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Letter The California State University, Office of the Chancellor
Elvyra F. San Juan, Assistant Vice Chancellor
15
February 21, 2019

15-1

The comment notes that a CSU and/or California Community College could tier from the Draft EIR in
the future. The comment also notes that in the event the CSU campus site is donated and CSU
accepts the property on behalf of the State of California, the campus site would be under the land
use and permitting jurisdiction of the state and that this transition would relieve the County of
jurisdictional authority over the site. The comment goes on to note that following that transition, all
County governing documents, policies and provisions would not apply to the CSU campus site, and
that the CSU would be responsible for ensuring CEQA compliance to fully address any potential
environmental impacts associated with any future planning for the CSU campus site.
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR notes that the CSU campus site has been analyzed at a
programmatic level. However, revisions have been made to clarify that once the CSU campus site
has been accepted by the State of California, the governing policies of the Placer County General
Plan and PRSP would no longer be applicable to the site. This section also states that the CSU would
conduct its own project-specific environmental review to ensure CEQA compliance for any future
planning of the CSU campus site. Specifically, the second paragraph on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:
This EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the
SAP and PRSP. The SAP is a policy document intended to guide growth in the SAP area over a
20-year planning horizon; buildout of the SAP area is expected to occur over 80 years or
more. In accordance with Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a program EIR may
be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and, among
other things, are related geographically or in connection with issuance of rules, regulations,
or plans to govern the conduct of a continuing program. In accordance with Section 15161 of
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the State CEQA Guidelines, a project EIR focuses on the changes in the environment that
would result from a development project. Because of the broad geography, long timeframe
anticipated for buildout, and policy-oriented nature of the SAP, the impact analysis of the SAP
is prepared at a programmatic level—that is, a more general analysis with a level of detail
and degree of specificity commensurate with that of the plan itself, focusing on the effects
that can be expected to follow from adoption of the plan. The PRSP, however, is assessed at
a project level in this EIR, because project details are developed to a sufficient degree that
environmental effects that would result from development of the PRSP can be identified and
assessed with greater certainty, and specific mitigation measures developed to address
potentially significant impacts. The Sac State–Placer Center portion of the PRSP, however,
remains conceptual; the university has yet to develop project-specific detail in the form of a
master plan for the campus. This EIR provides substantial analysis of the university campus
based on the information available and will provide valuable streamlining for future decisions
by the California State University (CSU), but additional environmental review may be required
by the CSU, which would serve as lead agency for the subsequent project. Therefore, this EIR
evaluates the Sac State–Placer Center at a programmatic level of detail for educational use.
In the event the Board of Trustees of the CSU accepts the property on behalf of the State of
California, the site would be under the land use and permitting jurisdiction of the CSU, which
would relieve Placer County of jurisdictional authority over the site. Specifically, when the
transfer is complete, the governing policies of the Placer County General Plan and the PRSP
as then adopted would no longer be applicable to the site. Prior to a discretionary action by
the CSU requiring consideration under CEQA, the CSU would conduct its own project-specific
environmental review. At that time, the university would ensure compliance with the
procedural and substantive requirements of CEQA and in fully addressing potential
environmental impacts as required by law. Additional discussion regarding the level of detail
of the analysis is provided under the heading “Approach to the Environmental Analysis” in
Chapter 4.0, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation
Measures.”
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Letter Center for Biological Diversity
Ross Middlemiss, Legal Fellow
16
February 22, 2019

16-1

The comment states that the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate because it uses an
improper No-Project Alternative, does not include a reasonable range of alternatives, and does not
evaluate a feasible alternative that would significantly reduce the project’s impacts. The following
response addresses the first topic (No-Project Alternative), whereas response to comment 16-2,
below, addresses the latter two topics of this comment regarding the alternatives analysis.
Regarding the No-Project Alternative, the comment suggests that, due to the slow pace of
development in the current SIA, the Draft EIR should have included a No-Project Alternative that
assumes no development would occur. First, although development within the existing SIA has not
been rapid, development has occurred over the past 20 years, and additional development would be
expected over the next 80+ years (the length of time expected for full buildout of the SAP). Therefore,
an alternative that assumes no development would occur would not be realistic.
The State CEQA Guidelines (See Section 15126.6[e]) provides guidance regarding the No-Project
Alternative. (e) “No project” alternative. Section 15126.6(e)(1) states that the no project alternative
analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project’s environmental impacts
may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting analysis which does
establish that baseline. Further 15126.6(e)(2) indicates that the No-Project Alternative analysis
should discuss what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project
were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services. Section 15126.6(e)(3) provides specific guidance regarding large policyoriented plans, such as the project: A discussion of the “no project” alternative will usually proceed
along one of two lines: (A) When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan,
policy or ongoing operation, the “no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan,
policy or operation into the future. Typically, this is a situation where other projects initiated under
the existing plan will continue while the new plan is developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the
proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur under the
existing plan. (CCR Title 14, Section 15126.6[e][3]) Because the project is a large, policy-oriented
plan, the project’s No Project Alternative, which assumes continued implementation of the existing
1997 SIA Plan, is clearly appropriate pursuant to CEQA.
Because a “no development” alternative would be unrealistic and because the Draft EIR includes the
appropriate No Project Alternative, no additional alternatives are required and no revisions to the
Draft EIR are necessary. Also see Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis for a detailed discussion
of the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis.

16-2

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include a reasonable range of alternatives and does
not evaluate a feasible alternative that would significantly reduce the project’s impacts. See Master
Response 1: Alternatives Analysis, which explains CEQA guidance for what constitutes a reasonable
range of alternatives. As described therein, the four alternatives (not including the No-Project
Alternative) studied in detail in the Draft EIR constitute a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives as required by CEQA. The master response also explains that an EIR is not required to
consider alternatives that eliminate or reduce all of a project’s significant adverse environmental
impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a], [f]). Also, as explained in the master response,
Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR has been clarified to reflect the conclusions about each alternative
substantially reducing a significant impact of the proposed project. These changes are identified in
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” For these reasons, the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis is
adequate. Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP as an alternative, see
Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. As noted in the master response, after a
thorough review of the CISGP, the County found that the plan is infeasible, would not meet primary
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project objectives, and would result in greater impacts with respect to several environmental issue
areas. Also, the Draft EIR includes Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar Development Potential,
which achieves similar impact reductions as the CISGP (i.e., biological resources) without resulting in
increases in the severity of other impacts, such as GHG and traffic. Therefore, as concluded in the
master response, the Draft EIR is not revised to include the CISGP as a project alternative.
16-3

The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on uncertain and infeasible mitigation measures. See
response to comment 54-1, which describes CEQA requirements for mitigation measures and how
the Draft EIR complies with these requirements. See Master Response 3: Placer County
Conservation Plan and Mitigation.
Specifically, the comment states that the Draft EIR’s reliance on the PCCP does not constitute
feasible mitigation. See Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation Program and Mitigation.
The Draft EIR does not rely solely on the PCCP for impact mitigation; there are optional mitigation
measures and front-loaded policies and programs, presented under the heading “Proposed Sunset
Area Plan Goals and Policies” beginning on page 4.4-31 of the Draft EIR, that mitigate the project’s
potential impacts on biological resources in the event the PCCP, including the Western Placer CARP
and associated USACE programmatic permits, are not adopted or are not available as a permitting
and mitigation strategy for future projects.

16-4

The comment states that mitigation is inadequate for special-status species and habitat and to
support permit issuance from multiple state and federal agencies.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a (page 4.4-40 of the Draft EIR) requires compensatory mitigation meeting the
USACE’s no-net-loss standard. If the PCCP, including the Western Placer CARP, are adopted and USACE
issues programmatic permits under the plans, then participation in the plan would be consistent with
USACE permit requirements by definition. The comment is correct that existing credits or sufficient lands
may not be available to fully mitigate project impacts on federally protected wetlands. As the comment
indicates, this is disclosed on page 4.4-41 of the Draft EIR, and it is the primary reason the impact
conclusion is significant and unavoidable. But this would only be the case under the scenario that the
PCCP cannot be used for mitigation. The comment, therefore, is not correct to suggest that these
limitations in credits or available land would also be true under the PCCP because issuance of the
programmatic permit would mean USACE has made the determination that impacts covered under the
PCCP can be offset in a manner that complies with their no-net-loss standard.
Adoption of the PCCP and issuance of take authorization under the PCCP would mean USFWS has
determined that impacts on federally listed species can be offset through participation in the PCCP
and that the species may be recovered through the PCCP conservation strategy, which would serve
as an alternative recovery plan for the covered species (e.g., vernal pool branchiopods).

16-5

The comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of and mitigation for the PRSP’s biological resources
impacts does not meet the level of specificity required for a project-level analysis. See Master
Response 7: Program- vs. Project-Level Analysis. It cannot be assumed that because a mitigation
measure for the program-level portion of the analysis is similar to the mitigation measure for the
project-level portion of the analysis that the project-level mitigation measure provides an insufficient
level of detail. This is especially true for the topic of biological resources where “suitable habitat” exists
within the project site that could be used by a special-status species (whether or not individuals have
been identified within that habitat during site surveys). For many types of species, whether the habitat
occurs within a 5-acre project site or a 5,000-acre plan area, the necessary measures will be nearly
identical for protecting the individuals that could occur within the general habitat type.
Both the project-level and program-level analyses provided in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,”
assesses the impacts of proposed land uses and provides mitigation to reduce those impacts. The
difference is that the project-level analysis for the PRSP provides specific quantification of common
and sensitive habitat losses, based on site-specific surveys, and evaluates potential effects to
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common and special-status species that could result from loss of these habitats and other potential
direct and indirect effects. For the SAP area, impact determinations are based on loss of common
and sensitive habitats as derived from the best available sources rather than site-specific surveys.
The program-level analysis is therefore more generalized and may overestimate actual impacts but
does not ignore or underestimate any resources that may be affected by development of the SAP
area. Because both portions of the project site support the same types of habitats, the biological
resources that may be affected by the project are the same and the impact mechanisms are the
same, therefore, the same mitigation measures are appropriate for impacts to biological resources
at the project and program level. The analysis approach for both the SAP area and the PRSP area is
described under the heading “Methods and Approach” on pages 4.4-30 and 4.4-31 of the Draft EIR.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-5a specifically requires that any pond turtles found be relocated to suitable
aquatic habitat as determined by a qualified biologist. Therefore, a qualified biologist would assess
the quality of relocation habitat before relocating pond turtles to ensure it is suitable for pond turtles.
While pond turtles may be found greater than 200 feet from aquatic habitat, they are generally found
within this closer distance unless forced to move farther away. The mitigation measure is revised
below to extend the survey distance to 300 feet per standard measures used by CDFW. Because all
of the suitable upland habitat within 300 feet of suitable aquatic habitat is currently undeveloped
and subject to little to no human disturbance, there is no reason for turtles to travel farther from
aquatic habitat in search of suitable nesting habitat. Therefore, turtles are unlikely to nest farther
than 300 feet from suitable aquatic habitat. Monitoring pond turtles after they’re relocated to
suitable habitat is not necessary to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level because the
probability of their survival would not be reduced by relocating them to equally suitable habitat away
from development. Therefore, the project would not substantially affect the distribution, breeding
productivity, viability, or the regional population of western pond turtles.
To clarify that the mitigation measure is intended to relocate turtles to equal- or better-quality habitat
than the affected habitat, and to protect eggs and hatchlings as well as adult turtles, Mitigation
Measure 4.4-5a on page 4.4-59 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Western Pond Turtle
Before ground disturbing activities, project proponents shall retain a qualified biologist to
determine whether the potential project site contains suitable habitat for western pond
turtle. For projects or ground-disturbing activities (including any required off-site
improvements) with potential to disturb suitable aquatic or adjacent upland habitat for
western pond turtle, the following measures shall be implemented.


Within 24 hours before beginning construction activities within 200 300 feet of suitable
aquatic habitat for western pond turtle, a qualified biologist shall survey areas of
anticipated disturbance for the presence of western pond turtle, including eggs and
hatchlings. The construction area shall be re-inspected whenever a lapse in construction
activity of two weeks or more has occurred. If pond turtles or their eggs are found during
the survey or observed within the construction area at any other time, they shall be
relocated by a qualified biologist, outside of the area of disturbance, to the nearest area
with of suitable aquatic habitat of equal or better quality as the affected habitat. and CDFW
will be notified of the discovery and relocation of any western pond turtles.



If western pond turtle nests are found in the disturbance area during preconstruction
surveys, a 300-foot no disturbance buffer shall be established between the nest and any
areas of potential disturbance. Buffers shall be clearly marked with temporary fencing.
Construction will not be allowed to commence in the exclusion area until hatchlings have
emerged from the nest, or the nest is deemed inactive by a qualified biologist. When
hatchlings emerge from the nest, they shall be relocated by a qualified biologist to suitable
aquatic habitat outside of the area of disturbance.

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

3-247

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

16-6

Ascent Environmental

The comment states that Draft EIR does not analyze potential impacts to all 10 plant species and 42
animal species identified in the biological resources setting section as known or having potential to
occur in the region. Some of these species were ruled out from potentially occurring in the project
area because it lacks suitable habitat for these species, because the project area is outside of the
species’ limited range, or other reasons as specified in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3.
The comment further states that Draft EIR’s analysis of impacts to western spadefoot is insufficient.
A full analysis of potential impacts to western spadefoot is provided on pages 4.4-44 through 4.4-46.
Surveys for western spadefoot were conducted in the PRSP area in 2005 and none were found. It is
not necessary to conduct surveys for western spadefoot prior to finalizing the Draft EIR and is
appropriate to conduct surveys prior to implementing individual development projects because
wildlife species are dynamic. Even if surveys were conducted now, and the species was not found, it
would be necessary to conduct preconstruction surveys at the time of future project implementation
because suitable habitat is present and the SAP area is within the species’ range.
Regarding impacts to wildlife species from night lighting, see response to comment 71-4.

16-7

The comment states the Draft EIR fails to identify and assess impacts to vernal pool plant species
and dependent insect species.
There are no special-status bee species identified as potentially occurring in the area so the Draft EIR
is not required to analyze impacts on bees. The dwarf downingia occurrence previously found in the
PRSP area is small and disjunct from other downingia occurrences and therefore does not provide a
significant source of nectar that would sustain a specialist pollinator. Since this species occurs in
preserve areas within and adjacent to the SAP area, there would already be a source of nectar for the
pollinator in those areas. The impact mechanism for loss of dwarf downingia in the planned
development areas of the SAP area is not loss of pollinators but direct removal of dwarf downingia.
It is appropriate to delay any additional special-status plant surveys to the blooming period right
before implementing individual development projects because the distribution of special-status
plants can change over time. Past surveys found one special-status plant species in one vernal pool
in the PRSP area and two special-status plant species in portions of the net SAP area that have
already been preserved as part of the PCCP. These species could have spread to other vernal pools
in the SAP area (including the PRSP area) or could have disappeared. Any survey is a snapshot in
time. Considering the long planning horizon of the SAP (including the PRSP), special-status plants
present in the SAP area today could shift in their abundance and distribution such that occupation
changes prior to future independent development projects being implemented. For these reasons,
surveys right before project implementation would be required anyway. Special-status plants can be
extirpated naturally as a result of drought, climate change, or stochastic events, or as a result of nondevelopment-related land management changes implemented by landowners (e.g., changes in
agricultural practices).

16-8

3-248

The comment summarizes the CEQA requirements to maintain the administrative record and
reminds the County of its obligations to maintain and preserve all documents and communications
that may be part of the administrative record. Under CEQA, the administrative record (formally called
the “record of proceedings”) constitutes the entire body of evidence presented to the decisionmaking agency and considered, either directly or indirectly (through staff), by the agency in making
their decision on a project. PRC Section 21167.6 presents the CEQA requirements, including who is
responsible for preparing the administrative record, what items should be included, and when it
should be prepared. The County is familiar with these requirements, having prepared numerous
administrative records for previous projects, and adheres to these requirements for this and other
County projects going through the CEQA environmental review process.
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The comment also states that the Draft EIR identifies numerous significant and unavoidable impacts,
but does not include feasible mitigation; therefore, the comment states that the project should not
be approved in its current form. However, for the reasons discussed under responses to comments
16-1 through 16-7, the analysis is adequate and no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary in
response to this comment.
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Letter CP 3500 Cincinnati, LLC, and CP 3500 BLDG I, LLC
Marcus J. Lo Duca, Law Office of Marcus J. Lo Duca
17
February 22, 2019

17-1

The comment expresses concern regarding the alignment of the eastern terminus of Campus Park
Boulevard within the PRSP area. The Campus Park Boulevard alignment illustrated in Exhibit 3-11 is
conceptual in nature in that the actual precise alignment will be determined with implementation of
the PRSP. To ensure Campus Park Boulevard is aligned to connect with Campus Park Boulevard
infrastructure already constructed as part of the Placer Gold project to the east of the PRSP area, a
Condition of Approval has been added to the PRSP Tentative Large Lot Map.

17-2

The comment suggests that the off-site mitigation fee required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-3c may be
a substantial burden on developers and that such requirement would make the mitigation measure
infeasible. The comment does not provide evidence that this fee is financially infeasible. The
comment questions the need for a second off-site air quality mitigation fee for the project; however,
these fees would offset the impacts of the project’s air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. The
available on-site mitigation is insufficient to reduce project-generated emissions below PCAPCD’s
thresholds, off-site mitigation is preferred by PCAPCD in the form of contributions to the Offsite Air
Quality Mitigation Fund. This mitigation is considered feasible by PCAPCD. This comment is noted
and will be considered by decisionmakers in determining whether mitigation is feasible.
The comment discusses an approved industrial project in the SAP that would be inconsistent with
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a because new residential development could occur within the identified
1,000-foot buffer. To clarify, currently approved projects would not be subject to the mitigation
required by this Draft EIR. The County has revised Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a, as follows, to address
currently planned industrial expansions in the net SAP area and to provide specific measures for
residential development that may be proposed near existing/planned industrial development:
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Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a: Incorporation of design features at truck loading areas
to reduce health-risk exposure at sensitive receptors (Net SAP Area and PRSP Area)
Before Design Review approval Prior to Design Review approval and/or issuance of grading
permit, project proponents shall design developments new development shall be designed so
that truck loading/unloading facilities and sensitive receptors are not located within 1,000 feet
of each other existing or planned sensitive receptors, if feasible considering site design
parameters. Existing or previously approved industrial/commercial development, including any
development within boundaries of existing industrial parks, are not subject to this mitigation
measure. For the purpose of this mitigation measure, a truck loading/unloading facility is
defined as any truck distribution yard, truck loading dock, or truck loading or unloading area
where more than one truck with three or more axles will be present for more than 10 minutes
per week, on average; and sensitive receptors include residential land uses, campus
dormitories and student housing, residential care facilities, hospitals, schools, parks,
playgrounds, or daycare facilities. A truck loading/unloading facility and a sensitive receptor
can be located within 1,000 feet of each other a sensitive receptor only if a project proponent
the project applicant prepares a qualified, site-specific HRA showing that the associated level
of cancer risk at the sensitive receptors would not exceed 10 in 1 million. The HRA shall be
conducted in accordance with guidance from PCAPCD and shall be approved by PCAPCD. If the
HRA determines that a nearby sensitive receptor would be exposed to an incremental increase
in cancer risk greater than 10 in 1 million then design measures shall be incorporated to
reduce the level of risk exposure to less than 10 in 1 million. Design measures may include but
are not limited to the following:


Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-3a, which requires all truck loading/unloading facilities
to be equipped with one 110/208-volt power outlet for every two-truck loading/unloading
facility. A minimum 2-foot-by-3-foot sign shall be clearly visible at each loading dock that
indicates, “Diesel engine idling limited to a maximum of 5 minutes.” The sign shall include
instructions for diesel trucks idling for more than 5 minutes to connect to the 110/208-volt
power to run any auxiliary equipment. This measure is recommended in PCAPCD’s CEQA
Handbook (PCAPCD 2017a) and is also consistent with measure VT-1 in the CAPCOA guide
(CAPCOA 2010:300–303).



The use of electric-powered “yard trucks” or fork lifts to move truck trailers around a truck
yard or truck loading/unloading facility.



The use of buildings or walls to shield commercial activity from nearby residences or other
sensitive land uses.



The use of EPA-rated Tier 4 Final engines in diesel-fueled construction equipment when
construction activities are adjacent to existing sensitive receptors.



Plant and maintain a vegetative buffer between the truck loading/unloading facility and
nearby sensitive residences, schools, and daycare facilities. As part of detailed site design,
a landscape architect licensed by the California Landscape Architects Technical Committee
shall identify all locations where trees should be located, accounting for areas where shade
is desired such as along pedestrian and bicycle routes, the locations of solar photovoltaic
panels, and other infrastructure.

Applicants of residential or commercial development with new sensitive receptors proposed to
be located within 1,000 feet of existing and/or planned commercial/industrial facilities that
include, or may include, truck loading/unloading facilities, shall prepare an HRA as described
above. Design measures identified in the HRA may include but are not limited to the following:
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Redesign the project to increase the distance between sensitive receptors and potential
truck loading/unloading facilities;



Use of upgraded filtration systems in the residential HVAC systems;



Use of intervening buildings or walls to shield the receptors from the truck
loading/unloading facility;



Plant and maintain a vegetative buffer between sensitive receptors and the truck
loading/unloading facilities. As part of detailed site design, a landscape architect
licensed by the California Landscape Architects Technical Committee shall identify all
locations where trees should be located, accounting for areas where shade is desired
such as along pedestrian and bicycle routes, the locations of solar photovoltaic panels,
and other infrastructure.

Also see response to comment 17-4, below, for a discussion regarding Placer County General Plan
Land Use Buffer Standards.
17-3

The comment suggests that the carbon offset mitigation fee that is required by Mitigation Measure
4.7-2b is burdensome on industrial development and is not required by Placer County but rather is
based on guidance from the PCAPCD and the California Air Resources Board (CARB). Placer County is
the lead agency under CEQA for this project and must consider all feasible mitigation for significant
environmental impacts. Impact 4.7-2 identifies a significant impact that must include all feasible
mitigation. In certain instances, the County does not have its own guidance for specific resource
areas and relies on resource agencies to provide guidance for available, feasible, and effective
mitigation measures. For air pollutant and GHG emissions, the PCAPCD provides the County with
such guidance, which has been used in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b. Additionally, the comment does
not provide evidence that the mitigation fee is financially infeasible. The comment will be considered
by decisionmakers in determining whether mitigation is feasible.

17-4

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not analyze potential land use incompatibility
associated with the PRSP’s proposed low-density residential uses adjacent to industrial properties in
the existing Sunset Area. Impact 4.10-1 describes the PRSP’s proximity to existing commercial and
industrial uses to the east, where it is mostly undeveloped with some areas of existing commercial
and industrial uses and that these areas are planned for eventual commercial and industrial
development. Existing industrial structures are located approximately 1,000 feet from planned
residential development in the PRSP area. New or substantially expanded industrial projects located
in the SAP would be required to comply with SAP policies, including Policy 6.F.11, which states “the
County shall apply the buffer standards described in Part 1 of this Policy Document [Land
Use/Circulation Diagrams and Standards] and meteorological analyses to provide separation
between possible emission/nuisance sources (such as industrial and commercial uses) and
residential uses.”
Any future development within the PRSP area would be subject to Placer County General Plan Land
Use Buffer Standards Section 2m which outlines buffer zones and provisions to be applied for
residential development adjacent to industrial. The buffer dimensions state that generally a
minimum buffer zone width of 300 feet would be required but may be reduced to not less than 100
feet where the buffer includes landscaping features. These standards would apply to the PRSP
residential land use zones that are adjacent to the industrial zones located within the net SAP area
to the east. Accordingly, as proposed, the PRSP land use plan includes a 100-foot buffer zone along
the eastern residential zone.
The Draft EIR evaluates impacts associated with environmental-related land use conflicts between
industrial uses and residential uses (sensitive receptors). For example, Impact 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR
specifically evaluates impacts to sensitive receptors associated with sources of Toxic Air

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

3-255

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Ascent Environmental

Contaminant emissions (including sources associated with industrial development). To reduce
project-related impacts, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a which requires
developments to be designed such that truck loading/unloading facilities and residential areas are
not located within 1,000 feet of each other. The mitigation specifies that truck loading/unloading
facilities and residential development may be located within 1,000 feet if the project proponent
prepares a qualified, site-specific health risk assessment (HRA) showing that the associated cancer
risk at the sensitive receptor would not exceed 10 in 1 million. See Draft EIR page 4.3-46 for more
details. Note that Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a has been revised (as shown in response to comment
17-2, above) to address currently planned expansion of existing industrial uses.
17-5

The comment questions whether development in the SAP area currently annexed into CFD 2012-1
for fire services would satisfy the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a, or if existing
development would be required to annex into another CFD as part of the SAP. Existing development
already part of a CFD would not be required to annex into another CFD for the same purpose.

17-6

The comment notes that the Draft EIR does not contain an analysis of property tax revenues that
would be generated by new non-residential development, and how those revenues would offset the
cost of services, such as law enforcement. Placer County General Plan Policy 4.B.6 requires a fiscal
impact analysis be prepared for those projects proposing 100 units or more of residential
development. A fiscal impact analysis prepared for both the PRSP area and the net SAP area
examined the incremental increase in property tax and other revenues attributable to the planned
uses that could be used to offset increased service level costs to serve such proposed development.
This comment raises questions regarding the financial aspects of the project, including tax revenue
generation. The comment does not raise issues related to environmental impacts or adequacy of the
Draft EIR.

17-7

The comment notes that the Draft EIR does not contain an analysis of property tax revenues that
would be generated by new non-residential development, and how those revenues would offset the
cost of providing road maintenance. See response to comment 17-6.

17-8

The comment notes that the Placer Gold Industrial project located to the east of the PRSP area has
provided significant investment to the SAP area and brought employers to the region. The comment
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness
of the environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration.
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Letter W.H. Whitaker, Managing Attorney, Legal Services of Northern California
(representing unidentified clients)
18
February 22, 2019

18-1

The comment suggests incorporating applicable housing policies into mitigation measures.
Applicable Placer County General Plan Housing Element policies are identified on page 4.12-7 of the
Draft EIR, including Policies A-4, A-5, B-4, and B-13. County General Plan policies have been
approved by the Board of Supervisors, and the County implements its General Plan policies. General
Plan policies do not need to be adopted as mitigation measures in order to be successfully
implemented. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.

18-2

The comment states there is no guarantee the plan would comply with the RHNA allocation for
affordable housing or that the PRSP would make specific commitments to develop affordable
housing. Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR identifies that one of the primary objectives of the PRSP is to
meet regional housing needs allocation. As described in Section 4.12.2 of the Draft EIR, the
SAP/PRSP would aid Placer County in achieving the County’s obligation to provide enough land with
densities to accommodate the County’s assigned fair share of the region’s housing needs by
designating districts with densities of 30 dwelling units/acre. General Plan Housing Element Policies
B-4 and B-15 requires 10 percent of the housing inventory within the Specific Plan to be restricted to
affordable rates and constructed within the project area.

18-3

The comment requests the EIR identify the anticipated location for affordable housing and suggests
the locations of affordable housing in relation to floodplains, public transit, and concentration of
affordable housing near the landfill, could affect the project’s ability to qualify for governmental
supporting funding. The comment further states that odor impacts related to the reduction of the
County’s existing 1-mile buffer for development near the landfill is a significant environmental impact
that should be mitigated.
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As described in Section 6 of the PRSP, the project’s affordable housing obligation is 564 units. The
anticipated location of affordable housing would be dispersed within the residential zone districts as
shown in Exhibit 3-1. The affordable housing sites are located ¾ mile and more away from the active
landfill site. Exhibit 3-6 shows the locations of affordable housing in the PRSP area.
With regard to floodplains, existing Placer County natural resources protections and Draft EIR
Mitigation Measures 4.9-5a, 4.9-5b, and 4.9-5c effectively prohibit disturbance and placement of
habitable structures in the 100-year floodplain.
With regard to infrastructure and transit, see Draft EIR Exhibits 3-15 through 3-24, which show
locations of roads, traffic control, bicycle/mobility features, public transit facilities, potable water
infrastructure, recycled water infrastructure, wastewater infrastructure, stormwater drainage
infrastructure, electrical infrastructure, and infrastructure located outside the PRSP area. Also, in
Chapter 9 of the PRSP, Figures 9-1 through 9-5, show identified locations of utilities and
infrastructure within the PRSP area. Similarly, Chapter 7, Figure 7-11, identifies the location of public
transit routes and stops along arterial streets throughout the PRSP area, including Campus Park
Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard, Fiddyment Road, and Foothills Boulevard.
With regard to odor, the Draft EIR includes analysis of odors in three different sections: 4.3, “Air
Quality”; 4.10, “Land Use”; and 4.15, “Utilities.” The Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to
reduce odors, specifically Mitigation Measure 4.10-2. Also, see Master Response 4: Odors. Note that
the master response includes an additional mitigation measure to further address odor impacts. It
should be noted that landfill proximity, itself, as well as exposure to odors, are not considerations
with respect to HUD funding for affordable housing.
18-4

The comment requests the timing for construction of affordable housing be provided. Project-specific
timing and triggers identifying affordable housing construction requirements are established in the
PRSP Development Agreement and would not inhibit the timing for construction of affordable units,
consistent with Housing Element Policy B-6. Exhibit 3-6 shows the locations of affordable housing in
the PRSP area.

18-5

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze whether the salaries from the newly created
jobs would allow the workers to afford housing created in the project area, and, therefore, it is
unclear whether the project would improve the jobs-to-housing balance. The Sacramento region’s
labor force is composed of employees with a range of skills and experience who receive
compensation commensurate with their skills and experience and aligned with the region’s labor
force demands and cost of living. The SAP is being planned to include a variety of nonresidential land
uses with future employers offering retail, office, and industrial employment opportunities requiring a
range of skills and experience. At this time, specific employers and employment opportunities in the
project area are unknown. However, future employers in the project area will compete with other
employers in the region. Thus, it will be necessary for these employers to offer competitive wages to
successfully attract employees from the region’s labor force.

18-6

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR provide the specific additional obligations for affordable
housing stemming from the project’s density bonus. The County has not granted a Density Bonus to
the project, although, as described in Section 6.C of the PRSP additional units may be assigned to
the PRSP in accordance with Placer County Zoning Ordinance 17.54.120. Development that occurs
within the PRSP area may propose to utilize residential density bonuses and incentives consistent
with provisions of California Government Code Section 65915, without requiring an amendment to
the PRSP.
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Affordable Housing Locations in PRSP Area
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Letter Placer Athens LP/Placer Athens II LP
Tim Kwan and Daniel Lee
19
February 12, 2019

19-1

The commenters claim that the mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR would result in a taking of their
property. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), “[a]n EIR shall identify and
focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the environment.” Section 15358(b) notes
that “[e]ffects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.” The comment regarding
takings can be considered by decisionmakers, but such an impact is outside the scope of the EIR;
therefore, no revisions have been made to the Draft EIR in response to this part of the comment.
The commenters also note “significant and unmitigated odor issues in the [Sunset Industrial Area
Plan] and surrounding area” and then discuss mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR. To
clarify, mitigation in the Draft EIR is for impacts that would result from the proposed project. The
mitigation is not to address existing odor issues associated with the WRSL. See Master Response 4:
Odors for a discussion of mitigation of impacts related to the project and the WRSL. See also Master
Response 9: Mitigation and Development Fees.

19-2

3-264

The comment questions the need for additional community facilities district requirements and
requests the County to provide a fiscal study of the expected revenues to be generated by new nonresidential development. See response to comment 17-6.
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