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Letter 
25 

Roseville City School District  
Susan Calhoun, Maintenance and Facilities 
January 23, 2019 

25-1 The comment from the Roseville City School District (RCSD) states that the District would need to 
enter into full mitigation agreements at approximately $27,000 per residential unit to build schools 
for future students. As discussed in Impact 4.13-3 of the Draft EIR, payment of school fees would be 
considered full mitigation for impacts on school capacity. The comment provides an approximate 
amount of fees per residential unit that would be needed. Agreements between RCSD and project 
developers regarding building fees are beyond the scope of the EIR as CEQA requires an EIR to focus 
on potential impacts of a project on the physical environment. As discussed in Impact 4.13-3, 
physical effects on the environment associated with the construction and operation of new school 
facilities in the project area are evaluated in the resource sections of the Draft EIR.  

25-2 The comment cites to sections of the Government Code regarding developer fees and notes that 
projected fees would be subject to change based on fees in effect at the time of payment. See 
response to comment 25-1.  
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Letter 
26 

Roseville Joint Union High School District  
Joe Landon, CPA, Assistant Superintendent 
February 22, 2019 

26-1 The comment states that current state and local funding avenues available to the Roseville Joint 
Union High School District (RJUHSD) are inadequate to cover the costs of additional students and 
that the RJUHSD would like to enter into a mutual benefit agreement with the project developer to 
ensure adequate funding. See response to comment 25-1. 
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Letter 
27 

SARSAS [Save Auburn Ravine Salmon and Steelhead] 
Jack L. Sanchez, President and Founder 
No date 

27-1 The comment states that Auburn Ravine is a perennial stream. In the Environmental Setting of 
Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 4.9-1, the Draft EIR explains that while Auburn 
Ravine functions as an intermittent stream under natural conditions, its hydrology has been altered 
by year-round discharges from wastewater treatment, power generation, and irrigation. These 
discharges now maintain year-round flow in the ravine.  

27-2 The comment asks about oversight for discharges to natural waterways. Discharges to waters of the 
United States (including intermittent streams and some wetlands) are regulated through the Clean 
Water Act. Additionally, California regulates discharges to waters of the state through the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act. See Section 4.9.3, “Regulatory Setting,” of the Draft EIR for 
additional discussion of this topic. Further, it is important to note that the County does not have 
regulatory authority over water purveyors.  

27-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the water quality effects of development associated with 
the SAP. The Draft EIR addresses potential water quality effects in Impact 4.9-3: Construction related 
water quality impacts, and Impact 4.9-4: Water quality impacts from urban land uses.  

27-4 The comment expresses similar concerns to comment 27-3 related to water quality. See response to 
comment 27-3, above.  

27-5 The comment states that Pleasant Grove Creek is a perennial stream. As discussed in Section 4.9.2 
of the Draft EIR, Pleasant Grove Creek and its tributary channels were historically intermittent 
streams that dried in summer; however, many of the channels now have perennial flows from urban 
runoff, agricultural irrigation return flows, and contributions from the Pleasant Grove Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. 
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Letter 
28 

Sierra Club, Sierra Nevada Group  
Barbara Rivenes, Chair 
February 20, 2019 

28-1 The comment expresses concern about the project’s significant impacts related to GHGs, ozone, 
traffic, open space, vernal pools, and wetlands. These issues are addressed in their respective 
sections of the Draft EIR. No specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions in the 
Draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 
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28-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the lack of planned public transit service. The Draft EIR 
and the SAP and PRSP 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 and/or the SAP/PRSP transit master plan identified in Mitigation Measure 4.14-13a of the Draft 
EIR. 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. 

28-3 The comment states that the need for mitigation could make it unaffordable to move forward with 
the project. Financial issues such as these are not a physical environmental effect under CEQA and 
are not required to be analyzed in an EIR or other CEQA analysis. The Placer County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors will weigh the environmental impacts and benefits of the 
project when making decisions regarding the project. 

28-4 The comment states that the goal of the project should be to reduce energy needs for homes and 
businesses and that developers and builders should be required to meet those standards and 
overall goals. Section 3.4, “Goals and Objectives,” of the Draft EIR lists the objectives for both the 
SAP and PRSP. Specifically, the PRSP contains goals to foster sustainable community design and 
enable Blueprint consistency (see Draft EIR page 3-8), which both speak to energy efficiency. Energy 
efficiency is also addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.16, “Energy.” The County’s General Plan, 
with which the project must comply, includes energy efficiency goals that are listed in the Draft EIR 
on page 4.16-7. Likewise, the SAP includes goals and policies related to energy consumption, which 
are listed on pages 4.16-9 through 4.16-14 of the Draft EIR. 

The comment also states that because of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, the 
County should approve the No-Project Alternative. This comment is 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 
29 

Sierra Foothills Audubon Society 
Don Rivenes, Conservation Chair 
February 10, 2019 

29-1 The comment requests that all residential development built under the project comply with the 2019 
California Energy Code (CCR Title 24 Part 6) even if building permits are granted in 2019. Based on 
the current project schedule, there would not be building permits granted in 2019 and thus the first 
residential buildings constructed after EIR certification would be required to comply with the 2019 
California Energy Code at a minimum. The comment incorrectly states that the 2019 California 
Energy Code results in zero net energy residential buildings. While the 2019 standards would require 
on-site solar photovoltaics, new residential buildings would be required to offset their electricity 
demand with the solar system, not their natural gas demand. The 2019 standards are also 
anticipated to reduce energy consumption by 7 percent (CEC 2018). While new residential buildings 
constructed to 2019 California Energy Code compliance may not be zero net energy, the remaining 
amount of project-wide emissions that exceeds 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per 
year would be offset by carbon credits, as discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b of the Draft EIR. 
Through these efficiency achievements, on-site renewable systems, and offset of natural gas 
consumption, residential buildings would effectively become zero net energy. 

The comment also requests that all nonresidential development be built to the 2030 California Energy 
Code and be zero net energy. At the time of writing the EIR, future iterations of the California Energy 
Code and their contents are not known beyond 2019. It would be speculative to assume that all new 
nonresidential buildings built to the 2030 standards would be zero net energy as the California Energy 
Commission has not yet determined if this is technologically and financially feasible. The 2019 
California Energy Code would reduce energy consumption from residential buildings above three stories 
and nonresidential buildings by 53 percent, which is a greater reduction than the 2016 California Green 
Building Standards Codes that is included in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a of the Draft EIR. 

The comment adds that cool roofs should be required in connection with solar panels. A discussion 
on page 4.7-21 of the Draft EIR states, “All project buildings shall be designed to include Cool Roofs 
in accordance with the requirements set forth in Tier 2 of the 2016 California Green Building Energy 
Code, Sections A4.106.5 and A5.106.11.2.” Although project buildings would be built to later 
iterations of the building codes, this requirement would carry forward. 

 It is important to note that at the time of writing the Draft EIR, the 2019 California Energy Code 
standards and associated energy savings were not yet available and thus the language in Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2a reflects anticipated achievements in the new iteration of the California Energy Code. 

29-2 The comment questions the project’s energy policies and asks how to measure outcomes of policies 
that encourage promotion of passive solar energy generation. CALGreen 2019 Building Code 
requires solar installation, or the equivalent energy reduction potential from energy-efficient design 
features, in all residential development by 2020. By 2030, non-residential development would be 
required to install solar or achieve the equivalent energy reduction potential. As stated in Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-2a, compliance with energy efficiency performance standards requires the applicant to 
demonstrate compliance using CEC-approved residential energy modeling software, which would 
allow the County to measure the effectiveness and potential GHG emission reductions that would 
occur. Mitigation also requires development to exceed the California Building Code Standards by 
meeting the minimum standards for Tier 1 and Tier 2 of the CALGreen Code, for nonresidential, 
multifamily, and single-family residential development, respectively. Energy efficient design features 
and solar photovoltaics may be used to achieve the necessary emission reduction requirements. 
LEED certification would be one option applicants can use to demonstrate compliance. Also, SAP 
Policy NR-6.7 has been revised as shown in Master Response 5: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation; the 
revised policy requires installation of solar photovoltaic systems and specific energy efficiency 
measures for new residential development.  
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29-3 The comment indicates that mitigation would not be required if buildings met zero net energy 
standards. See response to comment 29-1.  

29-4 The comment references the Draft EIR’s use of Placer County’s mPOWER program and suggests that 
all project developers should be required to contribute to this program. This program will conclude at 
the end of 2019 and has been removed from the Draft EIR. (See Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft 
EIR,” for the specific revisions.) However, this is not the only option for a local carbon offset that 
project applicants can invest in to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b. Such investments would 
be at the discretion of individual project applicants. Regardless of the carbon offset option chosen, 
all supporting evidence that the program meets the six required criteria (i.e., real, additional/surplus, 
quantifiable, enforceable, validated, and permanent) would be provided to the County prior to final 
map recordation or building permit issuance. 

 The comment also suggests that electric vehicle charging stations and bus electrification be required 
by the project to offset mobile-source emissions. As explained on page 4.7-20 of the Draft EIR, 10 
percent of parking spaces at all multifamily residential buildings and all nonresidential buildings 
must include electric vehicle (EV) chargers. However, this amount of EV chargers would not fully 
offset the mobile-source emissions associated with the project. As described in response to 
comment 29-1, the California Energy Code does not require new residential or nonresidential 
buildings to be zero net energy under the 2019 standards, and thus, carbon offset credits are 
required to reduce the project’s impact to climate change. 

 Bus electrification is considered infeasible at the project level because bus fleet purchases are made 
by transit authorities, such as Placer County Transit and Roseville Transit. The project would be 
committed to providing funds to local transit agencies through SAP policies and Draft EIR mitigation 
measures. See Master Response 5: Greenhouse Gas Mitigation. Further, CARB is in the process of 
developing a new regulation, the Innovative Clean Transit Regulation, that would require all public 
transit fleets to phase in zero emission buses, including battery electric and hydrogen fuel cell buses, 
such that all new fleet purchases are zero emission by 2030, prior to the buildout of the PRSP area. 
For these reasons, no revisions are necessary to the Draft EIR. 

29-5 The comment suggests several GHG reduction measures. See Master Response 5: Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation, which includes a discussion regarding the various GHG-reduction measures suggested by 
comments on the Draft EIR. 

29-6 The comment 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 
30 

Stanford Ranch I, LLC  
Larry D. Kelley, Sr., Manager 
February 19, 2019 

30-1 The comment requests information on when the County will acquire the right-of-way (ROW) for 
Foothills Boulevard on parcel 017-250-076. The parcel referenced has sufficient ROW to construct 
the ultimate facility and no further ROW will be needed for the Foothills Boulevard extension.  
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Letter 

31 
United Auburn Indian Community 
Trainor Fairbrook 
February 14, 2019 

31-1 The comment notes that the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill is incorrectly referenced on page 1-8 
of the SAP in the description of the Preserve/Mitigation Reserve Land Use Designation description. 
This reference on page 1-8 of the SAP notes that the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill’s proximity 
to the Preserve/Mitigation Reserve Land Use Designation provides a buffer between 
preserve/mitigation lands and incompatible uses. It is not listed as a use anticipated within the 
Preserve/Mitigation Reserve Land Use Designation. 

31-2 The comment requests that the height limit in the SAP EMU zone district be increased to either 227 
or 230 feet so that the Thunder Valley (casino) is not a non-conforming use. The project description 
currently allows for up to 225 feet in the EMU zone district for certain uses. 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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31-3 The comment notes that some new uses defined in Section 1.05.02 of the SAP Implementing Zoning 
Regulations do not appear in the allowed use tables for any zone district. The omission of these uses 
in the allowed use tables was made in error. These uses have been added to the EMU and IC zone 
district in the Final SAP.  

31-4 The comment notes that there is a discrepancy with the title for Appendix B of the SAP. This error has 
been corrected in the Final SAP. The comment also requests for the Capital Improvement Plan be 
provided early enough to allow for appropriate time to allow for review and comment. 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. 

31-5 The comment suggests that the SAP does not include a utilities plan. The SAP policy document does 
not contain a utilities plan; however, utility plans for the SAP are included within the Sunset Area 
Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Technical Report which is included in Appendix B of the EIR. 

31-6 The comment asks the County to consider another alignment for the sewer line. The sewer alignment 
is based on the preferred option from the Sewer Service Analysis for the Area Surrounding Athens 
Avenue study.  

31-7 The comment asks whether full buildout of Thunder Valley and the associated entertainment and 
recreational facilities is properly considered in the Draft EIR. The Thunder Valley Expansion EIR (June 
2008) and its addenda (August 2009, March 2016, and May 2017) cover the UAIC property north of 
Athens Boulevard and the overflow parking area south of Athens Boulevard. The expansion project, 
including the hotel, casino, and parking structure, was completed prior to commencement of the 
Draft EIR, so it is included in the existing conditions baseline, as is the outdoor amphitheater. Future 
development of the overflow parking lot and all other EMU-designated parcels south of Athens 
Boulevard and east of Foothills Boulevard is, however, covered by the Phase 1 EMU development 
capacity described in Table 3-3 in the Draft EIR. 

31-8 The comment provides a correction to the number of hotel rooms at Thunder Valley Casino Resort. In 
response to this comment, the second paragraph on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

There have, however, been some business expansions and new development activity during 
this time within the plan area. Thunder Valley Casino Resort, located at the intersection of 
Athens and Industrial Avenues, is the largest new development activity within the plan area 
since 1997, having expanded to become a full-service casino with a 297408-room hotel, 
spa, concert, and gaming facility. Additionally, some core industrial uses have started to take 
hold in the southeastern corner of the plan area. 

In response to this comment, the second full paragraph on page 4.10-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

The plan area experienced some business expansions and new development activity since 
1997. Thunder Valley Casino Resort, located at the intersection of Athens and Industrial 
Avenues, is the most significant new development in the plan area since 1997, now with a 
297408-room hotel, spa, concert venue, restaurants, and gaming facility. Additionally, some 
core industrial uses have been developed in the southeastern portion of the plan area. 

These revisions constitute minor clarifications and do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft EIR. 
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31-9 The comment points out a discrepancy between Table 3-1 in the Draft EIR and the SAP in the FAR for 
the EMU land use designation. This discrepancy was made in error. In response to this comment, 
Table 3-1 on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Table 3-1 SAP Development Density by Land Use Designation 

Land Use Designation Acres 
Floor Area Ratio Dwelling Units per 

Acre Low High 

General Commercial 34.2 0.15 0.75 -- 

Entertainment Mixed-Use 516.8 0.15 1.00 2.00 10-30 

Business Park 147.3 0.20 0.50 -- 

Innovation Center 1,244.7 0.20 0.50 10-30 

Eco-Industrial 927.4 0.20 0.60 -- 

Light Industrial 749.9 0.20 0.50 10-30 

Public Facility 6.3 -- -- -- 

Preserve/Mitigation 
Reserve 

1,943.4 -- 0.02 -- 

Urban Reserve 320.4 -- 0.02 -- 

PRSP 2,213.3 See Table 3-4 See Table 3-4  See Table 3-4 

Total 8,103.7  
Source: Information provided by Mintier Harnish in 2017 

 

 This correction does not result in changes to the Draft EIR analysis or conclusions. No further 
revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

31-10 The comment notes that Table 6-1 in the Draft EIR assumes no multi-family residential development 
in the net SAP area. This omission was made in error. In response to this comment, Table 6-1 on 
pages 6-4 and 6-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Table 6-1 Project Development at Buildout 
Land Use Type PRSP Area Net SAP Area Total Project Area 

Single-Family Residential1 3,082 du 2,460 0 du 5,542 3,082 du 

Age-Restricted Residential 1,050 du 0 du 1,050 du 

Multifamily Residential2 1,504 du 0 2,458 du 1,504 3,962 du 

Retail3 1,640 ksf 220 ksf 1,860 ksf 

Office4 1,241 ksf 1,110 ksf 2,351 ksf 

Industrial5 1,658 ksf 11,440 ksf 13,098 ksf 

Innovation Center/R&D6 901 ksf 12,000 ksf 12,901 ksf 

Entertainment Mixed Use 0 ksf 3,060 ksf 3,060 ksf 

University 30,000 students 0 students 30,000 students 

Public Facilities 10.3 ac 6.3 ac 16.6 ac 

Parks/Open Space 69.8 ac 0.0 ac 69.8 ac 
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Table 6-1 Project Development at Buildout 
Land Use Type PRSP Area Net SAP Area Total Project Area 

Preserve/Mitigation Areas 264.8 ac 2,263.8 ac 2,528.6 ac 

Notes: ac = acres; du = dwelling units; ksf = 1,000 square feet; R&D = research and development. 

1 All medium-density residential uses are assumed to be single-family (rather than multifamily) residential. 
2 All high-density residential uses are assumed to be multifamily residential. 

3 All commercial uses (General Commercial, commercial components of Commercial Mixed Use and Campus Park) assume a highest trip-
generating condition of 100% retail space. 

4 Office uses include office components of Commercial Mixed Use and Campus Park in the PRSP area and Business Park in the remainder of the 
SAP area. 

5 Industrial uses include light industrial and warehouse components of Campus Park in the PRSP area and light industrial and eco-industrial land 
uses in the remainder of the SAP area. 

6 Innovation Center/Research & Development include the Research & Development component of Campus Park in the PRSP area and Innovation 
Center in remainder of the SAP area. 

Source: Information provided by MacKay & Somps and Mintier Harnish and compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018 

This correction does not result in changes to the Draft EIR analysis or conclusions. No further 
revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

31-11 The comment requests confirmation that the full buildout of the casino and entertainment facilities 
is included in the 2,615 KSF assumed for the SAP in Table 3-3 in the Draft EIR. See response to 
comment 31-7, above, regarding how the Draft EIR considers full buildout of Thunder Valley. 

31-12 The comment notes that the WRSL is incorrectly referenced on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR. This 
reference on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR notes that the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill’s proximity 
to the Preserve/Mitigation Reserve Land Use Designation provides a buffer between 
preserve/mitigation lands and incompatible uses. It is not listed as a use anticipated within the 
Preserve/Mitigation Reserve Land Use Designation. 

31-13  The comment notes that the Draft EIR does not reflect the WRSL’s future expansion plans. At the 
time of release of the NOP for the Draft EIR, the specific expansion plans for the landfill were 
unknown and therefore not described specifically in the Draft EIR analysis. However, the expansion 
is identified in the Draft EIR’s cumulative projects list. See Table 4.0-2 and Exhibit 4.0-1. The 
comment also asserts that there is no map included in the Draft EIR depicting the SAP proposed 
sanitary landfill buffers. SAP Figure 1-3 includes a map of the SAP proposed land use buffers. To 
provide greater clarity, the Draft EIR has been modified to include this map as Exhibit 3-27. See 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” for revised Exhibit 3-27. 

31-14 The comment requests confirmation that Thunder Valley and the Tribe’s other properties have been 
accounted for in the design of the wastewater treatment plan for the SAP. The Sewer Service Analysis 
for the Area Surrounding Athens Avenue study includes 47 acres of Thunder Valley Casino to the north 
of Athens Avenue and all areas south of Athens Avenue. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

31-15 The comment requests changes to Alternative 1: No-Project—1997 SIA Plan Alternative. The No 
Project—1997 SIA Plan Alternative provides development capacity data based on information in the 
1997 SIA Plan. The information presented in the No Project—1997 SIA Plan Alternative is not based 
on individual planned projects/expansions (other than the development specifically identified in the 
1997 SIA). This is consistent with CEQA requirements, as described above in response to comment 
16-1. It should be noted that the approval of the No-Project—1997 SIA Plan Alternative would mean 
that the proposed project would not move forward and the existing 1997 SIA Plan would remain in 
place. No additional development restrictions would occur, beyond those currently in place, as a 
result if the No Project—197 SIA Plan Alternative were implemented.  
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 See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis for information regarding the overall adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. 

31-16 The comment expresses opposition to and concerns with Alternative 2: Reduced Scale. The 
comment requests that the height restriction under the alternative be increased from 60 feet to 225 
feet. However, this would defeat the purpose of the alternative, which seeks to reduce significant 
aesthetic impacts of the project related to changes in site character by reducing the scale of 
development. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

 The comment also requests a graphic to show where height restrictions and landscape buffers would 
be applied along existing and proposed preserves, and near land outside the SAP area designated 
for long-term agricultural use. Because future preserve areas within the SAP area would be primarily 
required as a matter of policy applied to individual development projects, a map cannot be 
generated showing these areas. The Draft EIR includes graphics showing existing preserves (Exhibit 
4.4-1). The land outside the SAP area designated for long-term agriculture exists primarily along the 
northwestern edge of the SAP area near the Urban Reserve District and the Innovation District (see 
Exhibit 3-4). Most other SAP properties adjacent to land designated agricultural are within the SAP’s 
Preserve/ Mitigation Reserve District. Because a map cannot be produced for some of the criteria 
and because the other criteria are straightforward and do not require illustration, no revisions to the 
Draft EIR are necessary. 

 See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis for information regarding the overall adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. 

31-17 The comment expresses opposition to and concerns with Alternative 3: Reduced footprint, Reduced 
Development Potential. The comment provides reasons that it is opposed to the alternative, primarily 
based around a reduction in the land and development potential in the EMU, but the comment does 
not identify any flaws with the alternative related to feasibility, or any issues with the environmental 
analysis related to the alternative. These comments will be taken into consideration by 
decisionmakers when deliberating on the SAP/PRSP. See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis 
for information regarding the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are necessary. 

31-18 The comment expresses opposition to and concerns with Alternative 4: Reduced Footprint, Similar 
Development Potential and Alternative 5: Reduced VMT. Regarding Alternative 4, the comment 
suggests that no assurances are provided regarding how the alternative would maintain 
development potential. Although “assurances” are not required by CEQA for an alternatives analysis, 
a similar level of development potential as the project would be maintained by allowing increased 
net density of development, as stated in the Draft EIR (page 6-21). Regarding Alternative 5, the 
comment indicates that the development assumptions in the EMU are incorrect/infeasible, due to 
lack of multifamily residential development. The County does not consider the changes to the EMU 
as rendering the alternative infeasible, although it does impinge on the alternative’s ability to meet 
project objectives. Although the commenter does not support these alternatives, they are 
appropriate for consideration in the Draft EIR. See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis for 
information regarding the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required. 
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Waterford II Homeowners Association 
B.J. Baker, Assistant Secretary 
January 13, 2019 

32-1 The comment raises issues related to the government shutdown. See response to comment 11-1, 
which addresses this issue in detail.  

A portion of the comment (including the subject line) references the Whitehawk I and II Projects in 
Granite Bay, for which the County issued a Draft EIR in November 2018 and a Final EIR in February 
2019. These projects are not associated with the SAP/PRSP or EIR. Nevertheless, the comment also 
speaks to the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same timeframe and the length and 
complexity of the documents.  

Section 15105(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that Draft EIRs are circulated for a minimum 
of 30 days, unless state agency review is required, in which case the review period must be 45 days 
(with certain exceptions). The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 
64 days, from December 18, 2018 to February 19, 2019. The County did receive one comment 
letter within a week after the close of the review period, and while the County is not obligated under 
CEQA to respond to late comments, the County is nonetheless providing responses in this Final EIR 
to that late comment letter (these are included in this Final EIR under the category, “Late 
Comments”). Any comment received over a week after the close of the review period are not 
included in the Final EIR, but responses will be provided in the staff report package that will be 
provided to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.  

 The comment expresses concern about the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same 
timeframe and the length and complexity of the documents, implying that the comment period 
should have been extended. Section 15141 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that Draft EIRs 
should normally be less than 150 pages, and Draft EIRs of unusual scope or complexity should 
normally be less than 300 pages. These recommended maximum document lengths are provided as 
general guidance, not limitations. Page lengths differ for each EIR and will typically be longer for 
program EIRs such as this one, which includes both program- and project-level components. The 
County extended the public review period from its typical 45 days to 67 days and believes this is 
sufficient to comment on the Draft EIR. The public review period complies with CEQA requirements. 

32-2 A portion of the comment references the Placer Retirement Residence Project in Granite Bay, for 
which the County issued a Draft EIR in December 2018 and a Final EIR in March 2019. This is a 
separate project and is not associated with the SAP/PRSP or EIR. Nevertheless, the comment also 
speaks to the number of EIRs issued by the County in the same timeframe and the government 
shutdown that overlapped with the comment periods. See response to comment 11-1 regarding the 
government shutdown and the public’s ability to provide comments. 

32-3 The comment reiterates concerns expressed above about page limits and requests an extension of 
the comment period. See response to comment 32-1, above, regarding these topics. 
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