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CHAPTER 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written comments received on the Orchard at Penryn Draft EIR include: 

Letter Author 
Letter A State Clearinghouse 

Letter B Department of Toxic Substances Control  

Letter C California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Letter D Town of Loomis, Planning Department 

Letter E Placer County Water Agency 

Letter F United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn 
Rancheria 

Letter G Sacramento Tree Foundation, Colvin 

Letter H Ahlberg 

Letter I  Barger 

Letter J Bunting 

Letter K Clifford 

Letter L  Davis 

Letter M Hannickel 

Letter N Kruse 

Letter O Leonhardt 

Letter P Myers 

Letter Q Starkey Ogliore 

Letter R Robbins 

Letter S Sanderson 

Letter T Shaw 

Letter U Starkey 

Letter V Stovall 

Letter W Uppal 

This chapter presents each of the written comments on the Draft EIR and the Lead Agency’s 
response to each comment.  Each comment letter is numbered in the margin to indicate the 
individual comments for which responses are provided.  Each comment letter is immediately 
followed by the response to that letter (correspondingly numbered). 

One public hearing of the Placer County Planning Commission was held during the public 
review period for the Draft EIR.  Four individuals offered verbal comments during the hearing.  
All verbal comments are summarized and responded to following Comment Letter W.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER D 
 
Submitted by:   

Matt Lopez 
Town of Loomis Planning Department 

 

D-1 The comment provides an introduction to the detailed comments that follow.  The 
comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and requests additional analysis of 
mitigation measures for traffic impacts at the intersections of Taylor/King Roads and 
Taylor/Horseshoe Bar Roads and additional assessment of school traffic impacts at 
Del Oro High School.  The comment states that the EIR identifies cumulative 
significant and unavoidable impacts at the two intersections but avoids identifying 
feasible mitigation measures for these impacts.  The comment also references specific 
sections of the CEQA Guidelines related to mitigation measures. 

The responses to the more detailed comments below provide additional discussion of 
the impacts and mitigation measures for the referenced intersections and traffic 
related to Del Oro High School.  Refer to Response to Comment D-3 regarding the 
project’s impact at the intersection of Taylor/King Roads and the mitigation measure 
that the EIR identifies for this impact; refer to Response to Comment D-2 regarding 
the project’s impact at the intersection of Taylor/Horseshoe Bar Roads and the lack 
of feasible mitigation measures to reduce or avoid this impact; and refer to Response 
to Comment D-6 regarding the EIR analysis of traffic impacts associated with Del 
Oro High School. 

The references in this comment to sections of the CEQA Guidelines related to 
mitigation measures contain no specific comment on the content of the EIR.  The EIR 
does distinguish between mitigation measures proposed by the project proponent 
and other measures proposed by the Lead Agency.  All mitigation measures included 
in the EIR are fully enforceable.  Responses to Comments D-2 and D-3 address 
specific issues related to mitigation of the project’s impacts to traffic and circulation. 

D-2 The comment states that the EIR does not adequately disclose impacts and identify 
mitigation.  The comment references information in the EIR that the project would 
add traffic to two intersections within the Town of Loomis that are projected to 
operate at unacceptable LOS in the cumulative condition.  Specific to the intersection 
at Taylor/Horseshoe Bar roads, the comment asserts that mitigation measures such 
as traffic calming and a reduction in project size should be considered. 

As noted in the comment, the LOS at the Taylor/Horseshoe Bar Roads intersection 
would be D in the a.m. peak hour and F in the p.m. peak hour in the “cumulative no 
project” condition.  As shown in Table 14.3 on pages 14-6 and 14-7 of the Draft EIR, 
the proposed project would not change the LOS through this intersection, but would 
increase delay by 0.1 second in the a.m. peak hour and by 1.6 seconds in the p.m. 
peak hour.  Data in the Traffic Impacts Analysis indicates that the project contributes 
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6 trips to this intersection in the a.m. peak hour and 9 trips in the p.m. peak hour.   

The EIR does include mitigation for this impact.  Mitigation Measure 14.2a requires 
the project applicant to make a good faith effort at contributing a fair share amount 
towards modifying the geometry and signal phasing at this intersection.  Completion 
of these improvements would provide acceptable LOS at this intersection in the a.m. 
peak hour, and would improve the p.m. peak hour LOS from LOS F to LOS E.  The 
Town of Loomis’ standard for operation at this intersection is LOS C.  Therefore, the 
identified physical improvements would not provide acceptable LOS in the p.m. 
peak hour.  Because this intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable 
LOS and because the acceptance by the Town of Loomis of the applicant’s fair-share 
payment is not guaranteed due to the lack of an existing fee-payment agreement, the 
EIR concludes that this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

The comment does not disagree with the EIR’s statement that there is a lack of right-
of-way to construct additional physical improvements that would provide acceptable 
LOS at this intersection.   

The comment suggests that traffic calming measures may avoid the project’s impact 
at this intersection.  Traffic calming measures typically either slow traffic down or 
divert traffic to other routes.  Slowing traffic might be desirable in order to improve 
safety for motorists or pedestrians.  However, slowing traffic would worsen, not 
improve, LOS at this intersection.  It is also not feasible to assume that it would be 
possible to divert all of the project traffic assumed to use Taylor Road to other routes.  
For residents of the project site wishing to access locations within the Town of 
Loomis, the three most likely routes are Interstate 80 (I-80), Taylor Road, and 
Boyington Road.  Use of Boyington Road would not bypass the intersection of Taylor 
Road and Horseshoe Bar Road.  The Traffic Impacts Analysis and EIR assume that 
the majority of project traffic would use I-80, but in recognition of the multiple 
destinations in the Town of Loomis that could draw traffic from the project site, the 
analysis assumes that 10 percent of project traffic would travel westbound on Taylor 
Road, as shown on page 7-10 of the Draft EIR. 

The comment suggests that a reduction in project size may avoid this impact.  As 
stated on page 14-6 of the Draft EIR, any addition of traffic to an intersection that 
operates at an unacceptable LOS is considered a significant impact.  Therefore, the 
addition of even one traffic trip to the intersection in the cumulative condition would 
be considered a significant impact.  With approximately 10 percent of project traffic 
traveling westbound on Taylor Road, even a development as small as 15 residential 
units (one unit per acre) could result in a single trip traveling on this portion of 
Taylor Road.  Thus the significant impact would not be avoided.  In considering 
alternatives to the project, CEQA provides that the alternatives should be capable of 
accomplishing most of the project objectives.  Reducing the size of a project from 150 
residential units to 15 units or fewer is not considered an alternative that would be 
capable of accomplishing most of the project objectives. 

D-3 The comment references the discussion on page 14-8 of the Draft EIR regarding the 
conclusion that the impact at the Taylor/King roads intersection would remain 
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Significant and Unavoidable because there is no existing fee-payment agreement 
between the Town and Placer County.  The comment states that the Draft EIR 
incorrectly assumes that if there is no adopted fee agreement between the Town of 
Loomis and Placer County, the project would not be required to mitigate for its 
impacts.  The comment states that the applicant should be required to pay its 
proportionate share to mitigate these impacts, that payment of the fees would 
mitigate the impact, and fees can be determined from the traffic impact studies 
prepared for the Town.  The comment cites Public Resources Code section 21002 
which requires adoption of feasible alternatives or mitigation measures to lessen 
environmental effects. 

As explained on page 14-8 of the Draft EIR, the Traffic Impacts Analysis and EIR do 
identify physical improvements that would reduce the impact at the intersection of 
Taylor Road at King Road to a less than significant level.  Mitigation Measure 14.2a 
requires the project applicant to “make a good faith effort” to make a fair-share 
payment to the Town of Loomis towards the cost of implementing these 
improvements.  However, because there is no existing fee payment mechanism in 
place between Placer County and the Town of Loomis, Placer County cannot 
definitively conclude that a fair share payment from the project applicant will be 
accepted by the Town.  In other words, the lack of a fee payment agreement provides 
sufficient uncertainty as to the Town’s acceptance of the payment that it would be 
inappropriate for the EIR to conclude with certainty that the impact will be mitigated.  
This analysis is consistent with the finding of the California Court of Appeal in Tracy 
First v. City of Tracy regarding a Lead Agency’s responsibilities for extra-territorial 
intersection improvements.  While it is likely that the Town of Loomis will accept the 
fee payment, Placer County cannot be certain that the payment will be accepted, and 
therefore the EIR concludes that the impact is Significant and Unavoidable. 

D-4 The comment suggests that the exit-only gated access point for Taylor Road will be 
dangerous due to fast-moving vehicles traveling in both directions and because the 
topography of the road results in impaired visibility.  The comment states that access 
should only be allowed for public safety vehicles.  The comment also notes that low 
electrical power lines are located near the exit gate and neighbors north of the site 
have not been allowed to connect to Taylor Road in this location.  Lastly, the 
comment states that it would be more appropriate for traffic to be routed through the 
Penryn Road and Taylor Road intersection and states that a traffic light should be 
installed. 

Page 7-14 of the Draft EIR considers sight distance at the project driveway on Taylor 
Road, stating that 605 feet of corner sight distance is necessary and is available.  The 
sight distance requirement is based on rate of travel on Taylor Road.  Therefore, there 
is no expectation that use of the exit-only access point on Taylor Road would create a 
safety hazard.  During review of the project site plan, County staff also reviewed a 
Line of Sight exhibit.  County staff determined that adequate sight distance is 
available and would be provided with project Improvement Plans. 

Grading cuts proposed to construct the exit driveway at Taylor Road will match the 
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grade of the new driveway to the elevation of Taylor Road at this intersection and 
will provide for additional vertical clearance under the existing powerlines.  The 
powerlines at the proposed exit gate location will be an estimated minimum of 20 
feet above the proposed grade, which is sufficient vertical clearance to accommodate 
project traffic. 

The property north of the project site was included in a previous land subdivision.  
The conditions of approval for that subdivision required that access driveways for 
properties fronting on Taylor Road be shared, which is why the neighbors’ ability to 
connect to Taylor Road was limited. 

The County’s Capital Improvement Program includes installation of a traffic signal at 
the intersection of Penryn Road and Taylor Road.  As noted on page 7-12 of the Draft 
EIR, until traffic volumes at that intersection meet traffic signal warrants, the 
intersection would be converted to an all-way-stop-control.   

D-5 The comment suggests that if the exit-only access onto to Taylor Road is allowed, a 
bike lane and sidewalks connecting to Del Oro High School and the intersection of 
English Colony Way and Taylor Road should be constructed, consistent with 
Community Plan Implementation Strategy 1b.  The comment also states that Taylor 
Road should be widened and a traffic light installed.  The comments states that the 
suggested modifications will reduce traffic impacts and improve safety and 
circulation.  

The Traffic Impacts Analysis did not identify any traffic impacts, including safety 
impacts, associated with the exit-only access onto Taylor Road.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section (§) 15126.4(4)(B) states that mitigation measures must be roughly 
proportional to the impacts of the proposed project.  CEQA does not require the EIR 
to identify mitigation where there are no impacts.   

Additionally, the improvements suggested are not included in the County’s or 
Town’s improvement programs.  With 10 percent of project-generated traffic 
expected to travel westbound on Taylor Road, this would represent a total of 99 daily 
trips.  While the project would contribute to significant impacts along Taylor Road, as 
discussed on pages 14-6 through 14-8 of the Draft EIR, the unacceptable LOS for 
segments of Taylor Road and for intersections along Taylor Road would occur in the 
cumulative condition without the project.  Requiring the project to construct the 
suggested improvements in order to remediate conditions on Taylor Road that 
would occur as a result of cumulative development in the region would be contrary 
to constitutional law, as expressed in CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(4)(B). 

D-6 The comment references portions of the Draft EIR discussion related to the 
generation of vehicle trips associated with Del Oro High School and the affect on 
traffic operations at the school site.  The comment states that the Draft EIR’s reliance 
on a maximum of 9 traffic trip count to the school is unsupported by evidence and 
seems significantly low, especially since the project proposes to construct 150 units.  
The comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated. 
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The Draft EIR calculation of the amount of trips passing by Del Oro High School is 
based on the assumed trip distribution pattern described on page 7-10 of the Draft 
EIR.  This comment provides no evidence that this trip distribution pattern is 
incorrect. 

D-7 The comment states that the project should ensure adequate public transportation 
access for residents in support of the project objective regarding providing housing 
for working families and reducing employment-related commutes.  The comment 
specifically recommends requiring bus service along Penryn Road as a way to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and traffic congestion.  The comment states that requiring 
bus service is needed to ensure consistency with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn 
Community Plan Goal 8. 

As discussed on pages 14-17 through14-19 of the Draft EIR, the project would result 
in less than significant greenhouse gas emissions.  Mitigation for this impact cannot 
be required in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(4)(B). 

As discussed in Responses to Comments D-2 and D-3, the project would result in 
Significant and Unavoidable impacts to two intersections along Taylor Road in the 
cumulative condition.  Both intersections would operate at unacceptable LOS in the 
cumulative scenario without the proposed project.  The project would increase delay 
at those intersections by very small amounts (less than 2 seconds).  Requiring the 
project to be responsible for a substantial modification to bus routing in the project 
vicinity would not be roughly proportional with the project impact, and would be 
unlikely to substantially avoid or reduce the impact. 

It is not clear to which Community Plan Goal the comment refers as Goal 8 in the 
General Community Goals on page 3 of the Community Plan does not discuss transit, 
while several other goals throughout the Community Plan do mention transit.  
Regardless, the EIR concludes that the proposed project is considered generally 
consistent with the Community Plan.  The final determination of consistency with the 
Community Plan and other adopted County plans and policies will be made by the 
Placer County Planning Commission, as discussed on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR. 

D-8 The comment requests clarification of whether the project is intended to meet the 
County’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) numbers for unincorporated 
areas. 

As stated on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR, the project is proposed as a market-rate 
project, not as affordable housing.  The project is not intended to meet the County’s 
RHNA obligations.  For clarification, a statement that the project is expected to be 
operated as a market-rate development has been added to page 3-7 in Chapter 3 
Project Description of the EIR. 

D-9 The comment asserts that the proposed project is not consistent with a statement in 
the Community Plan that multi-family uses should be ancillary to a compact 
commercial core and a Community Plan goal that development within the plan area 
be of a high quality and not detract from the community’s “pastoral and scenic 
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character.” 

The Community Plan does not describe or imply multi-family uses as being ancillary 
to a compact commercial core.  Penryn Parkway Development Policy (e) of the of the 
Community Plan’s Community Design Element is designed to identify those uses 
intended for Penryn Parkway, which include multi-family residential uses.   

Analysis of the project’s visual character and its compatibility with the Penryn 
community is provided in Chapter 5 Visual Resources.  Additionally, Appendix B 
provides a detailed analysis of consistency with Community Plan policies, including 
the Community Design Element.  While the EIR concludes that the proposed project 
is considered generally consistent with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan, 
it is the Placer County Planning Commission who will determine whether the 
proposed project is consistent with adopted County plans and policies, as discussed 
on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR.   

D-10 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate safety impacts 
and questions the statement from the Sheriff’s Department Community Services 
Officer that there is typically no difference in law enforcement demand between “for 
sale” and “for rent” developments.  The comment states that the Draft EIR should be 
revised to include a discussion from the publication entitled “Rental Housing and 
Crime: The Role of Property Ownership and Management” that is included as an 
attachment to the comment letter.  The comment also states that the Draft EIR should 
provide appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts to public services and 
safety. 

The Draft EIR relies on statements made by the Placer County Sheriff’s Department, 
which is the law enforcement provider for the Town of Loomis and the project site.  
The publication included with this comment letter is not specific to the project area.  
As stated in the comment, the study provided finds that rental properties “often” 
have more crime than owner-occupied properties.  This does not mean they always 
have more crime.  The data and experience of the local law enforcement provider is 
considered more applicable and meaningful to the analysis of the proposed project’s 
impacts related to public services and safety.  There is no information provided in 
this comment that contradicts the conclusions of the Initial Study that the project 
would not have any significant impacts to public services and safety.  Since no 
impacts were identified, no mitigation measures can be required, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(4)(B). 

D-11 The comment references Mitigation Measure 5.1c and states that it is unclear whether 
the impacts will still be mitigated to a less than significant level if less than all of the 
four options are implemented.  For an example, the comment requests clarification 
on the effect of implementing only two of the four options presented under 
Mitigation Measure 5.1c. 

The requirements of Mitigation Measure 5.1c are consistent with the Placer County 
Tree Preservation Ordinance, which is discussed on page 5-13 of the Draft EIR.  The 
overall requirement of Mitigation Measure 5.1c is that the impacts to oak woodlands 
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be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.  Regardless of which method is chosen, the mitigation 
must account for twice as much oak woodland as the project would impact.  
Compliance with this performance standard would ensure that the impact is 
mitigated to a less than significant level. 

The measure identifies four methods by which that mitigation can occur – payment 
of fees for oak woodland conservation (option A), purchase of offsite conservation 
easements (option B), a combination of options A and B (option C), and planting of 
new trees in restoration of a former oak woodland (option D).  Options A and B are 
deemed by Placer County to be equally effective, and the project could mitigate its 
impacts by implementing only one of those measures or both (as allowed under 
Option C).  Option D is limited to half of the mitigation.   

D-12 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is unclear on whether the impact can be 
mitigated to a less than significant level even if the condition set forth in Mitigation 
Measure 5.3d is not satisfied and all of the other mitigation measures are adopted. 

Impact 5.3 addresses the project’s adverse effects on federally-protected wetlands.  
Mitigation Measures 5.3b and 5.3c require the project applicant to obtain appropriate 
permits for these impacts and to provide for onsite replacement or offsite banking at 
a minimum ratio of 1:1 to ensure compliance with federal and local policies requiring 
“no net loss” of wetlands.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 5.3e identifies Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that must be implemented onsite to minimize indirect 
impacts to wetlands.  In the absence of adoption of the Placer County Conservation 
Program, compliance with the other mitigation measures identified would be 
sufficient to ensure that sufficient compensation for impacts to federally-protected 
wetlands is provided to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

D-13 The comment asserts that the project should be designed to respect and maintain 
wildlife corridors.  The comment also states that the project should strive to reduce 
disturbance to soils and removal of trees, that the project should retain the existing 
topography to the extent practical, use natural storm water drainage systems to 
preserve and enhance existing natural features and preserve and integrate existing 
natural features and topography into project landscaping.  The comment states that 
such measures are necessary to ensure the project is consistent with the Horseshoe 
Bar/Penryn Community Plan Policy 1 and Policy 10. 

As shown in the aerial photograph in Figure 3-2 of the Draft EIR, some properties to 
the north and south of the project site are already developed, and the drainage swale 
on the eastern side of the project site crosses under Penryn Road slightly north of the 
site.  The existing level of development and vegetation disturbance in the area limits 
the extent to which the site provides wildlife movement corridors.  No evidence of 
significant wildlife movement was observed during preparation of the Biological 
Resources Assessment.   

The Draft EIR identifies the extent of proposed grading and vegetation removal in 
Figures 10-2 Grading Plan and 11-2 Proposed Post Construction BMP Plan.  These 
figures indicate that the following existing natural features onsite would be 
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preserved, consistent with this comment’s suggestion:  the northern portion of the 
central drainage swale, prominent rock outcroppings around the site perimeter and 
in the central portion of the site, and portions of the existing oak woodland and 
riparian habitat along the northern portion of the central drainage swale.   

The extent of disturbance to soils and retention of existing topography is discussed in 
Impact 10.3.  The Post Construction BMP Plan includes the use of bioswales, a natural 
drainage system feature, to treat stormwater runoff within the project site.  Impacts 
11.4 and 11.6 discuss the extent to which the proposed project would alter natural 
drainage patterns onsite and offsite. 

Appendix B provides a detailed analysis of consistency with Community Plan 
policies.  While the EIR concludes that the proposed project is considered generally 
consistent with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan, it is the Placer County 
Planning Commission who will determine whether the proposed project is consistent 
with adopted County plans and policies, as discussed on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR.   

D-14 The comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly concludes that the project would 
have no impact with respect to causing a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.  
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should be revised to address the project’s 
effect on a scenic vista and include the possibility of a reduced scale of the project 
with density limitations.  The comment further states that this is necessary to be 
consistent with Policy 7 of the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan. 

 A scenic vista is considered to be the long-range views available from designated 
scenic roadways or key vantage points in a community.  As noted in the Initial Study, 
the project is not a component of any scenic vistas in the project area.   

Impact 6.1 recognizes that the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable change to the visual character of the project area.  The visual character 
of a project area is considered to be the short-range views available from local 
roadways and neighboring properties.   

Alternative B evaluated in Chapter 15 CEQA Discussions does consider a reduced 
scale of project with reduced density and increased setbacks. 

As noted above, Appendix B provides a detailed analysis of consistency with 
Community Plan policies.  While the EIR concludes that the proposed project is 
considered generally consistent with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan, it 
is the Placer County Planning Commission who will determine whether the 
proposed project is consistent with adopted County plans and policies, as discussed 
on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR. 

D-15 The comment asserts that the conclusion in the Draft EIR that the project would have 
a less than significant impact (with implementation measures identified in the Initial 
Study) with respect to creating a new source of substantial lighting or glare is 
conclusory and not supported by substantial evidence.  The comment states that the 
project site will be impacted by lighting required for the exterior and interior of 
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buildings and outdoor areas associated with the project design. 

Mitigation Measure I.1 included in the Initial Study identifies performance standards 
that the project lighting must meet.  Compliance with these performance standards 
will ensure that lighting will not result in significant impacts.   

It is noted that the two mitigation measures presented in the Initial Study, Mitigation 
Measures I.1 and XIII.1, were omitted from the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) presented in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR.  These measures have 
been added to the MMRP. 

D-16 The comment states that the project should include connections to open space to 
trails and wildlife corridors between the project site and the Village project in the 
Town of Loomis.  The comment also states that the project should follow the natural 
topography to reduce impacts to visual resources and to be consistent with the 
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan Goal 3.  Lastly, the comment states that the 
project should be redesigned to be consistent with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn 
Community Plan Goal 4. 

The drainage swales in the project site do not connect to drainage features in the 
Village at Loomis project site.  The drainage swales in the project site travel south 
and cross under I-80, then connect with Secret Ravine.  There do not appear to be any 
continuous wildlife corridors between the project site and the Village project.  
Further, the land between the project site and the Village project is not owned or 
controlled by the project applicant or Placer County and the County’s trail plans and 
Capital Improvement Programs do not include any trails in this area.  The County 
cannot require the project to create or maintain any connections to open space or 
trails in these areas. 

The project’s proposed alteration of topography is discussed in Impact 6.1 on page 
6-10 of the Draft EIR and in Impact 10.3 on page 10-11 of the Draft EIR.  These 
discussions indicate that the project does not propose to substantially alter 
topography onsite.   

Of the roadways mentioned in the comment, the only roadway from which the 
project site is visible is Taylor Road.  However, as stated on page 6-4 of the Draft EIR, 
views of the project site from Taylor Road are largely obscured by a “substantial 
cutbank along the southwest side of the roadway.”  Only momentary glimpses of the 
site are available from Taylor Road.  Therefore, the project site is not considered a 
substantial component of any vistas or local views along Taylor Road. 

As stated in the comment, the Community Plan Goal 4 applies to commercial and 
industrial projects.  The project is a residential project; therefore Goal 4 is not 
applicable. 

As noted above, while the EIR determines that the project is considered generally 
consistent with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan, it is the Placer County 
Planning Commission who will determine whether the proposed project is consistent 
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with adopted County plans and policies, as discussed on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR. 

D-17 The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to address projected non-transportation 
noise levels once the project is operational and occupied by residents. 

The project’s potential to generate non-transportation related noise is discussed on 
page 9-9 of the Draft EIR.  The project is not expected to generate operational noise 
levels that exceed the General Plan and Community Plan standards. 

D-18 The comment states that the Draft EIR inadequately addresses the goal of conserving 
energy as set forth in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.  The comment states that 
the discussion of “green” building features in Mitigation Measure 14.4a is insufficient 
to satisfy the requirements of Appendix F and the Draft EIR should be revised to 
fully analyze and describe energy impacts and conservation measures. 

The analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in Impact 14.6 on pages 14-17 through 14-
19 of the Draft EIR include an estimate of the total amount of energy that would be 
used by the project for in-home energy consumption as well as energy used to 
provide the project with water and wastewater services.  This discussion also 
identifies the source of in-home energy (Pacific Gas and Electric) and an estimate of 
the carbon dioxide emissions associated with vehicle travel generated by the project.  
Additionally, page 15-3 of the Draft EIR discusses energy consumption during 
construction and operation of the project as a significant irreversible environmental 
impact of the project, noting that “compliance with all applicable building codes, as 
well as mitigation measures, planning policies, and standard conservation features, 
would ensure that resources are conserved to the maximum extent possible.”  These 
discussions and evaluations presented in Chapters 14 and 15 provide the information 
related to energy use associated with the project required under Appendix F of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  There is no portion of the project that would result in inefficient 
and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

D-19 The comment requests that the Town be included on the notice list for the project and 
any and all future notices related to the project be provided at the address provided 
in the letter.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092(b)(1), CEQA 
Guidelines 15150)(b), and the California Public Records Act, the comment further 
requests to receive copies of all documents related to the project within ten days of 
the date of the letter.  The comment states that the Draft EIR is legally deficient for 
the reasons included in the letter, and the project cannot be approved until it is 
revised and recirculated.  The comment reserves the right to provide further 
comments on the project prior to project approval and concludes by welcoming a 
meeting with the appropriate officials to address the issues raised. 

The County has responded to the Town of Loomis’ Public Records request in a separate 
letter dated October 31, 2011.  The comment does not specifically address the content 
of the Draft EIR.  Responses to all specific comments on the Draft EIR are provided 
above.  No additional response is necessary. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER E 
 
Submitted by:   

Heather Trejo, Environmental Specialist 
Placer County Water Agency 

 

E-1 The comment notes that the letter comment replaces a previously submitted 
comment letter on the EIR.  

The comment does not address the content of the EIR and no response is necessary.  
The previously submitted comment letter is provided with this letter for reference.  
The previously submitted letter is identified as Comment E-6.  

E-2 The comment states that pipelines and meters should not be placed within or 
backfilled with contaminated soils. 

As described throughout the EIR, the project includes removal of all contaminated 
soils from the project site.  As all of the contaminated material would be removed, no 
pipelines or meters would be placed within or backfilled with contaminated soils. 

E-3 The comment suggests that the Utilities section of the EIR should be updated to 
reflect that PCWA is in the process of expanding the Foothill Water Treatment Plant 
to a capacity of 58 million gallons per day and that the Ophir Water Treatment Plant 
is expected to be completed in 2018.   

As suggested in this comment, the text at the bottom of page 12-1 and top of page 
12-2 in the EIR has been modified to identify the current expansion of the Foothill 
Water Treatment Plant and the anticipated date for completion of the Ophir Water 
Treatment Plant. 

E-4 The comment notes that PCWA does not reserve water for prospective customers 
and that a commitment for service is made only upon execution of a Facilities 
Agreement and the payment of all fees and charges.  The comment states that there is 
sufficient pressure in the system to meet the needs of the project, including the 
anticipated fire flow requirement.  

During preparation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant requested information 
about water availability for the project.  The information provided in response to that 
request is referenced on page 12-12 of the Draft EIR.  The information in this 
comment is consistent with the previous response received.  The comment does not 
address the content of the Draft EIR and no revisions to the Draft EIR or other 
response is necessary. 

E-5 The comment identifies existing water mains in Taylor and Penryn roads, PCWA’s 
maximum velocity standards, and requirements for water pipelines and meters to be 
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located within utility easements. 

The existing water mains are identified on page 12-12 of the Draft EIR.  Page 3-11 of 
the Draft EIR states that the project would connect to these existing water mains and 
that all underground utilities would be located within easements.  The maximum 
velocity standard limits for the 10-inch water pipeline is slightly greater than the fire 
flow requirement for the project, therefore the project is not expected to exceed 
PCWA’s velocity limits.  

E-6 This comment encompasses the previously submitted comment letter.  In addition to 
the comments addressed and responded to above, the previously submitted 
comment letter identified the need for a hydraulic analysis to confirm sufficient 
system capacity and pressure to serve the project, and noted that PCWA is working 
with other developers on an offsite improvement Facilities Agreement, which would 
provide for construction of offsite improvements to provide adequate fire flow and 
pressures necessary to support development in the area.   

The revised letter confirms that there is sufficient system capacity and pressure to 
serve the project.  A hydraulic analysis is not needed and no offsite improvements 
are anticipated to be necessary.  Therefore the project applicant for the Orchard at 
Penryn project would not need to participate in or provide reimbursement for the 
offsite improvement Facilities Agreement. 
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