concept, which considers technical and economic feasibility, 
and its application may vary by community.”  Therefore, the MEP requirement of the mitigation 
measures cited in the comment is acceptable and required in the NPDES General Permit. 
 
The proposed water quality BMPs for project post-development stormwater runoff include 
infiltration trenches, water quality vaults, and a water quality treatment pond. The maintenance 
of drainage facilities is required within the Draft EIR.  The responsibility for a Homeowners’ 
Association (HOA) to perform maintenance duties is not a new concept and has been 
implemented throughout California.  However, the comments regarding maintenance of facilities 
by the HOA versus County or other third party with the applicant providing a bond for funding 
has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 3-47 
 
As stated in Mitigation Measure 12-3(c), the signage details, placement, and locations will be 
included on the Improvement Plans for review by the County.  The mitigation measure is 
enforceable because the Improvement Plans will not be approved until the County is satisfied 
with the proposed signage.  Project residents, their guests, and anyone within the subdivision are 
members of the general public. Speculation regarding the eagerness of the HOA to perform their 
duties is beyond the scope of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment 3-48 
 
As shown in Figure 5-5, page 5-44 of the Draft EIR, all on-site Perennial Marsh is contained 
within Open Space Lots F and E.  Therefore, building/structure construction is not proposed 
within any delineated Perennial Marsh area. 
 
Response to Comment 3-49 
 
The comment presents project design suggestions and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 3-50 
 
Consistent with the requirements in the Granite Bay Community Plan, the proposed project 
includes a 100-foot setback from the centerline of Miners Ravine in which all types of structures 
are prohibited.  The comment does not provide an impact nexus to require an additional 50 feet 
of setback from Miners Ravine, nor has the County required this of the project during its review 
of the application.   
 
Response to Comment 3-51 
 
As stated on page 13-2 of the Draft EIR, “The project is within the boundaries of Placer County 
Sewer Maintenance District No. 2 (SMD2).”  Page 13-17 of the Draft EIR further states, 
“Wastewater treatment would be provided by the City of Roseville pursuant to the SPWA 
Operations Agreement for properties with the SPWA service area boundary SAB.  Rancho Del 
Oro Estates is located within the SMD No. 2 service area…”  The on-site lift station’s purpose is 
to pump wastewater to the gravity system that conveys wastewater to the treatment plant. 
Therefore, the commenter is mistaken as the project does not propose on-site wastewater 
treatment. 
 
Response to Comment 3-52 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-51.  The proposed project would be connected to a 
regional wastewater treatment facility. 
 
Response to Comment 3-53 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, it should be noted that 
the proposed pump station facility would include a backup generator, similar to all other pump 
facilities in the County.   
 
Response to Comment 3-54 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the HOA typically 
enforces planting and construction restrictions under ultimate authority of the County and 
County Code.   
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Response to Comment 3-55 
 
As noted on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR, impacts to recreational facilities would be less-than-
significant.  The applicant would be required to pay in-lieu park fees, as required by Placer 
County. 
 
Response to Comment 3-56 
 
The comment summarizes the commenter’s objections to the project.  Responses to the issues 
summarized are included in the responses to comments above. 
 
Response to Comment 3-57 
 
The comment is introductory and sets up the following two comments.  This letter is the 
commenter’s second letter submitted on the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 3-58 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 3-24. 
 
Response to Comment 3-59 
 
As shown in the above responses to comments, the Draft EIR includes information, which is 
accurate and adequate under CEQA.  Therefore, the conclusions of the Draft EIR are not 
changed and significant new information is not presented, which does not warrant recirculation 
of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 4: JIM AND KIM CASSIDY, RESIDENTS  
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
 
The comment expresses the commenters’ opinion on the project and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that the environmental impacts from development 
of the proposed project, which includes 89 units on 119.4 acres, are addressed in the Draft EIR, 
Chapters 4 through 14, and Chapter 16. 
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LETTER 5: JOHN COSTA, RESIDENT  
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
 
The proposed project includes a 100-foot setback from the centerline of Miners Ravine.  Impacts 
to Miners Ravine and potential flooding risks are addressed in the Hydrology and Water Quality 
chapter and the Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA Sections chapter (page 16-36) of the Draft 
EIR.  The proposed project does not include improvements within the floodplain.  All potential 
flooding impacts identified are able to be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the 
implementation of the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
 
Primary emergency response to the project site is provided by the South Placer Fire District 
(SPFD) fire station located ¼ mile to the east of the project site, at 5300 Olive Ranch Road. The 
project developer has included the proposed off-site emergency vehicle access (EVA) route in 
the project description as requested by SPFD to provide improved overall emergency response to 
properties on Shadow Oaks Lane and Cavitt-Stallman Road, as well as a more direct route to the 
project site for utilization by secondary emergency vehicle responders.  The request by the 
commenter to allow additional access to private property owners over the emergency access 
easement does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 6: JAY DOYLE, RESIDENT 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
 
Potential for downstream flooding on Miners Ravine from increased peak flows resulting from the 
proposed project is addressed in Impact 12-1, beginning on page 12-9 of the Draft EIR.  As stated 
on page 12-10 of the Draft EIR, “the project would have an insignificant impact on peak flow runoff 
within the main stem of Miners Ravine; therefore on-site stormwater detention is only 
recommended for the portion of the project site that drains to Swale A”.  However, because specific 
construction plans and a final drainage report are not yet available, the Draft EIR includes 
mitigation measures to ensure the final design is consistent with County standards for drainage 
facilities, include adequate sizing of detention, which would result in a less-than-significant impact 
to both downstream and upstream reaches of Miners Ravine.  
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LETTER 7: MICHAEL GOSHEY, RESIDENT 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
 
The comment is an introductory comment and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2 
 
As shown in Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-3 (Vesting Tentative Map) on page 3-5 of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project includes the access point at Road D located approximately 400 feet 
west of Ramsgate Drive on Olive Ranch Road.  Therefore, the proposed project does indeed include 
an entrance offset from Ramsgate Drive. Furthermore, if approved, the project would be 
conditioned to construct this access as shown on the Vesting Tentative Map.  
 
Response to Comment 7-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 7-2. 
 
Response to Comment 7-4 
 
The comment is a concluding comment that does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER 8: FRANK AND SUE GULLUM, RESIDENTS  
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the planning history of the site, the 
proposed rezone, and tree removal.  However, the comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
 
Future traffic noise along Olive Ranch Road does not warrant a sound wall as determined in the 
Noise Chapter of the Draft EIR.  The proposed wall along Olive Ranch Road is considered a 
“privacy wall”.  Please see Response to Comment 2-3.  
 
Response to Comment 8-3 
 
The comment reiterates Granite Bay Community Plan, Community Design Element, Policy 8, 
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Table 4-2 of the Draft EIR on page 4-18 
addresses Policy 8. 
 
Response to Comment 8-4 
 
As noted on page 7-9 of the Draft EIR, “Guideline 7 [of the Placer County Rural Design 
Guidelines] requires solid walls to be fully concealed by existing or added vegetation and set 
back at a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of pavement.  The proposed project conceptual 
landscape plan and Vesting Tentative Map indicate that the privacy wall would be setback from 
the edge of pavement by a four-foot wide meandering concrete path surrounded by trees and 
vegetation and […] would be set back 50 feet from the edge of pavement.”  The Granite Bay 
Community Plan requires developments along Olive Ranch Road to comply with the Placer 
County Rural Design Guidelines, as noted on page 7-9. Therefore, consistent with the conclusion 
in the Draft EIR, the proposed privacy wall is consistent with the Placer County Rural Design 
Guidelines and therefore the Granite Bay Community Plan, which would result in a less-than-
significant impact.   
 
Response to Comment 8-5 
 
Air quality impacts resulting from development of the proposed project and resulting traffic 
volume increase are addressed in Impact 9-4, on page 9-17 of the Draft EIR.  The resulting 
pollutant levels are presented and the Draft EIR concludes that a less-than-significant impact 
would result because the pollutant levels are below the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District thresholds of significance. 
 
Response to Comment 8-6 
 
The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion on progress and understanding of private 
property rights.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 9: HOLLY JOHNSON AND KELLIE MALAMATENIOS, RESIDENTS 
 
The comment letters received from Holly Johnson and Kellie Malamatenios were identical letters 
from the date at the top to the conclusion at the end.  The only differences between the two 
comment letters are the signature at the end (as identified in the bracketed letter above) and the 
date that the letters were emailed to the County.  Therefore, the letters have been combined in 
Comment Letter 9. 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
 
The comment expresses the commenters’ understanding of the proposed project, conclusions in 
the Draft EIR, and planning background of the project site.  In addition, the comment provides a 
request regarding denial of the proposed rezone.  The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR; however, it has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
 
The comment pertains to justification for the project, but does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 9-3 
 
The Draft EIR concludes that the project-level biological resource impacts are reduced to a less-
than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation measures.  Both the Placer County 
General Plan EIR and the Granite Bay Community Plan EIR identified the cumulative impacts to 
biological resources to be significant and unavoidable.  The proposed project impacts would 
contribute to the cumulative biological resource impacts and also result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 9-4 
 
The comment addresses tax revenue to the County and does not specifically call into question the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration.  It should be noted that the proposed project impacts to public services 
(including utilities, police and fire services) are addressed in Chapter 13, Public Services and 
Utilities, of the Draft EIR.  As identified in the Draft EIR, all potential impacts regarding public 
services and utilities were reduced to a less-than-significant with implementation of the 
mitigation measures presented. 
 
Response to Comment 9-5 
 
The comment presents the commenters’ opinion regarding the proposed project impact to 
uniqueness and natural lay of the land.  However, the comment does not specifically address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
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Response to Comment 9-6 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 2-33. 
 
Response to Comment 9-7 
 
The comment presents the commenters’ concerns regarding the proposed project impacts to 
hawks, burrowing owl, and valley elderberry beetle.  Mitigation measures have been included in 
the Draft EIR for raptors and migratory birds (Mitigation Measure 5-6), burrowing owl 
(Mitigation Measure 5-5), and valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Mitigation Measure 5-4). 
 
Response to Comment 9-8 
 
The comment appears to be referring to Olive Ranch Road in the statement, “a rural road.” 
Although traffic would be increased on Olive Ranch Road, and surrounding roadways, the Draft 
EIR, Chapter 8, Transportation and Circulation, concludes that no significant traffic impacts 
would be generated by the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 9-9 
 
The comment presents the commenters’ concern regarding salmonid utilization of Miners Ravine 
and the potential impacts to cultural resources.  Page 5-33 of the Draft EIR states that special-
status fish species have been known to utilize Miners Ravine for spawning; however, the 
drainage improvements associated with the proposed project would not result in an impact to the 
special-status fish species.  In addition, mitigation measures have been incorporated into the 
proposed project to ensure that cultural resources are protected and impacts reduced to a less-
than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 9-10 
 
The comment states an opinion regarding the proposed project and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 9-11 
 
Project-level impacts from the proposed project are addressed in Chapters 4 through 14 of the 
Draft EIR.  All potential project-level impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with the implementation of the mitigation measures provided.  In 
addition, cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR.  All cumulative 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the 
implementation of the mitigation measures provided except for the cumulative loss of biological 
resources in Placer County.  It should be noted that the project site has been designated for 
development of up to 99 lots for over 20 years in the Granite Bay Community Plan, and 
surrounding areas are identified for development in the Granite Bay Community Plan. 

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 65 



Final EIR 
Rancho Del Oro Estates 

 May 2010 
 

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 66 

 
Response to Comment 9-12 
 
Please refer to Responses to Comments 2-28 and 3-35. 
  
Response to Comment 9-13 
 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  The project density is consistent with 
that allowed under the site’s current Granite Bay Community Plan land use designation of Rural 
Low Density Residential. 
 
Response to Comment 9-14 
 
The comment concludes the comment letter and requests denial of the project as proposed.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
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LETTER 10: RICHARD LANGOWSKI, RESIDENT  
 
Response to Comment 10-1 
 
As shown on Figure 3-3, Vesting Tentative Map, on page 3-5 of the DEIR, there will be 50 feet 
(from edge of pavement on Olive Ranch Road) to the wall and within this area there will be a 
four-foot wide meandering concrete path surrounded by trees and vegetation.  “The area between 
Olive Ranch Road and the fence” would be partially within a County road easement and partially 
within Open Space Lots A, B, and C maintained by the homeowners association. 
 
Response to Comment 10-2 
 
As shown on Figure 3-3, Vesting Tentative Map, on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR, the project will 
construct a bus turnout near each of the project entrances (two total).  The project will be 
required by condition of approval to provide school bus/turnouts to the satisfaction of the CHP 
and local bus service provider. A letter from the local bus service provider shall be provided to 
the County ESD prior to Improvement Plan approval. 
 
Response to Comment 10-3 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 10-2. 
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LETTER 11: ROBERT AND PRISCILLA MCLEAN, RESIDENTS  
 
Response to Comment 11-1 
 
The comment is introductory and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 11-2 
 
As noted in the Draft EIR, page 3-4, the project site is designated as Rural Low Density Residential 
in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The proposed project does not include an amendment to 
change this designation.  In addition, although rezoning of the site would increase the allowable 
density and number of units on the site (the current zoning would only allow up to 42 residential lots 
on the project site, or up to 63 residential lots if developed as a Planned Development), the resultant 
project density would be within the range allowed for the GBCP RLDR land use designation for the 
site.  Growth-inducing impacts from the proposed project are addressed in Section 16.4, Growth-
Inducting Impacts of the Proposed Project, on page 16-40 of the Draft EIR.  As stated on page 16-
41 of the Draft EIR, “the proposed project includes 10 fewer lots than would be allowable under the 
existing land use designation.” Therefore, the proposed project does not increase the growth planned 
for the area beyond what was anticipated in the Granite Bay Community Plan.  It should be noted 
that physical impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project (including public 
services) are addressed in Chapters 4 through 14, and Chapter 16. 
 
Response to Comment 11-3 
 
Traffic impacts related to Bayside Church are addressed in the Draft EIR on page 8-13, under 
Impact 8-3.  In addition, the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix J of the Draft EIR) 
addressed traffic from the Bayside Church expansion on page 20.  Therefore, the traffic generated 
by the Bayside Church was included in the impact analysis of the Draft EIR and it was determined 
that no impacts would result from the project in combination with other short-term projects, 
including the Bayside Church expansion. 
 
Response to Comment 11-4 
 
As noted on pages 5-33 through 5-45 of the Draft EIR, all potential project-level impacts to existing 
streams, trees, habitat, flora, and fauna would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
implementation of the mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR.  In addition, the project site is 
designated as Rural Low Density Residential and the proposed project is consistent with this 
designation.  Therefore, the project would still be considered rural. 
 
Response to Comment 11-5 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 11-2, the proposed project is consistent with the site’s land use 
designation in the Granite Bay Community Plan. 
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Response to Comment 11-6 
 
The comment presents project alterations, and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
However, the comment recommendations have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  It should be noted that the Alternatives Chapter included consideration of other 
designs, including a No Project – No Build Alternative, a Base Zoning Alternative, and a Planned 
Development Alternative. 
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LETTER 12: JANE NEGRI, RESIDENT 
 
Response to Comment 12-1 
 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 12-2 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-9 and 2-40.  
 
Response to Comment 12-3 
 
The comment requests careful study of Chapter 16, especially 16.2 Significant Irreversible Changes 
and 16.3 Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided. Careful study was 
employed in preparing this Chapter, as well as all other chapters of the Draft EIR. The comment 
does not identify any specific concerns regarding subsections 16.2 and 16.3; thereby precluding the 
ability to provide a specific response.  
 
Response to Comment 12-4 
 
The reference to 934 net new weekday vehicle trips on page 9-17 of the Draft EIR, under Impact 
Statement 9-4, “Impacts related to long-term increases of criteria air pollutants,” is within the 
context of the “region,” which can be more or less considered as the Sacramento Valley Air 
Basin (SVAB). It is possible that some percentage of new project residents would be relocating 
from outside the SVAB, which in turn, would bring “new” vehicle trips, and subsequently 
emissions, into the SVAB (Note: as shown in Table 9-9 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would not result in emissions of ROG, NOX, or PM10 that would exceed PCAPCD’s significance 
thresholds for these pollutants. 
 
In contrast to the above, the context of climate change is necessarily on a global scale. Within 
this framework of analysis, it is true, as stated in the Draft EIR, that:  
 

The proposed project for the most part would not “create” GHG emissions. Instead, by adding 
residences to the area, the project would create conditions under which emissions would “move” 
from one area to another, as an existing driver moves from one area to the other. This fact is 
critically important, because the approval of the proposed project would not directly result in the 
creation of new drivers – the primary source of the proposed project’s emissions. Thus, the use of 
models that measure overall emissions, without accounting for existing emissions, would 
overstate the proposed project’s impact related to GHG emissions.  

 
As demonstrated on page 16-33 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would include a number 
of features that would reduce the project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, 
in light of the proposed project’s inclusion of GHG reduction strategies and the speculative 
nature of determining “new” GHG emissions from the project on a global scale, the County 
determined that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant incremental contribution 
to the cumulative production of GHG emissions. 
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Response to Comment 12-5 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-32.  
 
Response to Comment 12-6 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-8.  
 
Response to Comment 12-7 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-5.  
 
Response to Comment 12-8 
 
The commenter requests the preservation of certain trees along Olive Ranch Road that are within 
the on-site area proposed as a 50-foot landscape setback. These requests are design considerations 
not addressing the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the request has been forwarded to the 
applicant and the decision-makers for consideration. It should be noted that the Draft EIR includes 
Mitigation Measure 5-9, which sets forth the measures that the applicant must comply with in order 
to sufficiently address the project’s impacts to oak woodlands (see also Response to Comment 2-
11). 
 
Response to Comment 12-9 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-3, 2-6, 2-11, and 8-2.  
 
Response to Comment 12-10 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-6.  
 
Response to Comment 12-11 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-6.  
 
Response to Comment 12-12 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 9-8, although traffic would be increased on Olive Ranch 
Road and surrounding roadways as a result of the project, the Draft EIR, Chapter 8, 
Transportation and Circulation, concludes that no significant traffic impacts would be generated 
by the proposed project.  
 
As noted in Response to Comment 8-5, air quality impacts resulting from the project’s traffic 
volume increase are addressed in Impact 9-4, on page 9-17 of the Draft EIR.  The resulting 
pollutant levels are presented and the Draft EIR concludes that a less-than-significant impact 
would result because the pollutant levels are below the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District thresholds of significance. 
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Response to Comment 12-13 
 
Contrary to the comment, the Perennial Marsh designated within Swale A would not be eliminated 
by the proposed project.  As shown in Figure 5-5, on page 5-44 of the Draft EIR, 0.78 acres of the 
0.96 total acres of Perennial Marsh within the Open Space Lots surrounding Swale A would be 
preserved.  As further noted in the Draft EIR, page 5-43, the proposed project would result in 
potentially significant impacts to 1.67 acres of jurisdictional wetlands (including the 0.18 acres of 
Perennial Marsh within the Open Space Lots surrounding Swale A).  However, the potentially 
significant impact identified would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation 
of the identified mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 5-10[a, b, and c]). 
 
Response to Comment 12-14 
 
In response to the comment and upon further consideration, page 15-6 of the Draft EIR regarding 
the Base Zoning Alternative is hereby further revised to clarify the extent of possible impacts to 
biological resources resulting from implementation of the Base Zoning Alternative (the below text 
includes revisions already made to the “Biological Resources” discussion for the Base Zoning 
Alternative on page 15-6 – see Response to Comment 2-40):  
 

In addition, similar to the proposed project, the Base Zoning Alternative would require 
removal of trees and habitat that would impact special-status species and jurisdictional 
wetlands. However, significant oak tree losses on individual residential lots could be 
greater than the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Base Zoning Alternative would result in 
greater impacts related to biological resources, as compared to the Proposed Project. 
Both the Base Zoning Alternative and the proposed project would include similar 
lot-specific grading as the units are developed.  Though somewhat speculative, the 
possibility exists that some homeowners would preserve a greater number of trees 
under the Base Zoning Alternative simply because their lots will be 1.3 acres larger 
than those proposed for the project, thereby allowing more trees to be retained. 
However, the extent to which each property owner would preserve trees on their 
property is speculative and for purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the level 
of biological impacts would be roughly equal for the proposed project and the Base 
Zoning Alternative.  Concerning impacts to waters of the U.S., as indicated in the 
conceptual plan for the Base Zoning Alternative, Figure 15-1 of the Draft EIR, a 
road would likely not be included in the southwest corner, thereby not requiring a 
bridge over Swale A. This would eliminate the potential impact resulting from the 
proposed project to 0.18 acres of perennial marsh. All other impacts to waters of the 
U.S. resulting from the proposed project would be expected to occur with 
implementation of the Base Zoning Alternative. However, it should be noted that 
similar to the Proposed Project, development of the Base Zoning Alternative would result 
in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to biological resources. 

 
The above change to the Draft EIR analysis of the Base Zoning Alternative serves to provide greater 
specificity regarding the extent to which the alternative may impact waters of the U.S. The 
additional specifics will be considered by the decision-makers as they review the alternatives 
evaluated in the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 12-15 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-14 regarding recommendations concerning the proposed road 
over Swale A. Regarding entrance points, it is not feasible to include only one entrance to the 
proposed subdivision as the Fire District requires a minimum of two entrance points for safety 
reasons.  
 
Response to Comment 12-16 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project, and does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-17 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-1.  
 
Response to Comment 12-18 
 
The Key and Notes of Figures 5-3 and 5-4 are reflected in the text of discussion under Impact 5-9.  
However, for the benefit of the commenter, expanded Key and Notes are included below for review. 
 
 

Figure 5-3 Legend 
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Figure 5-4 Legend 

 

 
 
 

 
Response to Comment 12-19 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-20 
 
Impacts resulting from light and glare would be adequately mitigated by Mitigation Measure 7-3, 
which states:  
 

7-3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer shall submit a lighting 
plan for the review and approval of the Placer County Building Official.  The 
lighting plan shall include shielding on all light fixtures and shall address 
limiting light trespass and glare through the use of shielding and directional 
lighting methods, including but not limited to, fixture location and height. The 
lighting plan shall comply with the Placer County Design Guidelines for lighting, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

 
• Maximum height for building and freestanding lighting should not 

exceed 14 feet. 
• If property is adjacent to a residential area or residentially zoned 

property, the lighting should not interfere with these areas. 
• Lighting shall be directed away from adjacent roadways and shall not 

interfere with traffic or create a traffic hazard. 
• Upward lighting shall be minimized to the greatest extent possible. 

 
Mitigation Measure 7-3 of the Draft EIR is the typical means by which light and glare impacts are 
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successfully minimized consistent with the County’s Design Guidelines.  
 
Response to Comment 12-21 
 
Figure 7-5 of the Draft EIR shows the view from the project site facing south, which represents 
approximately 51 percent of the Olive Ranch Road frontage view of the neighborhood across from 
the project site.  The additional pictures submitted by the commenter are included as Appendix B to 
this Final EIR. The additional photos show surrounding uses consistent with the surrounding land 
use description included in Impact 7-2 of Chapter 7, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, which 
states in part:  
 

The proposed project is primarily surrounded by existing or approved residential development. 
However, the change of the site from a rural undeveloped setting to a rural residentially 
developed environment would constitute a permanent alteration of the existing visual character, 
impacting surrounding properties.  

The proposed project includes the construction of an ornamental six-foot iron fence and six-foot 
privacy wall along Olive Ranch Road. The proposed privacy wall is located 50 feet from the edge 
of pavement of Olive Ranch Road. Developments along GBCP designated country collector 
roads, which includes Olive Ranch Road, are required to comply with the Placer County Rural 
Design Guidelines (PCRDG). Guideline 6 of the PCRDG requires development of a meandering 
path and Guideline 7 requires solid walls to be fully concealed by existing or added vegetation 
and set back at a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of pavement. The proposed project 
conceptual landscape plan and Vesting Tentative Map indicate that the privacy wall would be 
setback from the edge of pavement by a four-foot wide meandering concrete path surrounded by 
trees and vegetation and, as indicated above, the privacy wall would be set back 50 feet from the 
edge of pavement. Therefore, the location of the privacy wall would be consistent with the GBCP 
policies pertaining to country roadways, resulting in a less-than-significant aesthetic impact. 

 
In addition, mallards are a common waterfowl species, which is protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. The Draft EIR includes the following mitigation measures to ensure that no 
adverse impacts occur to migratory birds as a result of project implementation: 

 
5-6(c) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, if any vegetation removal is expected to 

occur as a result of the project during the typical avian nesting season (February 
1 to August 31), a pre-construction survey shall be performed to determine if 
active migratory bird nests are present on-site. The survey shall be conducted by 
a qualified biologist not more than two weeks prior to the onset of vegetation 
removal. If active migratory bird nests are found on-site, disturbance or removal 
of the nest shall be avoided until the young have fledged and the nest is not active 
any longer. 

 
It should be noted that extensive buffers, such as those recommended for nesting 
raptors, are not necessary for nesting avian species protected solely by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. However, depending on the bird species, site 
conditions, and the proposed construction activities near an active nest, a small 
buffer could be prescribed, as determined by the biologist. Alternatively, 
vegetation removal could be scheduled to avoid all potential impacts. Vegetation 
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removal conducted between September 1 and January 31 will prevent impacts to 
nesting birds and unfledged young. 

 
Response to Comment 12-22 
 
The comment reiterates Draft EIR conclusions and presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the 
proposed project.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-23 
 
Mitigation Measure 5-6 of the Draft EIR does require protection of nesting raptors should they be 
detected on-site prior to initiation of construction activities. While, the majority of the habitat on-site 
that could provide nest sites for raptors would be removed, habitat for raptors that could occur on 
this project site is not expressly protected by any State or federal regulations. Rather, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act requires protection of the birds themselves. However, much of the potential nesting 
habitat that would be removed on-site consists of mature oak trees, which are required to be 
mitigated by the applicant per the County’s oak woodland mitigation policies. This includes but is 
not limited to payment of fees, which will be utilized by the County to purchase conservation 
easements to other in-kind oak woodlands in the County. 
 
Response to Comment 12-24 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-28.  
 
Response to Comment 12-25 
 
While the Granite Bay Community Plan and Placer County General Plan do contain policies 
focusing on the preservation of oak stands, as can be seen from the Draft EIR policy analysis 
contained in Table 4-2, the County has also established policies for those situations when loss 
oak woodlands would occur. This is in recognition of the fact that the County, while placing a 
high value on its oak woodlands, has also identified a certain amount of development in its 
General Plan and Community Plans, which would, in some cases, require the removal of oak 
woodlands.  
 
Given the County’s long-standing policies requiring mitigation for loss of its valuable oak 
woodland resources, the County has the experience needed to determine appropriate mitigation 
fees and other mechanisms to ensure that impacts to oak woodlands are successfully mitigated 
for the long-term in the County. In the case for the Rancho Del Oro Estates project, the County 
has used a combination of in-lieu fees and direct replacement to fully mitigate impacts to oak 
woodlands. Per County policy, oak woodland mitigation fees are based on acreage rather than 
individual trees, with the exception of “significant” oak trees, which have been clearly 
enumerated in Appendix A of Appendix F of the Draft EIR.   
 
The County’s Oak Woodland policy recommends payment of in-lieu fees to be deposited into the 
Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. The Fund is used for the purchase of conservation easements 
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within the County where existing oak woodlands that form a contiguous habitat can be permanently 
set aside. This method of conservation is consistent with the provisions of Senate Bill 1334 and with 
requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.4. 
 
Response to Comment 12-26 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed rezone.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 12-27 
 
The proposed project would result in increased traffic volumes, and the potential impacts from the 
additional trips to the local roadway network, air quality, and noise are addressed in Chapters 8, 9, 
10 of the Draft EIR, respectively. Cumulative impacts for these topics are addressed in Chapter 16 
of the Draft EIR.  As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project 
would contribute towards a potentially significant cumulative impact to air quality given that the 
project’s emissions would slightly exceed the Air District’s cumulative emission threshold for 
reactive organic gases (ROG).  However, consistent with the Air District’s policy, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 16-6 of the Draft EIR would ensure that the project’s incremental 
contribution to the cumulative air quality impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
Further, it should be emphasized that the project would not result in any significant traffic impacts. 
However, the project would contribute to a significant cumulative traffic impact, for which 
mitigation has been incorporated into the DEIR (cf. MM 16-5). In addition, as demonstrated in 
Impact 16-8, cumulative impacts to noise would be less-than-significant.  
 
Response to Comment 12-28 
 
As stated on page 12-10 of the Draft EIR, “the proposed project including the on-site detention 
basin would slightly decrease peak flows for Swale A during the 100-year storm event” and “the 
project would have an insignificant impact on peak flow runoff within the main stem of Miners 
Ravine”.  Therefore, contrary to the comment, the project would not increase peak flows. 
 
Response to Comment 12-29 
 
As noted in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, impact discussions 6-1 through 6-3, the proposed project 
would result in a less-than-significant impact to all known prehistoric sites, which includes Native 
American artifacts, with implementation of the mitigation measures presented in the chapter. 
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Response to Comment 12-30 
 
The proposed project includes minimization of grading as part of the project description, as noted in 
the Draft EIR on page 3-13, where it states, “Construction of the proposed project would require 
grading of the site for proposed roads and a select number of building pads” and “the proposed 
project intends to minimize grading, when possible, in order to preserve natural resources”. 
 
Response to Comment 12-31 
 
Impact Statement 4-1 in the Land Use chapter of the Draft EIR addresses project consistency with 
the Granite Bay Community Plan.  The Draft EIR determined that the proposed project is generally 
consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan, for the purposes of environmental analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 12-32 
 
The comment presents the conclusion to the comment letter and states the commenter’s opinion 
regarding the proposed project.  See above responses to this letter regarding specific concerns 
expressed by the commenter.  
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LETTER 13: JUDITH STICKNEY, RESIDENT  
 
Response to Comment 13-1 
 
The comment presents background information setting up the comments to follow.  The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 13-2 
 
Primary emergency response to the project site is provided by the South Placer Fire District 
(SPFD) fire station located ¼ mile to the east of the project site, at 5300 Olive Ranch Road. The 
project developer has included the proposed off-site emergency vehicle access (EVA) route in 
the project description as requested by SPFD to provide improved overall emergency response to 
properties on Shadow Oaks Lane and Cavitt-Stallman Road, as well as a more direct route to the 
project site for utilization by secondary emergency vehicle responders.  The request by the 
commenter to allow additional access to private property owners over the emergency access 
easement does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 13-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment 13-2. 
 
Response to Comment 13-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 6-1. 
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LETTER 14: M.O. STINSON, RESIDENT 
 
Response to Comment 14-1 
 
As noted in the Draft EIR, Impact 4-1, page 4-24, and discussed in detail in Table 4-2, the proposed 
project is generally consistent with the policies set forth in the Granite Bay Community Plan. The 
commenter does not indicate specific “guidelines” of the Granite Bay Community Plan that the 
project does not meet.  It should be noted that the Placer County Planning Commission will make 
the ultimate determination in regard to the proposed project’s consistency with the County’s plans 
and policies. 
 
Response to Comment 14-2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-8.  
 
Response to Comment 14-3 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-2 regarding the fact that a sound wall is not included in the 
project design. See also Response to Comment 2-6 concerning the proposed gated access for the 
project.   
 
Response to Comment 14-4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-20 concerning impacts with regard to light and glare and 
Response to Comment 6-1 concerning flooding impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 14-5 
 
As demonstrated in Chapter 8 of the Draft EIR, Transportation and Circulation, the project would 
not result in any significant traffic impacts. However, the project would contribute to a significant 
cumulative traffic impact, for which mitigation has been incorporated into the DEIR (cf. MM 16-5). 
 
Response to Comment 14-6 
 
Though the proposed project includes a rezone, the project is consistent with the current Granite 
Bay Community Plan Rural Low Density Residential land use designation for the project site, 
and would thus be considered rural residential, per the Granite Bay Community Plan.   
 
The primary importance in a proposed rezone is the physical impacts that may result should the 
site be developed pursuant to the proposed zone rather than the existing zone.  This analysis of 
physical impacts resulting from the proposed rezone and subsequent development of the project 
site is what is analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that all impacts resulting 
from the project could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of those 
mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR, with the exception of cumulative impacts to 
biological resources.  

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 92 



Final EIR 
Rancho Del Oro Estates 

 May 2010 
 

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 93 

Letter 15  

15-1 

15-2 

15-3 



Final EIR 
Rancho Del Oro Estates 

 May 2010 
 

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 94 

Letter 15 
Cont’d. 

15-3 
Cont’d. 

15-4 

15-5 

15-6 

15-7 

15-8 



Final EIR 
Rancho Del Oro Estates 

 May 2010 
 

 

Letter 15 
Cont’d. 

15-8 
Cont’d. 

15-9 

15-10 

15-11 

 

Chapter 3 – Responses to Comments 
3 - 95 



Final EIR 
Rancho Del Oro Estates 

 May 2010 
 

LETTER 15: STEVE AND JULIE BRAWN-WHITESIDES, RESIDENTS 
 
Response to Comment 15-1 
 
The comment provides background regarding the commenter’s efforts to contact the County. The 
requested copies of the EVA agreements can be provided by the Community Development 
Resources Agency. 
 
Response to Comment 15-2 
 
As noted in Response to Comment 5-3, primary emergency response to the project site is 
provided by the South Placer Fire District (SPFD) fire station located ¼ mile to the east of the 
project site, at 5300 Olive Ranch Road. The project developer has included the proposed off-site 
emergency vehicle access (EVA) route in the project description as requested by SPFD to 
provide improved overall emergency response to properties on Shadow Oaks Lane and Cavitt-
Stallman Road, as well as a more direct route to the project site for utilization by secondary 
emergency vehicle responders.  The request by the commenter to allow additional access to 
private property owners over the emergency access easement does not pertain to the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
As indicated in previous County correspondence to the commenter outside of this EIR process, 
whether or not the developer needs to acquire any rights to install the proposed paving and gates 
will remain a matter between the developer and those who own the land over which the road 
passes. In the case of South Shadow Oaks Lane, over which the proposed paving and gates 
would be constructed, the developer has already obtained and recorded easements from the 
fronting property owners in favor of the South Placer Fire District. Since there is not a proposal 
to interfere with any public interest in any of these roads, it is the County’s opinion that this 
matter is between the developer and involved property owners.  It is the County’s position that 
all of the “Shadow Oaks’ roads that connect Cavitt-Stallman Road to Olive Ranch Road are 
private roads, maintained by the property owners. There is a small triangular area of Shadow 
Oaks Lane within the boundary of the Ashby Subdivision that has been dedicated to the public, 
but it is still privately maintained. The determination of any property owners’ rights are a matter 
for a title company to investigate and insure and perhaps ultimately a court of law to decide. It is 
not within the County’s authority to make any determination of access rights in the case of 
Shadow Oaks Lane or any other private road. Notwithstanding the above, these concerns 
regarding additional access to the easement have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 15-3 
 
The comment correctly identifies that the proposed project does not include direct connection to 
Shadow Oaks Lane.  As noted on page 8-35 of the Draft EIR as revised in this FEIR, because of 
the location of the closest fire station, “The South Placer Fire District has indicated that such an 
off-site EVA would not only provide secondary emergency access to the project site, but would 
also improve emergency response to neighborhoods along Shadow Oaks Lane and Cavitt-Stallman 
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Road, as well as improve the response times for existing and future developments in the project 
vicinity”.   
 
Response to Comment 15-4 
 
The condition referenced in the comment is an existing condition. Flooding impacts (including 
Miners Ravine) are addressed in the Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the Draft EIR. As 
stated on page 12-10 of the Draft EIR, “the project would have an insignificant impact on peak flow 
runoff within the main stem of Miners Ravine”.  Furthermore, mitigation measures are included to 
ensure impacts remain at a less-than-significant level with regard to drainage and flooding 
(including on Miners Ravine). Therefore, a nexus does not exist to require mitigation for the 
existing condition of the bridge over Miners Ravine at Shadow Oaks Lane.  
 
Response to Comment 15-5 
 
The comment provides contact information and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 15-6 
 
The comment is introductory and sets up the comments to follow.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 15-7 
 
Please see Response to Comment 15-4.  
 
Response to Comment 15-8 
 
The comment suggests a condition of approval for the proposed project, and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 15-9 
 
The comment suggests a condition of approval for the proposed project, and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 15-10 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project, and does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment 15-11 
 
The comment requests future notices regarding the proposed project, which will be provided by the 
County Planning Department.   
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LETTER 16: KIM YEE, RESIDENT  
 
Response to Comment 16-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-6.  
 
Response to Comment 16-2 
 
As shown in Chapter 3, Project Description, Figure 3-3 (Vesting Tentative Map) on page 3-5 of 
the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes the eastern access point at Road D, located 
approximately 400 feet west of Ramsgate Drive on Olive Ranch Road.  Therefore, the project 
does include an entrance offset from Ramsgate Drive. 
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Letter 17 Letter 17 

  
Rancho Del Oro Rancho Del Oro 
Draft EIR Comment Hearing Summary Draft EIR Comment Hearing Summary 
  
Date:  January 14, 2010 Date:  January 14, 2010 
Time:  10:05 a.m. Time:  10:05 a.m. 
Location:  Planning Commission Hearing Room Location:  Planning Commission Hearing Room 
  
I. Draft EIR Overview Presentation by Nick Pappani, Environmental Consultant to 

County  
I. Draft EIR Overview Presentation by Nick Pappani, Environmental Consultant to 

County  
  
II. Verbal Comments (arranged in order of “appearance” of commenter): II. Verbal Comments (arranged in order of “appearance” of commenter): 
  
Richard LangowskiRichard Langowski, 8044 Wyndham Hill 

• Commenter asked if area between Olive Ranch Road and the proposed fence is an 
easement. This is related to his concerns regarding whether or not the existing bus stop is 
going to be protected.  

17-1 

 
Jane Negri, 4502 Olive Ranch Road, Granite Bay, 95746 

• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the public review period for the Draft EIR 
being over the holidays.  

• Commenter noted that the legends on Figures 5-3 and 5-4 of the Draft EIR are not 
legible.  

• Commenter requested that the current zoning for the project site be retained.  
• Commenter expressed concerns regarding light and glare, and stated that building 40 

homes, per existing zoning, would create less light and glare.  
• Commenter indicated that she will be submitting pictures of the neighborhood south of 

the project site because the pictures contained in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR are not 
representative of said neighborhood.  

• Commenter noted the Draft EIR’s conclusion that cumulative impacts to biological 
resources would be significant and unavoidable, which, according to the commenter, is 
further support to retain the site’s existing zoning.  

• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the project’s impact to wildlife habitat and 
nesting hawks from the loss of the on-site native oak woodlands. 

• Commenter expressed concern that the burrowing owl mitigation included in the Draft 
EIR is only temporary.  

• Commenter stated that elderberry shrubs should not be impacted.  
• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the loss of oak woodlands on the project site, 

including 69 significant oak trees.  
• Commenter states that 934 new daily trips generated by the project would not be 

mitigated by payment of fees.  
• Commenter expressed concerns that the project would have an impact on flooding in the 

area. 

17-2 
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• Commenter stated that the current project should not be changed from agriculture to 
residential zoning, but kept consistent with the Community Plan and rural feel of the 
existing neighborhood. 

• Commenter stated that the current project should not be changed from agriculture to 
residential zoning, but kept consistent with the Community Plan and rural feel of the 
existing neighborhood. 

• Commenter stated that the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR may meet the 
legal requirement, but not the moral obligation.  

• Commenter stated that the mitigation measures set forth in the Draft EIR may meet the 
legal requirement, but not the moral obligation.  

  
Sue GollumSue Gollum, 4762 Olive Ranch Road 

• Commenter expressed concern that the zone change would affect the rural feel of the area 
by not allowing horses on individual properties within the proposed project. 

• Commenter is against the inclusion of a sound wall in the project.  
• Commenter expressed disagreement that the proposed privacy wall is compatible with the 

Granite Bay Community Plan policies.  
• Commenter expressed disagreement with the Draft EIR’s description of the current 

aesthetic setting on page 7-1. 
• Commenter expressed concern regarding loss of oak woodlands resulting from project.  
• Commenter stated that car exhaust fumes are already an issue in the neighborhood 

surrounding the project site and the additional vehicles from the project would exacerbate 
this issue.  

 
Annie Russell, 4399 Olive Ranch Road 

• Commenter expressed concerns about her children being able to walk safely to Greenhill 
School given the increased traffic that will result from the project.   

• Commenter expressed concerns regarding increased noise resulting from the project.  
• Commenter expressed concerns that crime and litter would increase from the project.  
• Commenter expressed concerns that the project would exacerbate the flooding that 

currently occurs on her property and asked where the project runoff is going.  
• Commenter questioned why the rezone for the project is being pursued given the poor 

economy.  
 
Madelaine Kiliany, 7495 Red Bud Road 

• Commenter expressed concerns regarding the potential for this project to create a 
“domino” effect – that is, whether or not approval of the proposed rezone would enable 
other rezones in the area to be more easily approved.  

• Commenter stated that the lots that back up to Miners Ravine will block public access to 
the creek, which should be provided.  

• Commenter expressed concern that the proposed gated community will exclude the 
community from walking around the area.  

• Commenter expressed concerns about the traffic and air impacts that would result from 
the project.  

 
Jay Doyle, 5435 Ashby Lane 

• Commenter expressed concerns regarding proposed off-site emergency vehicle access.  
• Commenter requests that residents on Ashby Lane be provided access through the 

proposed emergency vehicle gates along the EVA route.  

17-2 
Cont’ 

17-3 

17-4 

17-5 

17-6 
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LETTER 17 SUMMARY OF JANUARY 14, 2010 PLACER COUNTY DRAFT EIR COMMENT 
HEARING  
 
Response to Comment 17-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 10-2.  
 
Response to Comment 17-2 
 
Bullet #1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-1.  
 
Bullet #2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-18.  
 
Bullet #3 
 
The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  
 
Bullet #4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-20.  
 
Bullet #5 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-9.  
 
Bullet #6 
 
The comment reiterates Draft EIR conclusions and presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the 
proposed project.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and has been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Bullet #7 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-23.  
 
Bullet #8 
 
As noted on page 5-35 of the Draft EIR, the western burrowing owl has not been recorded by 
CNDDB within five miles of the project site and was not observed on-site during reconnaissance 
surveys. However, according to the biological resources assessment prepared for the project, the 
large debris piles in the northern portion of the site provide suitable nesting habitat for burrowing 
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owl, and the on-site grassland provides suitable foraging habitat. As noted in Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 5-5(b), the CDFG shall be consulted for current guidelines and methods for 
passive relocation of any owls found on the site. Consultation with CDFG will ensure that the 
appropriate mitigation is implemented should burrowing owl be found on-site.  
 
Bullet #9 
 
Please see Response to Comment 3-28.  
 
Bullet #10 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-25.  
 
Bullet #11 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-4.  
 
Bullet #12 
 
Please see Response to Comment 6-1.  
 
Bullet #13 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-6.  
 
Bullet #14 
 
The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion and does not specifically address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 17-3 
 
Bullet #1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-6.  
 
Bullet #2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-2.  
 
Bullet #3 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-6.  
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Bullet #4 
 
The aesthetic description on page 7-1 of the Draft EIR states the following:  
 

The proposed project is located in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada in southern Placer County. 
The ridges of low to moderate length height and narrow foothills canyons are characterized by a 
mosaic of dark, dense mature trees and shrubs with openings of light annual grassland. The 
contrasts in form, color, and texture of this vegetation add visual variety and interest to foothill 
viewscape. 
 
Views in the area vary from those of low spreading residences, partially concealed by dense 
vegetation, to views of residential areas characterized by soundwalls and large residences. 
Commercial areas are located at major intersections in the area. The PCGP does not identify any 
roadways in the vicinity of the proposed project as scenic or requiring restrictions. 

 
Though not entirely clear, it appears that the commenter takes issue with the part of the 
description referring to residential areas in the vicinity characterized by soundwalls. The above 
quoted language in the DEIR is based on the fact that two other “walled” residential projects 
occur on Olive Ranch Road, Douglas Ranch and Winterhawk, the latter of which is gated. 
 
Bullet #5 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-25.  
 
Bullet #6 
 
Air quality impacts resulting from development of the proposed project and resulting traffic 
volume increase are addressed in Impact 9-4, on page 9-17 of the Draft EIR.  The resulting 
pollutant levels are presented and the Draft EIR concludes that a less-than-significant impact 
would result because the pollutant levels are below the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District thresholds of significance. 
 
Response to Comment 17-4 
 
Bullet #1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-32 regarding the path that will be constructed along the 
project’s Olive Ranch Road frontage and 9-8 regarding traffic. 
 
Bullet #2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 8-2.  
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Bullet #3 
 
Estimating whether or not residents of the Rancho Del Oro Estates project would engage in 
illegal activities such as crime and littering is inherently speculative. The Draft EIR found in 
Impact 13-6 that: 
 

The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of, and would be provided services by, the 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office. Placer County has adopted a public safety policy that includes the 
provision of capital facilities and personnel sufficient to maintain an officer/population ratio of 
one deputy per 1,000 residents. 
 
The proposed project would add approximately 223 residents to Granite Bay. The Granite Bay 
Sheriff’s substation is located at 4120 Douglas Boulevard, which is only approximately 0.75 
miles from the proposed project site.  Therefore, County law enforcement personnel would have 
ready access to the project site and, as a result, there would be a less-than-significant impact 
related to the development of Rancho Del Oro Estates.  

 
Bullet #4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 6-1.  
 
Bullet #5 
 
The Comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 17-5 
 
Bullet #1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-5.  
 
Bullet #2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 2-5.  
 
Bullet #3 
 
Please see Responses to Comments 2-6 and 2-20.  
 
Bullet #4 
 
Please see Response to Comment 12-12.  
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Response to Comment 17-6 
 
Bullet #1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 15-2.  
 
Bullet #2 
 
Please see Response to Comment 15-2.  
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-----Original Message----- -----Original Message----- 

Letter 18 From: Reed Sato [mailto:RSato@waterboards.ca.govFrom: Reed Sato [mailto:RSato@waterboards.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 3:34 PM 
To: EJ Ivaldi 
Subject: Rancho Del Oro Estates - Comment on Draft EIR 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I have a concern about the evaluation of impacts of storm water and other 
water drainage from the project.  In particular, I am concerned that the 
draft environmental impact report does not adequately evaluate the impacts to 
the unnamed waterway that goes from the southwest corner of the project, 
flows behind the lots on Lawrence Drive and enters Miners Ravine.   18-1 
 
The Project will affect the ability of the site to absorb rainwater by 
creating newly impermeable surfaces.  If that runoff is channelized into the 
unnamed tributary will it contribute to unmitigated erosion along the 
tributary and harmful sediment loading within the tributary and to Miner’s 
Ravine. 
 
Please have the project proponents address these impacts. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Reed Sato 
4540 Lawrence Drive 
Granite Bay, California  95746 
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LETTER 18: REED SATO, RESIDENT 
 
Response to Comment 18-1 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 6-1.  
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Letter 19 

19-1 
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LETTER 19: SCOTT MORGAN, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE UNIT 

 
Response to Comment 19-1 
 
The comment merely notes the Clearinghouse’s distribution of the Draft EIR to State agencies 
for review; and that CEQA review requirements have been met for the Rancho Del Oro Estates 
Draft EIR.  
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