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Letter 
20 

Placer Community Foundation  
Veronica Blake, CEO 
February 20, 2019 

20-1 The comment questions why the number of high-density residential units was reduced from previous 
plan iterations and claims the Draft EIR fails to provide a detailed jobs/housing balance analysis to 
determine whether the new workforce can afford to live within the project area. The comment further 
questions how Housing Element Policies B-4, B-6, and B-13 would be implemented and requests the 
anticipated location for construction affordable housing be identified and that an in-lieu fee should 
not be permitted for projects of this scale. Additionally, the comment requests clarification that 
student housing does not count toward the project’s affordable housing obligations. Finally, the 
comment suggests mass transit is necessary for affordable housing residents and questions whether 
the project’s density is high enough to support rapid transit.  

 This comment raises similar issues as comment letter 18. See responses to comment letter 18. Also, 
a given housing market comprises households with a range of incomes capable of affording a range 
of housing costs. Housing markets also contain a range of housing typologies (e.g., size; density; 
tenure; market-rate; subsidized) to meet different segments of demand. Similar to the Sacramento 
regional housing market, the project is envisioned to contain housing options at various price points 
thereby providing a range of housing options that could accommodate a range of salaries. These 
housing options include single-family homes of mixed densities, high-density multifamily homes, 
student housing, and subsidized affordable housing. 

 The project 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 are unknown but it would 
be necessary for these employers to offer competitive wages to successfully attract employees from 
the region’s labor force. 
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Letter 
21 

Placer County Solid Waste Local Task Force  
Devin Whittington, Chair 
February 13, 2019 

21-1 The comment raises issues related to potential effects on the landfill as a crucial public facility, 
including expansion potential. The comment also raises concerns related to the cost of finding 
alternative facilities. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding impacts referenced in the comment, 
as well as the potential for the proposed project to affect future expansion of the WRSL. Also see 
response to comment 72-6 regarding the likelihood that waste would need to be hauled to an 
alternative solid waste disposal facility. 

21-2 The comment states that using alternative options for disposal and recycling outside of Placer County 
would significantly increase ratepayer costs. The comment also suggests that complying with new 
mandates would be difficult. As discussed in Impact 4.15-6 of the Draft EIR, while buildout of the net 
SAP and PRSP areas would create new sources of solid waste to be disposed at facilities within Placer 
County, the MRF and WRSL have adequate capacity and the impact was determined to be less-than-
significant. Additionally, CEQA requires evaluation of physical environmental effects and does not 
require the consideration of potential economic effects of a project. Regarding the new mandates, the 
comment does not identify mandates or a regulating agency. Also see response to comment 10-3. 

21-3 The comment notes that the landfill buffer was the subject of previous litigation and that the Placer 
County General Plan was updated in August 2003 to include the 1-mile buffer. The comment suggests 
that the EIR explain the decision to support a reduction in the buffer. The proposed changes to General 
Plan Policy 4.G.11 are presented on page 3-74 of Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR. 
Impacts related to compatibility with the landfill are evaluated in Impact 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR. As noted 
in that discussion, the project would result in potentially significant impacts related to compatibility with 
the landfill, primarily due to odor concerns. While implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 would 
potentially aide in increasing land use compatibility, the impact would be significant and unavoidable as 
mitigation would not eliminate the source of the odor. See Master Response 4: Odors for additional 
information. Also, as part of its decision whether to certify the EIR and approve the project, Placer County 
would be required to provide a statement of overriding considerations explaining the reasons it may 
choose to approve the project despite its significant effects. 

21-4 The comment’s suggestion that the County should not reduce the landfill buffer is noted and will be 
considered by decision makers when they decide whether to approve the proposed project.  

21-5 The comment provides suggested refinements to the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR 
and raises concerns about potential threats to the operation of the landfill resulting from land use 
conflicts. See Master Response 4: Odors regarding odor control measures included as part of 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2. As part of its decision whether to certify the EIR and approve the project, 
Placer County would be required to provide a statement of overriding considerations explaining the 
reasons it may choose to approve the project despite its significant effects. For more discussion on 
this topic, see response to comment 36-3. 

21-6 The comment expresses disagreement with the less-than-significant conclusion of Impact 4.15-11 of 
the Draft EIR in light of the statement in the analysis that acknowledges the increased odor 
complaints that are likely to occur. The comment also discusses the potential increase in ratepayer 
costs and limitations on waste acceptance at the MRF and WRSL. As stated on page 4.15-64 of the 
Draft EIR, evaluation of potential impacts related to diversion of solid waste to other facilities would 
be speculative. The analysis in Impact 4.15-11 references the discussion in Impact 4.10-2 related to 
land use compatibility. Finally, the analysis concludes that based on existing and future operations at 
the WRSL and research into other similar facilities around California, impacts would be less than 
significant. Also see Master Response 4: Odors and responses to comments 10-3 and 21-2. 
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Letter 
22 

Placer Group Sierra Club  
Mike Garabedian 
February 20, 2019 

22-1 The comment expresses concern about the February 14, 2019 public hearing, specifically that it 
focused on the Draft EIR (and not the specific plan or development standards/design guidelines) and 
that it limited public comments to three minutes for individuals and five minutes for organizations. 

 CEQA guidance for public hearings is provided in Section 15202 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which 
states that formal hearings are not required at any stage of the environmental review process. 
Nonetheless, public hearings are often part of lead agencies’ CEQA environmental review process 
because they facilitate the purpose and goals of CEQA related to public participation (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15201). Therefore, public hearings are encouraged but not required. With 
respect to the project, Placer County conducted a public hearing on February 14, 2019 during the 
public review period to receive comments on the Draft EIR. The hearing was held as part of the 
Placer County Planning Commission meeting, at 3091 County Center Drive, in Auburn. The meeting 
began at 10:00 a.m., with the project being the first agenda item at 10:05 a.m. and the public 
hearing on the Draft EIR concluded just after 1:00 p.m.  

 Per CEQA, a public agency may include, in its implementing procedures, procedures for the 
conducting of public hearings (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15202[f]). To that end, Placer County 
generally follows standard procedures for conducting public hearings for CEQA documents, including 
the following: 

 Members of the public intending to provide public comments during the hearing are asked to 
sign up on the sign-in sheets provided and are called up to speak in the order they sign up; 
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 Comments are limited to three minutes for individuals and five minutes for representatives of a 
group or organization; 

 Comments should be focused on the Draft EIR and not on the merits of the project, as that 
discussion occurs at subsequent hearings on the project; 

 Comments are typically recorded to provide a record of the comments, and either a summary of 
the comments or a written transcript is included in the Final EIR; and 

 County staff and/or consultants are available to answer questions from the Commission during 
the hearing; however, questions from the public are typically noted and a written response is 
provided later in the Final EIR.  

Regardless of whether comments are provided orally or in writing, CEQA requires lead agencies to 
evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and 
to prepare written responses (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[a]). The written response shall 
describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised; there must be a good faith, 
reasoned analysis in response (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[c]). This Final EIR contains 
written responses to significant environmental issues raised in comments on the Draft EIR (both 
those provided in writing and those provided at the February 14, 2019 public hearing). 

22-2 The comment seeks a municipal services review for all other pending and proposed unincorporated 
new County-City and other developments. A municipal services review is not required for the SAP 
(including the PRSP). The PRSP area is not included within any sphere of influence by an adjacent 
jurisdiction. Only a small portion of the net SAP area is located within the City of Lincoln’s sphere of 
influence and Lincoln has an adopted General Plan which outlines its projected growth patterns. 

22-3 The comment expresses concern that fixed transit systems should be planned for the proposed 
project area. The Draft EIR and the project acknowledge that a planned BRT route would provide 
service through the PRSP area and western Placer County. The exact route for this BRT service is still 
to be determined and may be considered as part of the Long-Range Transit Master Plan effort 
referred to in Policy TM-3.1, or the SAP/PRSP transit master plan identified in Mitigation Measure 
4.14-13a. This fixed route BRT service is expected to connect the PRSP and SAP areas to regional 
employment centers and transit hubs, including light-rail facilities in Sacramento County. Even with 
this BRT service, additional highway capacity would be necessary to serve forecasted traffic volumes, 
as described in the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 

 The comment also expresses opposition to major capacity enhancing highway projects, such as 
widening SR 65, the I-80/SR 65 interchange, and Placer Parkway. As described on page 4.14-94 of 
the Draft EIR, it remains reasonably foreseeable to include these projects in the cumulative traffic 
analysis because they are included in the financially constrained project list of the SACOG 2036 
MTP/SCS. Therefore, it has no bearing on the Draft EIR traffic analysis inputs or findings. 

22-4 The comment expresses concern about Williamson Act contracts. This issue is addressed in the Draft 
EIR in Section 4.2, “Agricultural Resources,” under Impact 4.2-2 on page 4.2-15. As described 
therein, implementation of the project would not require cancellation of any Williamson Act 
contracts. The 716 acres currently under contract within the SAP area would not be impacted and 
would be maintained under the terms of each contract. The 716 acres includes properties located 
within land designated Preserve/Mitigation Reserve, which allows for agricultural uses and does not 
allow for development.  

22-5 The comment states that the PCCP should move forward before the project is implemented. See 
Master Response 3: Placer County Conservation Program and Mitigation. The PCCP is expected to go 
before the County Board of Supervisors for decision at the end of 2019, or early 2020. However, as 
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described in the master response, the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR are not 
dependent on approval of the PCCP. 

22-6 The comment indicates that there is a potential conflict of interest because the County used public 
funds for a County project. This comment does not raise issues related to environmental impacts or 
any issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.  

22-7 The comment describes Sierra Club’s vision for south Placer County, and requests a new public 
workshop be conducted to review the Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Alternative. Going forward, 
several meetings will be held as part of the project approval process, and the public is invited to 
attend and provide comments at these meetings, which will include the Placer County Planning 
Commission and the Placer County Board of Supervisors.  

 Regarding the suggestion that the County begin workshops for the CISGP, 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 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.  

 Regarding the comment about the transportation funds, it is unclear what the comment is 
suggesting, but it does not appear to raise issues related to environmental impacts or issues related 
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
23 

Placer Women Democrats  
Melissa Harty-Swaleh 
February 19, 2019 

23-1 The comment is primarily directed toward the project approval process and does not address the 
content, analysis, or conclusions in the Draft EIR. All comment letters submitted during the Draft EIR 
public review period will be reviewed and considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors before a decision on the project is rendered. 

 The comment requests that the Draft EIR be recirculated but does not provide specific reasons why 
the Draft EIR impact analysis is inadequate or incomplete. Therefore, a response is not warranted. 
Nonetheless, see Master Response 8: Recirculation for additional discussion on this topic. 

The comment also suggests 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 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. 
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Letter 
24 

Reclamation District 1000 
Kevin L. King, General Manager 
February 22, 2019 

 

24-1 The comment requests 200-year flood event modeling. The 200-year event is not a required event 
for evaluating hydraulic impacts for this project because of the State’s Urban Level of Flood 
Protection (ULOP) criteria, which statutorily exempts the project because the tributary watershed is 
less than 10 square miles. However, the PRSP Storm Drainage Master Plan in Appendix I of the Draft 
EIR does include a project level analysis of the 200-year event peak flows. (Note that a more recent 
version of the PRSP Storm Drainage Master Plan that includes minor revisions is provided as 
Appendix E of this Final EIR.) This analysis shows that post-project 200-year peak flows would be 
reduced to below 80 percent of pre-project peak flows at Compliance Points 1 and 3. Projects within 
Placer County are required to mitigate for the effects of development. Storage facilities that provide 
mitigation are designed for storm events up to and including the 100-year storm as required per 
Section VII.C.2 of the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual. Development within the net 
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SAP area is analyzed at a programmatic level for this EIR. The SAP Storm Drainage Technical Report 
(Appendix C of the Draft EIR) states that detailed level analyses and mitigation measures would be 
provided at future development stages. The 200-year event would be analyzed for applicability under 
ULOP and detailed as needed for individual projects proposed within the SAP. The volumetric 
retention studies in Draft EIR Appendix D evaluate the proposed volumetric mitigation alternatives 
including that for the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility. These facilities (if selected and 
implemented) would provide volumetric mitigation of stormwater during large storm events. The 
preliminary design analysis for these facilities have utilized an 8-day, 100-year design storm event to 
calculate needed mitigation volumes. This storm event is based on the precipitation produced by the 
February 1986 historical flood. The final project level analysis for the Pleasant Grove Retention 
Facility, assuming that is the chosen mitigation alternative, is expected to analyze a variety of storm 
event intervals including the 200-year event within the project area. However, it should be noted that 
the 100-year, 8-day design event as analyzed utilizes a storm depth of 10.75-inches at an elevation 
of 200-feet. This large storm event would include several shorter duration 200-year events. For 
comparison, the 200-year, 1-day storm depth at an elevation of 200-feet is 4.82-inches and the 200-
year, 5-day storm depth is 9.86-inches. Therefore, downstream impacts for the 200-year event are 
expected to be consistent with the conclusion identified in Draft EIR Impact 4.9-1, considering that 
mitigation and preliminary retention facility design uses this historical design flood event. No 
revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.  

24-2 The comment requests future EIRs disclose the change in duration of flood events and determine 
whether that change adversely affects downstream levee systems. Changes to the duration of 
flooding for the 100-year, 8-day design storm event would be mitigated by the Regional Volumetric 
Facility (i.e., Pleasant Grove Retention Facility), which would be able to hold the increases in runoff 
volumes, such that increases in “Volume-Duration” issues should not occur for that event. The 
detention basin designs for peak flow mitigation would also accomplish mitigation of some volume-
duration issues as discussed in those projects’ specific drainage analysis, as required by Mitigation 
Measures 4.9-1a and 4.9-1b. The analysis and conclusion identified in Impact 4.9-1 are adequate; 
no revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.  

24-3 The comment expresses concern regarding base flows. The County has developed standards for 
meeting the requirements of the Phase II MS4 permit, contained within the West Placer Storm Water 
Quality Design Manual. An element of this permit is to design LID and water quality facilities to 
capture increased runoff for storm events up to the 85th percentile storm event. This would 
minimize base-flow impact concerns from the development areas. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
necessary. 

24-4 The comment repeats similar comments as noted above. See responses to comments 24-2, 24-3, 
and 24-5. 

24-5 The comment summarizes similar volume-discharge concerns as identified in comments 24-2, 24-3, 
and 24-4. The projects that develop in the PRSP and SAP areas would be required to provide the 
mitigation measures described in comments 24-2 and 24-3 above. These projects would be required 
to mitigate peak flow and volumetric impacts per the Placer County Stormwater Management 
Manual design standards. The volumetric mitigation methodologies currently outlined in the PRSP 
and SAP are based on the 100-year, 8-day design storm event criteria developed for use in the 
Natomas Cross Canal Watershed by the City of Roseville, City of Lincoln, and Placer County. The 
proposed measures would minimize the potential for increases in peak flow and volume of runoff. 
The analysis and conclusion identified in Impact 4.9-1 are adequate; no revisions to the Draft EIR are 
necessary.  
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