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Letter 
11 

Alliance for Environmental Leadership 
Leslie Warren, Chair 
January 24, 2019; February 9, 2019 

11-1 The comment asks how the federal government shutdown is affecting federal agencies’ ability to 
provide comments on the Draft EIR. This comment was addressed in an email exchange between the 
commenter and the County (which is included as part of comment letter 11). While the County was 
prepared to accept comments from federal agencies provided after the close of the public comment 
period (in consideration of the federal government shutdown), none were received either during or 
after the public comment period. CEQA requires a public review period of 45 days for EIRs that 
require state agency review, which was met and exceeded by the County with the provision of a 64-
day review period for the project. There is no basis under CEQA to extend that timeframe due to a 
federal government shutdown, and most of the information needed to evaluate the project is 
available online or through state agencies.  

11-2 The comment states that the CISGP was developed by the Alliance for Environmental Leadership as 
an alternative to the proposed project and would meet the County’s growth and economic 
development objectives. 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.  

The comment also refers to the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to 
comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. 

The following comments provide a comparison of the CISGP to the proposed project. These 
comments are comprehensively addressed in Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth 
Plan. Therefore, the responses simply cross-reference to that master response. 

11-3 The comment makes comparisons between the project and the CISGP. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

11-4 The comment makes comparisons between the project and the CISGP. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

11-5 The comment makes comparisons between the project and the CISGP. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

11-6 The comment makes comparisons between the project and the CISGP. See Master Response 2: 
Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 
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Letter 
12 

Alliance for Environmental Leadership 
Sara A. Clark, Esq., and Laurel L. Impett, AICP, Urban Planner, Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
February 22, 2019 

12-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify an alternative that would substantially 
reduce or eliminate the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. Further, the comment states 
that the Draft EIR does not consistently and accurately describe the proposed project. See responses 
below regarding the specific comments in this letter. Also, see Master Response 1: Alternatives 
Analysis and Master Response 7: Program- vs. Project-Level Analysis.  

The comment also refers to the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. See response to 
comment 36-3 regarding CEQA requirements for significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Regarding the suggestion that the County evaluate the CISGP in a revised and recirculated Draft EIR, 
see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan and Master Response 8: Recirculation. 
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.  

 The remainder of the comment states that the Draft EIR does not present all relevant facts relating 
to the project’s impacts and the impact conclusions are not based on analysis. See responses below 
regarding the specific comments in this letter. 

12-2 The comment summarizes the CEQA requirements for alternatives, including the need to include a 
reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or lessen the project’s significant impacts. Master 
Response 1: Alternatives Analysis explains in detail how the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis is 
adequate pursuant to CEQA. See response to comment 12-1 and Master Response 2: Citizen-
Initiated Smart Growth Plan regarding review of the CISGP as an alternative. It should be noted that 
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.” 

12-3 The comment states the CISGP would substantially reduce or eliminate significant impacts on 
federally listed vernal pool branchiopods and western spadefoot but the plan would still result in 
substantial loss of vernal pool habitat that supports these species so impacts would remain and 
would still contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on these species. The comment 
also suggests that the project conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources but does not specify how the project conflicts or how the CISGP would eliminate those 
conflicts. No response can be formulated. The vernal pool comparison maps provided in the CISGP 
(pages 106 through 109) do not accurately represent the classification of vernal pool density per the 
PCCP, the map on page 106 does not show the correct geographical location of the SAP area, and 
there is no explanation about the methodology used to determine vernal pool density in the CISGP 
map except to say it was from a study by Carol Witham, John Vollmar, and John Schweitzer; a full 
reference is not provided or even a citation that includes a date. The distribution of vernal pools and 
other aquatic habitats within the PRSP area was delineated in the field according to U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) methodologies and verified and concurred with by USACE on March 25, 2015 
(USACE 2015).  

The CISGP reports that implementing the CISGP would result in between 2,942 and 3,753 acres of 
direct loss of vernal pool habitat while implementing the SAP would result in between 3,515 and 
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3,923 acres of direct loss. However, this comparison does not provide a breakdown of impacts on 
high density versus low density vernal pool complexes and does not allow for a comparison of loss of 
actual vernal pool wetlands because it is not based on wetland delineation data. Furthermore, while 
the CISGP might reduce the loss of acreage of vernal pool habitat, the loss of between 2,942 and 
3,753 acres of vernal pool complex from the Western Placer Core Area would still be a significant 
impact and the issues would still exist regarding the availability of existing mitigation credits of 
sufficient land available from willing sellers to fully mitigate the loss of wetland functions, especially 
within the Western Placer Core Area (as described on page 4.4-48 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the 
impact conclusions would remain significant and unavoidable under the CISGP for the same reasons 
as for the proposed project. These reasons are stated under the “Significance after Mitigation” 
headings on pages 4.4-41 and 4.4-48 of the Draft EIR.  

 Also, see Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

12-4 The comment incorrectly claims that the CISGP reduces the operational GHG emissions associated 
with the project. As shown on page 47 of the CISGP, the estimated annual operational GHG 
emissions would be 2,176,091 MTCO2e while the Draft EIR estimates operational GHG emissions to 
be 2,035,936 MTCO2e per year. The comment suggests that implementation of a BRT system that is 
suggested under the CISGP would substantially reduce or eliminate significant GHG impacts. 
However, as explained on page 64 of the CISGP, the public transit component of the plan is not 
included in the vehicle miles traveled or transportation-generated GHG emissions estimates. Thus, 
this comment’s claim that BRT would reduce GHG and criteria air pollutant emissions to a less than 
significant level is unsubstantiated. See Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan for 
additional information. 

12-5 The comment suggests that the CISGP would eliminate significant impacts related to odors 
associated with the WRSL. See response to comment 12-1 and Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated 
Smart Growth Plan. 

12-6 The comment notes that the Smart Growth Plan (the CISGP), which was submitted as an alternative 
plan with Draft EIR comments from AEL, is feasible. The comment goes on to state that the County is 
responsible for preparing a feasibility analysis for viable alternatives to the project. As noted in the 
comment, the CISGP was submitted by AEL as part of AEL’s comments on the Draft EIR, which was 
released in December 2018. To that end, the County was not in receipt of the CISGP when preparing 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, it was not possible to provide a feasibility analysis for such an alternative in 
the Draft EIR. However, for further discussion of the CISGP feasibility, see response to comment 12-1 
and Master Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 

12-7 The comment states that the project description is inadequate because it does not include specific 
and stable buildout projections. The comment suggests there is a lack of clarity regarding specific 
phases and buildout years. Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR clearly identifies the 
phases and buildout assumptions. Page 3-27 indicates that, based on market analysis findings 
regarding absorption, the project has a development holding capacity that may span over 80 years. 
Thus, the updated land use plan was delineated into two phases: Phase 1, which is based on 
estimated market demand for development that could occur within the 20-year plan horizon; and 
Phase 2, which anticipates remaining land development likely to occur beyond the 20-year plan 
horizon. Draft EIR Table 3-3 shows the development anticipated to occur within the first 20 years 
(including full build-out of the PRSP area). The comment indicates it is unclear whether development 
occurring in the two phases would occur at the same time, or in some other pattern entirely. 
However, the phases are, by definition, sequential because they are chronologically based—before 
20 years and after 20 years—and it is therefore clear that the phases would not occur 
simultaneously. 
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 The comment also suggests that the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis did not evaluate impacts 
“based on this delineation between development occurring in Phase 1 or Phase 2.” The Draft EIR’s 
analysis focused on the impacts of the project as a whole and included a breakdown of the various 
project elements, including the net SAP area, the PRSP area, and other supporting infrastructure. 
The Draft EIR considered the development timing of each of these elements. However, the Draft EIR, 
for the most part, did not further subdivide the impact analysis according to phase. The exception is 
the traffic section. 

See, also, responses to comments 12-8 through 12-13, below, regarding how the buildout 
projections relate to the Draft EIR impact analysis. 

12-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not provide the necessary facts 
and analysis to allow the County to make informed decisions about the project. The comment 
provides a summary of detailed comments provided below. See responses to comments 12-9 
through 12-13, below. 

12-9 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not indicate the year the project would be expected to 
generate 55,760 jobs. The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should have utilized the 
employment forecasts from SACOG’s 2016 MTP. The comment also suggests that the project’s VMT 
could increase if the project would exacerbate the current jobs/housing imbalance. The comment 
suggests that the EIR include evidence to support the generation of 55,760 new jobs and that these 
jobs would be primary wage-earner jobs.  

 The market analysis was prepared by EPS in 2015, prior to completion of the preferred land use 
alternative for the SAP. The market analysis, which lacked the benefit of having a detailed plan, 
indicated that the net SAP area could generate as many as 15,300 jobs over a 20-year period. As 
stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.12-10), following preparation of the net SAP preferred land use 
alternative, additional analysis was conducted that indicates that the net SAP area could generate 
up to 40,804 jobs at buildout (calculated by applying commonly-used rates of the number of 
employees per square foot or acre of non-residential development). This new analysis was based on 
the plan details that were not available in 2015. It is important to note that this more recent jobs 
number is based on net SAP area buildout, which, as explained throughout the Draft EIR, buildout of 
the net SAP area is expected to take over 80 years, whereas the previous jobs projection was based 
on a 20-year scenario. 

 Given that the Draft EIR identifies a jobs projection of 40,804 within the net SAP area, and a jobs 
projection of 14,804 within the PRSP area, the jobs projection for the entire project area (net SAP 
area plus PRSP area) is 55,760. This is clearly shown in Table 4.12-7 of the Draft EIR. Also, as 
explained in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” and throughout the Draft EIR, the buildout estimate for 
the PRSP is 20 years (Draft EIR, page 3-27), and, as mentioned above, the buildout estimate for the 
net SAP area is over 80 years (Draft EIR, page 3-27). The concept of buildout timing does not require 
further clarification in the Draft EIR.  

 The commenter’s suggestion that the proposed jobs-to-housing ratio might be inaccurate based on 
historical patterns of homes being developed prior to employment-related development is 
conjecture. The commenter’s assertion that the County must provide evidence that these jobs would 
be “primary wage-earner jobs” is false; however, the evidence exists in the land use types allowed 
within both the net SAP area and the PRSP area and the fact that one of the primary objectives of 
the SAP is to create primary wage-earner jobs for nearby residents. 

The methods used for analysis of VMT are provided on page 4.14-21 of the Draft EIR. The analysis 
uses the SACOG SACMET travel forecasting model as well as the Placer County travel forecasting 
model to estimate VMT. The travel forecasting model is divided into travel analysis zones to 
represent specific geographic areas in the SACOG region. This study reports the VMT generated by 
the travel analysis zones that correspond to the project. The VMT presented in the Draft EIR is a “full 
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accounting” of the trips to and from the project, tracking the lengths of trips from their origin to their 
destination. It does not include any trips that only pass through the SAP area or do not start or end in 
the SAP area (external-to-external trips). 

See response to comment 12-7 for a discussion regarding the phasing and buildout projections used 
in the Draft EIR. Regarding the level of detail for the 80-year buildout scenario, because planning 
documents in the region rarely use planning horizons beyond 20 years, the 80-year cumulative 
scenario cannot be as detailed as the 20-year scenario. The Draft EIR traffic section (page 4.14-2) 
perhaps describes this best: 

Since buildout of the SAP is anticipated to occur over an extended time period (i.e., 80+ 
years) based on current market forecasts, the current travel models with their 20-year 
horizons are not equipped to accurately forecast detailed traffic conditions associated with 
an 80+ year buildout timeframe. Therefore, this scenario is evaluated at a lesser level of 
detail, consistent with §15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, in recognition of the higher level of 
uncertainty associated with this level of development and a timeframe that would occur well 
beyond 20 years. This scenario is intended to describe the overall cumulative travel effects 
of the buildout of the SAP using trip generation and ADT forecasts to provide a cumulative 
impact analysis.  

12-10 The comment suggests that the Napa Citizens case requires the EIR to provide additional 
information regarding the number, types, and location of housing for employees and address 
whether the community has sufficient housing units and services to accommodate the increased 
population. The commenter then inverts the cited information from the Napa Citizens case 
suggesting that the Draft EIR should speculate regarding the “number and location of commercial, 
office, or industrial jobs that would be required” and “whether sufficient jobs are located in a nearby 
area.” The Draft EIR includes sufficient detail regarding population growth. Impact 4.12-1 evaluates 
project-related impacts associated with population growth from new homes and businesses. This 
impact includes a discussion of jobs-to-housing balance and demonstrates that the project would 
help bring the region closer to an ideal jobs-to-housing balance (Draft EIR, page 4.12-11). However, 
the Draft EIR also discloses that while population growth itself would not create environmental 
impacts, the physical actions taken to support the population growth would have effects on the 
environment. The Draft EIR ultimately concludes that the population growth would result in a 
significant and unavoidable impacts and that the only mitigation would be to reduce the level of 
development; however, doing so would fail to meet the County’s objectives to provide opportunities 
for economic innovation, offer housing diversity, improve the jobs-housing balance, catalyze 
development, establish a major employment center, and other objectives (See Chapter 3, “Project 
Description,” Subsection 3.4.1, “Sunset Area Plan Objectives,” and Subsection 3.4.2, “Placer Ranch 
Specific Plan Objectives”). 

The Draft EIR also evaluates potential impacts associated with growth inducement in Chapter 5. In 
this analysis the Draft EIR (page 5-5) examines potential for elimination of obstacles to growth and 
stimulation of economic activity. This analysis concludes (page 5-6) that, although economic and 
employment growth in the project area is an intended consequence of the project, growth 
inducement directly and indirectly by the project also could affect the greater Sacramento region. 
Potential effects caused by induced growth in the region could include loss of agricultural land and 
open space, alteration of views, increases in light and glare, increases in surface runoff, 
environmental impacts attributable to increases in regional water use, impacts on surface water 
quality, aquatic resource impacts, removal of habitat for species federally or state listed and other 
special-status species, loss of cultural resources, transportation and roadway impacts leading to 
increased congestion, air quality impacts, increases in GHG emission, increases in noise, increases 
in population, and increases in demand for public services and utilities. Specifically, an increase in 
housing demand in the greater Sacramento region could cause significant environmental impacts 
because new residential development would require additional governmental services, such as 
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schools, libraries, and parks. Indirect and induced employment and population growth would further 
contribute to the loss of open space because it would encourage conversion of land to urban uses 
for housing, commercial space, and infrastructure. 

As described above, the Draft EIR includes sufficient detail regarding impacts associated with growth 
inducement. Revisions to the Draft EIR are not needed. 

12-11 The comment states that Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a and 4.2-1b is incomplete, inadequate, and 
unenforceable. Specifically, the comment suggests that the mitigation lacks evidentiary support. It 
also suggests that the mitigation “relies” on the PCCP and that it does not “connect the dots” 
regarding how the PCCP would result in preservation of farmland. However, Mitigation Measure 4.2-
1a does not “rely” on the PCCP. The mitigation clearly identifies the PCCP as one potential option for 
preserving farmland. Also, regarding evidentiary support, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a includes a clear 
performance standard (page 4.2-14) for the preservation of converted Farmland and applies to 
lands preserved under the PCCP or other land preserved due to habitat mitigation:  

No additional mitigation to address the loss of Farmland is required, as long as a substantial 
portion (as determined by the planning director in consultation with the County agricultural 
commissioner) of the mitigation lands acquired is undeveloped. Such lands must also have 
an NRCS soils classification or DOC categorization of the same or greater value than 
Farmland converted to nonagricultural uses. Mitigation lands will be protected by agricultural 
conservation easements containing restrictive encumbrances in a form deemed acceptable 
to and approved by the County. Farmland preserved for the purpose of habitat mitigation 
may be counted toward the Farmland mitigation measure if the preserved land has the same 
or better NRCS or DOC classification as the Farmland being converted to nonagricultural use.  

The Draft EIR provides clear performance standards for Farmland mitigation; however, the Draft EIR 
does not suggest that this mitigation fully mitigates the impact to Farmland. The Draft EIR states 
(page 4.2-14) that, although the conservation easements identified for Mitigation Measures 4.2-1a 
and 4.2-1b could partially offset the direct conversion of Farmland in the project area, this approach 
would not create new Farmland to replace Farmland that would be lost, and no additional mitigation 
is feasible. Therefore, concludes the Draft EIR, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

12-12 The comment incorrectly estimates the amount of carbon offset credits that would be needed by the 
project. The comment claims that the net SAP area would need to offset its estimated annual GHG 
emissions of 373,895 MTCO2e for 80 years and that the PRSP area would need to offset its 
estimated annual GHG emissions of 195,014 MTCO2e for 80 years at “buildout.” The term “buildout” 
of the project refers to the scenario in which all planned development under the SAP is constructed 
and operational. Because the net SAP area would be built out over 80 years, the operational 
emissions (i.e., 373,895 MTCO2e/year) associated with buildout would occur in the year 2100. 
Because data is not available beyond 2050, the Draft EIR conservatively estimates that the project 
would be fully built out by 2050. This means the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis assumed more GHG-
intensive development would occur than what would be expected in actuality because of anticipated 
legislative actions that would reduce GHG emissions from various emissions sources. The comment 
suggests that the total operational GHG emissions associated with the net SAP area would be 
multiplied by an 80-year period. This is not how offset costs are calculated by PCAPCD.  

The PCAPCD has an adopted policy titled “Review of Land Use Projects under CEQA Policy” that 
determines how GHG emissions should be offset by the lead agency. If the GHG offset measure is 
included in the Draft EIR as a feasible measure, “the anticipated emission reduction shall be 
calculated based on the amount of emissions exceeding the thresholds for one year” (PCAPCD 
2017). As explained on page 4.7-22 of the Draft EIR, the amount of GHG emissions that would need 
to be offset by the net SAP area and by the PRSP area is the amount of GHG emissions exceeding 
the 1,100 MTCO2e/year threshold for one year, not 80 years as is suggested in the comment. This 
amount of GHG emissions is considered to be conservative as explained above. Because carbon 
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offset credits must meet the requirements of permanent as defined in Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b of 
Draft EIR, these credits would continue to offset the project’s annual operational emissions in 
perpetuity. 

The comment also suggests that the use of carbon offsets does not qualify as a CEQA mitigation 
measure unless there is substantial evidence of a functioning, enforceable, and effective 
implementation program. Substantial evidence of the validity of the offset credits would be required 
to be submitted for County approval prior to final map recordation or building permit issuance. As 
discussed on page 4.7-22 of the Draft EIR under Mitigation Measure 4.7-2b, all carbon offset credits 
must meet the following requirements: 

 Real—They represent reductions actually achieved (not based on maximum permit levels). 

 Additional/surplus—They are not already planned or required by regulation or policy (i.e., not double 
counted). 

 Quantifiable—They are readily accounted for through process information and other reliable data. 

 Enforceable—They are acquired through legally binding commitments/agreements. 

 Validated—They are verified through the accurate means by a reliable third party. 

 Permanent—They will remain as GHG reductions in perpetuity. 

Based on PCAPCD policy, project applicants would be required to offset the annual operational GHG 
emissions associated with the project. The credits to offset this amount of emissions is required to 
be permanent and continue to offset the project’s annual operational emissions in perpetuity. 
Therefore, because the credits offset emissions in perpetuity, each credit already accounts for long-
term emission, and factoring in project buildout would result in substantial excess of credits needed 
to mitigate the project impacts. The amount of carbon offset credits required by the Draft EIR is 
considered feasible, both based on cost and availability.  

Additionally, the comment points out that because of the long-term buildout of the project, the 
availability and affordability of future offset credits is unknown. The comment correctly summarizes 
this point, and for this reason, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

The comment references the court case, Berkeley Keep Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1371, indicating that 
a significance conclusion does not absolve the County from the responsibility of crafting legally 
adequate mitigation measures. The facts of the Berkeley Keep Jets case are not similar to and 
cannot be appropriately applied to the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis. In the Berkeley Keep Jets case, the 
Port of Oakland did not follow the resource agency’s recommendations to follow standard protocols 
for conducting health risk assessment, and concluded the impact was significant without conducting 
a thorough analysis. The GHG analysis conducted for the SAP/PRSP project is thorough and follows 
standard analytic methods. It identifies detailed mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions. The 
mere fact the Draft EIR discloses some uncertainty associated with fee payments and conservatively 
concludes that the impact is significant is not evidence that the Draft EIR did not conduct a thorough 
analysis and/or identify all feasible mitigation measures.  

For the comment regarding additional GHG mitigation measures, see Master Response 5: 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation. 

12-13 The comment suggests that the EIR must include mitigation for the significant impact related to 
population growth, including a measure that reduces components that would result in population 
growth. See response to comment 12-10 for information on the Draft EIR’s conclusion that 
mitigation is not available to reduce impacts related to population growth. The commenter 
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recommends reducing components of the project to reduce growth-related impacts. The Alternatives 
section includes several alternatives to the project that are designed specifically to reduce 
environmental impacts, including those associated with growth. See specifically Alternative 3: 
Reduced Footprint, Reduced Development Potential (Draft EIR, page 16). In addition to removing 
almost 1,500 acres out of development, this alternative would result in nearly 30 percent fewer 
single-family residential units and over 40 percent fewer multifamily residential units. Retail would 
not substantially change; however, office floor area would be reduced by nearly 40 percent, 
industrial floor area by nearly 30 percent, and Entertainment Mixed-Use by nearly 25 percent. 
However, the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis concludes that Alternative 3 would still result in 
substantial population and employment growth in the area, and although the impact would be less 
than under the project, it would still be significant. 

12-14 The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient, necessitating a revision and recirculation of the 
Draft EIR. This comment essentially suggests recirculation is required for the reasons specified in 
comments 12-1 through 12-13. Therefore, for the reasons discussed under responses to comments 
12-1 through 12-13, the analysis is adequate and no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary in 
response to this comment. Also, see Master Response 8: Recirculation, which explains in detail 
CEQA’s criteria for recirculating a Draft EIR and why recirculation is not necessary for the Draft EIR. 

12-15 The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient and the County cannot, therefore, prepare a Final 
EIR or approve the project at this time. However, for the reasons discussed under responses to 
comments 12-1 through 12-14, the analysis is adequate and no changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary in response to this comment. See Master Response 1: Alternatives Analysis and Master 
Response 2: Citizen-Initiated Smart Growth Plan. 
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Letter 
13 

Brookfield Sunset, LLC 
Marcus J. Lo Duca, Law Office of Marcus J. Lo Duca 
February 22, 2019 

13-1 The comment states that a portion of the project description is inconsistent with the PRSP Storm 
Drainage Master Plan and that potential impacts associated with relocation of an existing on-site 
detention facility were not evaluated. Regarding the 200-year 24-hour event is proven to have 
attenuation for compliance points #1 and #3. However, for the remaining compliance points, a 200-
year 24-hour existing conditions model was not available for comparison and therefore is not 
assumed to be attenuated since it could not be verified either way. To better clarify the information 
in the Project Description, page 3-58 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

Peak stormwater flows between the 2-year, 24-hour and the 100-year, 24-hour storm events 
would be attenuated within the University Creek corridor using overbank flow areas. These 
areas coincide with proposed culvert crossings of the creek where crossings could detain flows 
as needed for flood control. Although the 200-year, 24-hour event would not be attenuated, 
tThese crossings have also been sized to allow this event to be conveyed without overtopping 
the roadways or flood the adjacent developable areas within the plan area. Portions of the 
PRSP area that drain to Orchard Creek and the Pleasant Grove Creek North Branch include 
proposed detention basins that would attenuate flows from the 2-year to the 100-year event. 

Regarding relocation of the retention facility, the peak flows within University Creek do not account 
for any retention or detention supplied by the Nichols Drive Industrial Park facility, therefore, the 
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impacts of its removal are accounted for. Retention volume for the 100-year 8-day event for the 
Nichols Drive Industrial Park site would need to be relocated or incorporated into another retention 
facility at the time of its removal. 

13-2 The comment requests clarification regarding the effect of the PRSP development on flow volumes in 
University Creek and raises issues regarding low flow conditions and increased vegetation. See 
response to comment 24-3 related to base flows. Preliminary runoff calculations of runoff volumes 
delivered to University Creek from the PRSP area are shown in Table 4.9-3. As discussed in 
Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a, final calculations will be included in the final Drainage Report. The 
comment also suggests that the wording of Mitigation Measure 4.9-4c is confusing; however, the 
comment is not specific about why the text is confusing. The mitigation measure requires projects 
creating and/or replacing 1 acre or more of impervious surface to demonstrate hydromodification 
management of stormwater such that the amount of post-project runoff is kept equal to or below 
pre-project flow rates for the 2-year, 24-hour storm event. This approach is consistent with Section 
4.3 of the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual, which states “The required performance 
standard for hydromodification control consists of maintaining post-project runoff at or below pre-
project flow rates for the 2-year, 24-hour storm event.” 

13-3 See response to comment 4-60 regarding the potential inconsistencies on Sunset Boulevard and 
Campus Park Boulevard at the PRSP/ARSP boundary. 

13-4 The comment notes that the PRSP water system proposes 12-inch pipes while pipes coming from 
the Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan area would be 24-inch pipes. See response to comment 4-79.  

13-5 The comment questions whether the PRSP area gets to utilize the expanded capacity of the PGWWTP 
financed by other projects if development in the area has not yet paid its fair-share contribution. The 
Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.15-4a and 4.15-4b, which requires project proponents to fund 
expansion. As stated in the Draft EIR (page 4.15-51), implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.15-4a 
and 4.15-4b would require the expansion of treatment capacity at the PGWWTP and expansion of the 
SPWA Regional Service Area Boundary to accommodate wastewater flows generated by buildout of the 
SAP area. Expansion of the PGWWTP was identified as part of the Wastewater Master Plan EIR and 
West Roseville Specific Plan EIR. Project proponents for projects within the net SAP and PRSP areas 
would be required to pay their fair share of the costs of the PGWWTP expansion, and any applicable 
costs associated with additional environmental review and mitigation measures, through the payment 
of sewer connection fees. The capacity expansion would be required prior to construction of 
development within the net SAP and PRSP areas. If the capacity expansion cannot be completed in 
time to serve all of buildout within the net SAP and PRSP areas, then development may continue until 
existing capacity has been exhausted and the remaining development shall be curtailed until sufficient 
wastewater treatment and discharge capacity becomes available. 

13-6 The comment states that Impact 4.15-5 in the Draft EIR is not clear what the impact on other 
projects relying on Reason Farms (Pleasant Grove Retention Facility) would be from the 
infrastructure required to mitigate PRSP impacts. The analysis in the Draft EIR included expansion of 
the Pleasant Grove Retention Facility beyond its approved design capacity in order to accommodate 
the project’s volumetric retention needs. Therefore, the project would not compete for capacity with 
other projects, which were planned for in the approved design of the facility. Also, see Master 
Response 6: Drainage and Flooding and response to comment 3-17. 

13-7 The comment suggests clarifications to page 3.3-16 of Appendix F of the Draft EIR. The locations of 
the interties may be located in either the PRSP area or Amoruso Ranch. A pressure 
regulating/sustaining valve, along with fluoridation, may be required. Intertie design will be reviewed 
and approved by the City of Roseville and PCWA. As this appendix is a technical document prepared 
for the project, it represents preliminary designs and plans that may change prior to construction. 
Revisions to the technical studies are not necessary as part of the Final EIR.  
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Letter 
14 

California Native Plant Society 
Jeanne M. Wilson, President, Redbud Chapter 
February 22, 2019 

14-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not meet CEQA requirements for mitigation measures. 
See response to comment 54-1, which describes how the Draft EIR complies with CEQA 
requirements for mitigation measures. 

The comment suggests that Program NR-5 relates to air quality. Program NR-5 is a “natural 
resources” program identified in the SAP on page 9-13. The full text of Program NR-5 is also included 
in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, “Biological Resources,” on page 4.4-32. Program NR-5 provides 
detailed guidelines for protection of special-status plants.  

The comment states that there are no sources for the assertion that the project proponent would be 
required to provide compensation for unavoidable loss of special-status plants through 
establishment of new populations, conservation easements, or other appropriate measures. The 
comment also suggests there is no evidence of a regulatory process to determine whether avoidance 
has occurred and to guide compensation. Program NR-5, which the commenter was not able to 
locate (although, as mentioned above, is included in the section), includes all of these details. 
Regarding the requirement to provide compensation, Program NR-5 specifically requires, in the case 
adverse effects to special-status plants cannot be avoided, and after notification of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), a mitigation and monitoring plan to compensate for the loss 
of special-status plant species found during preconstruction surveys, if any. The mitigation and 
monitoring plan shall be submitted to CDFW or USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, 
for review and comment. The County shall consult with these entities, as appropriate depending on 
species status, before approval of the plan to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for 
impacts on any special-status plant population. Mitigation measures may include preserving and 
enhancing existing on-site populations, or creation of off-site populations on project mitigation sites.  

The comment suggests that there is no language provided regarding the enforceability of the policies 
and programs. The SAP describes the mechanics of the implementation programs on page 9-1: 

The implementation programs described in this section relate to the goals and policies of the 
Plan. Each of these implementation programs describe the intent of the program, who is 
responsible for implementing the program, when it is to be implemented, and how it is to be 
funded. The majority of the Plan's policies are to be implemented through the ongoing project 
approval process, including the review of subdivisions, conditional use permits, minor use 
permits, design/site review, improvement plan review, and grading permits by the County's 
decision-making authorities (e.g., Development Review Committee, Zoning Administrator, 
Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors). Projects are to be reviewed for consistency with 
the goals, policies, and standards of the Sunset Area Plan as well as the Placer County 
General Plan. A finding of consistency with these plans must be made for a project to 
proceed to an approval. 

As described above, the implementation programs have enforcement mechanisms almost identical 
to mitigation measures, including identification of the responsible implementing party, timing, and 
funding. These programs also require consistency findings with the SAP goals, policies, and 
standards, prior to approval of individual projects. 

It is also important to note that, although the impact conclusion is significant and unavoidable for the 
Pleasant Grove Retention Facility and off-site transportation and utility improvements (because 
Placer County does not have jurisdiction to enforce the identified mitigation measures for these 
project components), impacts on special-status plants within the SAP area would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of Policy NR-2.1 and Program NR-5. 
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14-2 The comment expresses disagreement with the Draft EIR conclusion that the contribution to loss of 
special-status plants is less than significant. 

 See response to comment 14-1. Because Policy NR-2.1 and Program NR-5 require that special-
status plants be identified and either avoided or compensated for, the contributions of the 
SAP/PRSP to the significant cumulative impact on special-status plants would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

 The special-status plant species that have been found in the SAP area are primarily in areas that are 
already preserved so these species would persist in the project area. 
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