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Letter 
Mooney 

Response 

Mooney 
Donald Mooney/Daljit Bains 
February 10, 2020 

Mooney-1 The commenter provides background information on CEQA regulations and notes the Recirculated 
DEIR is legally deficient.  

The environmental analysis set forth in Section 3 of the 2019 RDEIR has been developed in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  

Mooney-2 The commenter notes the “Town’s conclusion regarding feasibility of alternatives and mitigation 
measures is not supported by substantial” information.  

The mitigation measures provided throughout Section 3 of the 2019 RDEIR are considered and 
discussed in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. The alternatives analysis 
provided in Section 6 of the 2019 RDEIR have been developed in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines 15126.6. The 2019 RDEIR appendices provide additional evidence to support 
conclusions. 

Mooney-3 The commenter provides background information on CEQA regulations regarding project 
descriptions.  

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the 2019 RDEIR for addressing environmental 
effects associated with the project, this comment has been included in this Final EIR in its entirety 
for decision maker review and consideration prior to contemplating any action on the proposed 
project. 

Mooney-4 The commenter provides details from the Recirculated DEIR project description. 

See the Response to Comment Mooney-3.  

Mooney-5 The commenter provides details from the Recirculated DEIR project description. 

See the Response to Comment Mooney-3.  

Mooney-6 The commenter identifies the City of Rocklin as the responsible agency for Granite Drive and notes 
that the commenter is unclear regarding the location of the City limit boundaries for the Town of 
Loomis and City of Rocklin.  

Please review Figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 in the 2019 RDEIR. The Town of Loomis boundary with the 
City of Rocklin is labeled and shown as the gray dashed line. The existing paved sections of Sierra 
College Boulevard adjacent to the project site are located within the Town of Loomis. If there were 
to be a future expansion of a road from this intersection to the west, this would be within the City of 
Rocklin. Road improvements in the City of Rocklin are not proposed as part of the Loomis Costco 
project and are not needed to implement the proposed project. As detailed in Chapter 2 of this 
FEIR, the Town has provided for the possibility of an additional southern access to Granite Drive, 
but this facility is not needed to serve the proposed project or to avoid future adverse conditions 
related to traffic congestion.  

Mooney-7 The commenter does not know whether a permit would be required for improvements to Sierra 
College Boulevard from the City of Rocklin.  

Please see the Response to Comment Mooney-6. As presented on Figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 in the 
2019 RDEIR, the Costco driveway and signal are located within the town of Loomis. The Town has 
jurisdiction and does not require any approval from the City of Rocklin for improvements to this 
intersection. As noted in the 2019 RDEIR, the proposed physical improvements to Sierra College 
Boulevard are located entirely within Loomis’s jurisdiction and are disclosed in the 2019 RDEIR. 
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Mooney-8 The commenter makes reference to a separate lot line adjustment submitted to the Town related to 
an apartment property north of and adjacent to the project site and claims that the Recirculated 
DEIR project description should mention this lot line adjustment.  

Refer to Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, which references the lot line adjustment. The lot line 
adjustment would ensure appropriate and uninterrupted access and does not change anything 
physically about the planned project. The lot line adjustment does not change anything related to 
the construction or operation of the project, and simply formalizes the planned access and 
circulation for the proposed project, and implements an agreement between Costco and the 
apartment owner. This lot line adjustment does not change the allowable use of land, site access, 
or anything else about implementation of the project that could have any physical environmental 
effect. But, the lot line adjustment is related to the proposed project site boundary and Town 
requires that the lot line adjustment is considered along with the proposed project.  

Mooney-9 The commenter alleges that a General Plan Amendment and Zoning Amendment would be needed 
for the project and observes that the Recirculated DEIR refers to the need for a Zoning Code 
Amendment to allow warehouse retail within the Commercial General District.  

All potential adverse physical environmental effects associated with the proposed project are 
addressed in the 2019 RDEIR. In addition, the 2019 RDEIR provides a discussion of consistency 
with Code requirements, such as those referenced in this comment. Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
045-042-011 and -012 are zoned RM-5 and designated Residential-Medium High Density, while 
Parcels APN -045-042-034 and -036 are zoned both CG and RM-5 and designated as both 
General Commercial and Residential-Medium High Density. The portions of the properties that are 
zoned RM-5 and designated Residential-Medium High Density would not include the warehouse 
structure, but would be developed as a parking lot and drive aisles. Development of a parking area 
and drive aisles is not in conflict with the allowable uses in the current zoning district and land use 
designations and therefore these parcels do not require rezoning or re-designation. Refer to page 
2-29 of the 2019 RDEIR for a discussion of the Zoning Code Amendment that is relevant to the 
proposed project.  

Mooney-10 The commenter observes that the Recirculated DEIR does not identify the need for a General Plan 
Amendment for 3.5 acres in the eastern portion of the project site.  

The 2019 RDEIR does not reference the need for this General Plan Amendment because this is 
not needed. Please refer to Response to Comment Mooney-9.  

Mooney-11 The commenter claims that the project is inconsistent with the Loomis Municipal Code regarding 
placement of the fueling station. The commenter references a limit in the Municipal Code regarding 
the number of service stations that may be located at any given intersection.  

All potential adverse physical environmental effects associated with the proposed project are 
addressed in the 2019 RDEIR. In addition, the 2019 RDEIR provides a discussion of consistency 
with Code requirements, such as those referenced in this comment. The Loomis Municipal Code 
defines a service station as “See gas station and auto service.” A gas station is defined as “a retail 
business selling gasoline and/or other motor vehicle fuels, and related product.” The Loomis 
Costco Project is not a business that sells primarily gas, it is a warehouse that sells a variety of 
items, one of which is fuel. A service station includes other automotive repair services outside of 
fuel pumping and water and air dispensers. The project proposes a fuel dispensary ancillary to 
warehouse product sales. Fuel is a commodity sold by the warehouse, and due to regulatory 
requirements on fuel dispensing and storage, must be located outside the warehouse structure. 
The fueling station is proposed to be located at a signalized intersection with a project driveway 
and Sierra College Boulevard. There are no other fuel dispensing operations at that intersection. 
There are three fuel dispensing stations at the intersection of Granite Drive and Sierra College 
Boulevard, outside the Town limit. 

Mooney-12 The commenter references an attached letter related to the traffic analysis and claims that 
comments on the original DEIR have been unaddressed.  

This FEIR includes detailed responses to all comments related to adverse physical environmental 
conditions, as well as comments related to future traffic congestion, and comments related to the 
merits of the project. Relevant 2018 comments regarding traffic were addressed through the traffic 
impact analysis in the 2019 RDEIR. 
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Mooney-13 The commenter suggests that queue storage is inadequate at the fueling stations. 

Five representative Costco fueling locations were identified to ascertain 95th percentile queue 
estimates. The commenter chooses to eliminate two of these locations, which are relevant to the 
analysis and planning of the proposed project. When the data from these two locations is arbitrarily 
removed from consideration, the 95th percentile queue of 31 – 32 vehicles would have exceeded 
the 30-vehicle storage identified in the site plan. A more rational approach might be to remove 
outliers from consideration, which might be the highest and lowest data points, or those that 
otherwise are known to produce data anomalies or issues related to atypical or outlying data points. 
No outlying data points were identified by the commenter or the detailed transportation analysis 
conducted to support the EIR, and there is no rationale for removing these data points from 
consideration.  

To further address on-site fuel station queuing considerations, (1) a change in the location of the 
fueling islands was implemented to increase on-site queue storage capacity; (2) a fuel station 
queue management plan will be made a condition of approval (Condition of Approval 25); and, (3) 
supplemental data was collected that further documents that fuel station queues can be 
accommodated on-site. Refer to the Response to Comment Rocklin-66. These data provide 
additional evidence to support the 2019 RDEIR’s conclusions regarding queues at the proposed 
fueling station. 

Costco has monitored, and in some cases, has expanded a number of fueling centers to ensure 
appropriate on-site queuing. The Loomis Costco site plan is informed by monitoring of queueing in 
other locations and changes that have been made to some other locations based on this 
monitoring.  

As set forth in the Response to Comment City of Rocklin-66, Site Plan Option 1D includes 
relocation of the fueling island south by 15 feet, increasing the length of the area north of the 
fueling islands available for queue storage from 100 to 115 feet. The additional area allows for a 
fourth row of queued vehicles north of the fueling positions. This increases the available on-site 
queue storage capacity for vehicles waiting to access a fueling position from 30 to 40 vehicles. The 
fueling station relocation incorporated in Site Plan Option 1D would also be incorporated into Site 
Access Options 1A, 1B, and 1C. 

As also set forth in Response to Comment City of Rocklin-66, as a condition of project approval, 
the applicant will be required to prepare and implement a performance-based queue management 
plan (Condition of Approval 25). The queue management plan would define steps to be taken by 
Costco personnel to prevent queues from spilling back into the main drive aisle if 
atypical/unforeseen conditions occur that would cause fuel station queues to approach or exceed 
the fuel station queuing waiting area. Queue management plans have been developed and 
effectively implemented at other Costco sites. Costco shall submit the queue management plan for 
Town review and approval prior to opening. 

Based on the foregoing, peak queues from the fueling facility could be accommodated on-site 
without any spillbacks that could affect Sierra College Boulevard. 

Mooney-14 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR is deficient because it fails to identify the 
project’s purported inconsistencies with the Town of Loomis Land Development Manual in relation 
to required driveway spacing.  

All potential adverse physical environmental effects associated with the proposed project are 
addressed in the 2019 RDEIR. In addition, the 2019 RDEIR provides a discussion of consistency 
with Code requirements, such as those referenced in this comment.  

As identified in the comment, the Town’s Land Development Manual Section 6-3 states, “Driveways 
shall be at least 200 feet apart on collector streets and at least 250 feet apart on arterial streets. 
Driveways shall be at least 200 feet from an intersection on collector streets.” Brace Road and 
Sierra College Boulevard are arterial streets. The comment fails to cite other applicable portions of 
the Land Development Manual and provides incorrect driveway distances. Citations to other 
applicable portions of the Land Development Manual and corrections to erroneous information are 
provided below. 

Right-in/Right-Out Driveway West of the Sierra Meadows Apartments Driveway  

As stated on page 57 of the Loomis Costco Warehouse Traffic Impact Analysis (Kittelson & 
Associates, Inc., October 2019, Appendix E of the 2019 RDEIR), the proposed project will provide 
a new northbound right-turn lane on Sierra College Boulevard approaching the signalized Brace 
Road intersection in conjunction with site development. All distances to the Sierra College 
Boulevard and Brace Road intersection provided as part of this response assume the proposed 
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northbound right-turn lane is in place. Page 57 of the Loomis Costco Warehouse Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Appendix E of the 2019 RDEIR) also states that Costco will install a raised median on 
Brace Road between Sierra College Boulevard and the existing Homewood Lumber driveway. This 
raised median would restrict the proposed Costco western Brace Road driveway and the existing 
western Sierra Meadows Apartments driveway to right-in/right-out traffic movements only. 

The right-in/right-out Costco driveway west of the Sierra Meadows Apartments (western Brace 
Road driveway) would be located 185 feet from the nearest curb return at the intersection of Sierra 
College Boulevard and Brace Road, as measured by the Town engineer – not 140 feet, as included 
in the comment. As stated in Section 6-1 of the 2004 Land Development Manual, distances to 
intersections are measured from the intersection curb return to the centerline of the driveway. It 
should be noted that although the Land Development Manual provides direction on spacing 
between intersections and driveways on collector streets, it does not provide a spacing distance 
between intersections and driveways on arterial streets. This western Brace Road Costco driveway 
would also be 50 feet from the western driveway that serves Sierra Meadows Apartments – not 14 
feet, as asserted in the comment. As stated in the Land Development Manual (Section 6-1), 
driveways are measured from centerline to centerline, not from edge of pavement to edge of 
pavement. These two distances do not meet the 250-foot separation indicated in Section 6-3 for 
arterial streets; however, Section 6-1 of the Land Development Manual provides additional 
guidance on placement and distance. 

The fourth paragraph under Section 6-1 of the Land Development Manual addresses infill sites. 
The project site is located at an intersection, is adjacent to an apartment complex that the Costco 
site surrounds on three sides, is bounded by existing residences to the east, and a Chevron fueling 
station and McDonald’s restaurant to the south. Within Loomis, the Costco site is located within and 
adjacent to developed land. Therefore, the Costco property is considered an infill site. Section 6-1 
states:  

“The Town recognizes that infill projects (projects within older, previously developed 
areas) may have certain constraints such as lot size, existing driveways near the property 
line on adjacent parcels, etc. which may deem it impractical to achieve the requirements 
contained in this manual for site access. Infill projects such as these will be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis by the Town. However, the goal will be to achieve the requirements 
contained herein to the extent practicable.”  

Since the apartment driveways are located adjacent to the project site, their location makes it 
impractical for any future development of the property to locate driveways on Brace Road, while 
also achieving the requirements listed in Section 6-3 of the Land Development Manual. Therefore, 
the Town is able to evaluate the project individually pursuant to Section 6-1 to determine how best 
to achieve the requirements in the Land Development Manual to the extent practicable. 

Town engineers have reviewed the project and proposed driveway placement and conclude that an 
exception is appropriate for this project because (1) the proposed placement of the driveway is 
consistent with the Municipal Code and meets the Land Development Manual standards to the 
extent practicable, and (2) the placement of a right-in/right-out only Costco driveway near the 
apartment complex’s western driveway, which would also be right-in right-out only with installation 
of the proposed raised median on Brace Road, would not result in substantial use conflict due to 
both driveways having low usage and turning limitations, as both would be right-in/right-out only, 
resulting in the same pattern of traffic movements. Municipal Code Section 13.36.100.B states that 
driveways shall be located a minimum of 150 feet from the nearest intersection, measured from the 
centerline of the driveway to the centerline of the nearest travel lane of the intersecting street, while 
Section 13.36.100.C states that where two or more driveways serve adjacent development, the 
centerline to the driveways shall be separated by a minimum of 50 feet. As measured by the Town 
engineer, the Costco western Brace Road driveway would be located 225 feet from the centerline 
of the nearest travel lane of Sierra College Boulevard, and 50 feet from the centerline of the 
apartment complex’s western driveway. Since the Costco driveway would be over 150 feet from the 
Sierra College Boulevard/Brace Road intersection, and 50 feet from the apartment driveway, the 
proposed driveway location meets these standards of the Municipal Code, while most closely 
achieving the direction in the Land Development Manual. Since the spacing is consistent with the 
Municipal Code, since the project site is an infill site constrained by the placement of the apartment 
driveway 275 feet from the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Brace Road, measured 
from the centerline of the driveway to the centerline of the nearest travel lane at the intersection, 
and would not result in substantial traffic turning conflicts, the Town can conclude that the proposed 
right-in/right-out only driveway placement is consistent with the Town’s Land Development Manual. 

Eastern Brace Road Driveway  
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A driveway access on Brace Road located east of Sierra Meadows Apartments results in the same 
infill site constraints due to the existing apartment driveway location. The Town has determined that 
site plan option (Option 1D), in which an eastern Brace Road driveway would serve as an 
emergency-only access as opposed to a full access driveway, is superior, as discussed in this Final 
EIR. Therefore, locating a gated emergency access point east of the apartment complex would 
have no impact on traffic or turning movements from the apartment driveway and compliance with 
the Land Development Manual distance criteria is not relevant. 

Mooney-15 The commenter claims that the traffic study is inconsistent with the Loomis General Plan.  

As discussed in the Response to Comment Auguscik-11, the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact 
Analysis, page 28, and the 2019 RDEIR roadway segment discussion on page 3.7-3 incorrectly 
characterize Brace Road as a “minor street”. Per Figure 2 on page IV-5 of the Town of Loomis’ 
General Plan, Brace Road is classified as a two-land arterial (low access control). The 2019 RDEIR 
will be corrected to state: "Within the Town of Loomis, Brace Road is an east-west roadway 
classified as a low access control arterial from Sierra College Boulevard across I-80 to Horseshoe 
Bar Road." Per the General Plan, the function of an arterial street is to “connect areas of major 
activity within the urban area of Loomis and function primarily to distribute cross-town traffic from 
freeways/highways to collector streets.” Accordingly, the use of Brace Road to provide access to 
the project site and to provide connections between retail and residential areas is consistent with 
the functional classification of the roadway. The correction of the Brace Road classification does 
not impact the intersection or roadway capacity analysis, findings or recommendations presented in 
the Loomis Costco Traffic Impact Analysis. 

Mooney-16 The commenter references the Loomis General Plan functional classification of Brace Road.  

As noted in the Response to Comment Mooney-15, Brace Road is designated as an arterial. This 
facility is, therefore, appropriate to convey trips between major activity centers, such as the retail 
uses along Sierra College Boulevard and other areas of the Town. The Traffic Impact Analysis is 
not predicated on changing the functional classification of this roadway; rather, the analysis is 
consistent with its General Plan designation. However, as noted in the Response to Comment 
Mooney-15, the text discussion will be corrected. 

Mooney-17 The commenter states that under Option 1A, the new full intersection at Brace Road is only 108 
feet west of the intersection of Brace Road and Hunters Drive, which violates section 6-3 of the 
Land Development Manual.  

All potential adverse physical environmental effects associated with the proposed project are 
addressed in the 2019 RDEIR. In addition, this Final EIR provides comprehensive responses to all 
comments related to potential adverse physical environmental effects of the project, as well as 
responses to many comments that are unrelated to environmental effect, such as this comment.  

Following a review of the detailed transportation analysis presented in the 2018 DEIR, the analysis 
of additional site access options in the 2019 RDEIR, and comments on the 2019 RDEIR related to 
the easterly Brace Road access, the Town has determined the easterly Brace Road access will be 
gated and limited to emergency access only. 

In addition, notwithstanding the confirmation of the final site for the proposed project, the 
commenter references a “new full intersection at Brace Road” – this is inaccurate, as only driveway 
access was proposed and described in the 2019 RDEIR. As noted, the easterly Brace Road access 
will no longer be a driveway, but will be gated and limited to emergency access only. 

Mooney-18 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to disclose and analyze the potential 
increases in delay and the worsening level of service associated with queuing issues. 

Refer to the Responses to Comments Mooney-60 and 61. 

Mooney-19 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR's discussion regarding greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with construction fails to disclose the greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with the cement that will be used for construction of the project, even though the production of 
cement is one of the major sources of greenhouse gas emissions. 

The GHG emissions analysis conducted to support the EIR is consistent with methods 
recommended by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The EIR presents an 
analysis of all emissions associated with construction of the project, including those associated with 
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off-road construction equipment, material delivery trucks, haul trucks, and construction worker 
vehicles using an emissions model – the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
Version 2016.3, which is recommended for use by PCAPCD and other air districts. In order to 
provide a more comprehensive and conservative assessment of cumulative GHG emissions related 
effects, the proposed project’s construction related emissions were amortized over the estimated 
20-year lifetime of the project and added to the operational emissions. The annual operational 
emissions, along with the amortized construction emissions were compared with the applicable 
significance threshold to determine cumulative significance. Emissions associated with the 
production of cement occur with or without the project and are not associated with the construction 
or operation of the project. These emissions are also beyond the control of the Town and cannot be 
mitigated by the Town or the project applicant. “Life cycle” emissions such as this are not included 
in or required by CEQA analysis or climate action planning for these and other reasons (California 
Natural Resources Agency 2009, pages 71 and 72). There is no need to make any revision to the 
analysis.  

Mooney-20 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to adequately discuss, analyze, and 
mitigate the Project's noise impacts to the adjacent residences associated with truck deliveries. 

Noise impacts were comprehensively evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Section 3.6, “Noise” (see pages 
3.6-12 through 3.6-18). As discussed in detail therein, Impacts 3.6-2 and 3.6-3 were found to be 
less than significant. Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-4 were found to be significant, and recommended 
Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce the level of impact were included. Impacts 3.6-
1 and 3.6-4 were found to be significant and unavoidable after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. However, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 has been revised to avoid the 
significant impact for operational noise.  

The commenter further states that the Recirculated DEIR’s noise analysis is inconsistent with 
section 13.30.070(E) of the Loomis Municipal Code, because the Recirculated DEIR does not 
measure noise from the property line, but rather from the apartment building façade. 

The potential noise levels from project-related operational truck deliveries using the western Brace 
Road entrance were measured from the Sierra Village Apartment building façade in order to ensure 
the most accurate measurements of project-generated noise that could affect the apartment 
tenants. 

As noted on page 3.6-11 of the 2019 RDEIR in Section 3.6.4.2, “Thresholds of Significance,” the 
project’s noise impacts are compared with “standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance.” In the case of Loomis, the General Plan (pages 138 through 141) provides different 
types of noise standards, which are evaluated in the 2019 RDEIR and this Final EIR, including 
long-term exterior noise standard for sensitive uses of 65 dBA Ldn and a long-term interior 
standard of 45 dBA Ldn. As established in a note in Table 8-3, the Town allows exterior noise 
greater than 65 dB Ldn/CNEL, so long as the best available noise reduction measures are 
implemented and the interior noise standards are not exceeded. The General Plan also has 
guidance for short-term noise in Table 8-4 vary according to the duration of the noise event and 
whether the noise occurs during the day/evening (between 7am and 10pm) or at night (between 
10pm and 7am). The Town’s Municipal Code includes the same guidance.  

Existing daytime noise levels at adjacent residential uses north of the project site (apartments) 
were measured to be 54 dBA, as measured on the southern boundary (property line) of the 
apartment building. Existing nighttime noise levels measured 50 dBA Leq. Existing ambient noise 
levels currently exceed the Town of Loomis’s exterior daytime and nighttime average hourly noise 
level standards of 50 dBA Leq and 40 dBA Leq, respectively.  

Daytime deliveries to the project site during operation would be from Brace Road, west of the 
existing noise-sensitive apartment building. Delivery trucks would enter the site approximately 50 
feet from the apartment building façade. Warehouse deliveries would include up to three trucks per 
hour, resulting in an hourly noise level of 52 dBA Leq.3 The primary noise sources associated with 
the truck unloading areas are the heavy trucks stopping (air brakes), backing into the loading docks 
(backup alarms), pulling out of the loading docks (engines accelerating), and short-term 
refrigeration unit operation. 

Instantaneous maximum noise levels attributable to delivery trucks entering or exiting the project 
site would be approximately 75 dBA Lmax at the apartment building façade. Instantaneous 

                                                      
3  This noise level estimate was changed relative to that included in the 2019 RDEIR (54 dBA Leq) because a more reasonable speed of 15 

miles per hour instead of 25 miles per hour was used. The revised estimate is more accurate. 
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maximum noise levels attributable to delivery trucks entering or exiting the project site would be 
approximately 70 to 78 dBA Lmax at the apartment building property line. Providing analysis for 
both the building façade and edge of the property line also provides analysis for any outdoor 
gathering areas.  

In addition to the apartments north of the project site, there are residential uses east of the project 
site. Existing daytime noise levels at adjacent residential uses east of the project site’s delivery 
access point were measured to be 64 dBA Leq and 82 dBA Lmax. The increase from existing noise 
levels at these residential uses attributable to the proposed project’s delivery trucks would be less 
than existing Lmax noise levels.   

As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime 
truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern 
Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only. All truck trips to and 
from the site after 10pm, Monday through Friday, and all truck trips after 7pm Saturday and Sunday 
will not go by the apartments near Brace Road but will enter instead using the new Sierra College 
Boulevard traffic light until 7am, seven days a week, and then use the Brace entry/exit during other 
times. Nighttime deliveries, assuming up to three trucks per hour, would result in an hourly noise 
level of 41 dBA Leq and 66 Lmax at the property line of the apartments (not including the benefit of 
shielding provided by the intervening warehouse building or the sound wall). As this would be 
below existing noise levels, noise impacts from nighttime deliveries would be less than significant.  

Table 8-3 of the General Plan suggests using the property line of the receiving land use where the 
location of the outdoor activity area is unknown. Reporting noise at the property line would provide 
a worst-case assessment, since it appears that the area between the apartment buildings and the 
project site is used for parking, and there are not outdoor activity areas that would be affected by 
project noise on this side of the property. Effective noise barriers typically reduce noise levels by 5 
to 10 decibels (dB) (FHWA 2017) and the noise level would be additionally reduced due to 
shielding provided by the proposed warehouse building. Truck delivery noise would be below the 
measured ambient noise levels and less than the hourly nighttime maximum in Table 8-4 of the 
General Plan (40 dB).  

Existing daytime noise levels at adjacent residential uses east of the project site were measured to 
be 57 dBA Leq. Existing nighttime noise levels measured 50.7 dBA Leq. Existing ambient noise 
levels currently exceed the Town of Loomis’s exterior daytime and nighttime average hourly noise 
level standards of 50 dBA Leq and 40 dBA Leq, respectively.  

The project applicant is required to comply with the Town’s General Plan Noise Policy 17, which 
states, “[L]imit the use of leaf blowers, motorized lawn mowers, parking lot sweepers, or other high-
noise equipment on commercial properties if their activity will result in noise which adversely affects 
residential areas.” Therefore, Impact 3.6-4 states that operation of parking lot sweepers would only 
occur during the daytime hours. Mitigation Measure Noise-2 has been revised to clarify this 
requirement, as shown below:  

Mitigation Measure Noise-2: Minimize Operational Noise (All Site Options) 
Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the project applicant shall construct or fund 
construction of the following improvements to address noise exposure experienced at 
sensitive receptors during operational hours: 

• Construct a 13-foot tall soundwall along the western property boundary of the 
adjacent Sierra Meadows apartment complex in order to shield first floor sensitive 
spaces from nighttime truck delivery noise generated by diesel engines and exhaust 
stacks.  

• Install dual pane windows with an STC rating of 35 or higher at second floor 
apartment units facing the delivery road in order to reduce interior noise levels 
attributable to nighttime truck deliveries. 

• Construct a 68-foot soundwall along the eastern boundary of the project site at the 
residential property line to reduce tire center noise. 

• All truck deliveries entering and exiting the project site between 10pm and 7am are 
restricted to the exclusive use of the Sierra College Boulevard driveway and shall not 
use the Brace Road access.  



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-954 Town of Loomis 

• The operation of parking lot cleaning equipment shall be restricted to the hours 
between 7am and 7pm.  

• Noise-generating parking lot cleaning equipment shall not be used at the same time 
as noise-generating landscape maintenance equipment within 100 feet of the 
property line of any occupied residential use.  

• Noise-generating parking lot cleaning equipment and noise-generating landscape 
maintenance equipment shall not be used for more than 5 minutes per hour within 
100 feet of the property line of any occupied residential use.  

Also, all the sources assessed above in various locations within the site, could possibly occur 
simultaneously or at different times; consequently, exposing nearby sensitive uses to combined 
noise levels from two or more than two noise sources. When a noise source doubles, it would result 
in a change of (3 dB) (Caltrans 2013). A decibel is logarithmic; it does not follow normal algebraic 
methods and cannot be directly added. For example, a 65-dB source of sound, such as a truck, 
when joined by another 65 dB source results in a sound amplitude of 68 dB, not 130 dB (i.e., 
doubling the source strength increases the sound pressure by 3 dB). Potential combined noise 
sources at nighttime would be HVAC and truck delivery at night. Noise levels from commercial 
HVAC equipment can reach 100 dBA at a distance of 3 feet (EPA 1974). HVAC noise, assuming it 
would be installed at 60 feet away from the noise sensitive uses, would be 74 dB. As discussed 
above, the proposed project would include a mechanical room where HVAC components would be 
housed and would provide adequate shielding from receiving noise-sensitive land uses to the east 
and north. The HVAC shielding would at least provide 25-dB reduction in noise. This would result in 
reduced noise level of 49 dB.  

Truck delivery noise would be approximately 52 dB Leq at 50 feet based on an assumption of three 
trucks in an hour. Since nighttime deliveries would use the Sierra College Boulevard driveway, 
noise would be shielded by the proposed building, and the proposed building would provide at least 
10 dB of noise reduction. This would result in a noise level of 42 dB at the nearest sensitive uses 
(the apartments). Adding the HVAC noise level of 49 dB and truck noise level of 42 dB would result 
in total level of 50 dB at the sensitive uses. As described above, existing ambient noise levels 
currently exceed the Town of Loomis’s exterior daytime and nighttime average hourly noise level 
standards of 50 dBA Leq and 40 dBA Leq, respectively, and the ambient noise level then becomes 
the accepted noise level standard and significance threshold. Existing daytime noise levels at 
adjacent residential uses north of the project site (apartments) were measured to be 54 dBA. 
Existing nighttime noise levels measured 50 dBA Leq. Therefore, the project noise level of 50 dB at 
the exterior uses of the nearest sensitive uses (apartments) would not exceed the applicable 
threshold. 

The daytime noise sources in the project area would include operation of the proposed HVAC 
system, truck delivery, tire shop noise, parking lot noise, parking lot cleaning/sweeping, and 
landscape maintenance, as well as transportation noise in the vicinity of the project site. A 
composite noise analysis combines project-related noise levels based on the location of the noise 
sources, the number of noise sources at each location, and the effects at the nearest noise 
sensitive uses. Noise sensitive uses are located north and east of the project site. The apartments 
north of the project site would be shielded by the proposed building from the noise sources 
occurring south of the building. The noise sensitive uses the east of the project site, would be 
shielded by the proposed building form the noise sources occurring at the northwestern portions of 
the project site.   

Typical noise sources for the tire shop would include pneumatic wrenches and tire breakers, with 
an hourly operational noise level of 61 dBA Leq at 100 feet. Noise emanating from the tire repair 
shop is anticipated to attenuate to 53 dBA Leq at the nearest noise-sensitive property line.4 
Assuming that each parking space adjacent to a residential use would be filled and emptied during 
the peak hour (for a total of 160–200 parking events), the noise level would be 52 dBA Leq at 65 
feet from the center of the parking space cluster to the nearest noise-sensitive use (residential 
properties to the east). The tire shop activities and parking lot noise would result in 56 dB combined 
noise level at the property line of residential properties to the east of the project site – noise levels 
for the apartment building to the north would be shielded by the proposed warehouse and 
soundwall. The proposed soundwall along the eastern perimeter would reduce noise levels by at 
least 5 dB, which would decrease this combined noise level to approximately 51 dB. Keeping the 
tire center doors closed would substantially reduce noise levels, and this requirement has been 

                                                      
4  This noise level estimate has been corrected, compared to that presented in the 2019 RDEIR to be more accurate using the equation 61 

(reference noise level)-20*LOG(260/100) = 52.7 = 53 dB. 
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added to Mitigation Measure Noise-2 to ensure compliance with Table 8-4 of the General Plan. If 
the entire tire center closes all doors, the attention would be approximately 25 dB, and if only the 
door where noise-generating equipment is closed and the others are open, the attenuation would 
be at least 5 dB (Caltrans 2013, FHWA 2017).  

The noise level from a vacuum street sweeper would be 70 dBA Leq at 50 feet (FHWA 2006). 
Noise level from lawn mower would be 95 dB at 3 feet (Table 3.6-1, Caltrans 2013). A drop-off rate 
of 7.5 dB per doubling of distance is typically observed over soft ground with landscaping. 
Therefore, landscaping noise at the nearest sensitive uses located at approximately 30 feet to the 
east of parking lot would be 70 dB. If parking lot cleaning and landscaping activities occurred 
simultaneously directly adjacent to residential properties, this would result in 73 dB combined noise 
level at the sensitive uses. This would exceed the General Plan standard of 65 dBA for outdoor 
activity areas that are directly adjacent to the proposed project site. This would also exceed the 
short-term noise standards in the General Plan (Table 8-4). However, the proposed soundwall for 
residential properties to the east would reduce noise levels by at least 5 dB. If the parking lot 
cleaning did not occur simultaneously with the landscape maintenance, the noise sources would 
not be combined. If landscape maintenance and parking lot cleaning is limited to no more than 5 
minutes in the areas directly adjacent to residential properties, with the construction of the 
soundwall along the eastern perimeter, the project would be consistent with Table 8-4 of the 
General Plan, which allows noise levels of up to 65 dB for up to 5 minutes per hour. The 2019 
RDEIR evaluates impacts of the project relative to local (Town) standards, which would include an 
assessment of consistency with Table 8-4 of the General Plan. These requirements are required as 
a part of Mitigation Measure Noise-2. Since Mitigation Measure Noise-2 prohibits use of landscape 
maintenance equipment and parking lot equipment at the same time near residences, and since 
this mitigation also limits landscape maintenance and parking lot cleaning equipment to no more 
than five minutes of use near a residential property, this would ensure compliance with the General 
Plan’s 65 dB daytime/evening limit for noise of 1 to 5 minutes in length, as well as the more 
permissive limits for 5 to 15 minutes, 15 to 30 minutes, and 30 to 60 minutes (General Plan Table 
8-4).  

Mooney-21 With regards to nighttime truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance, the 
commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR indicates that nighttime interior noise levels at the 
Sierra Meadows Apartments may exceed noise standards for short durations during each delivery, 
but fails to define the term “short duration.” The commenter further notes that the duration 
influences the noise level that would be generated. 

As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime 
truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, avoiding sleep 
disruption for the residents of the apartments north of the project site, which would be shielded from 
nighttime delivery truck noise by the proposed building and the planned south wall. The eastern 
Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only, and therefore would 
not generate significant noise at this location. 

Mooney-22 The commenter states that since the Recirculated DEIR states that the truck noise levels are 
75dBA at the apartment façade, that means they would have to be reduced by 35 dBA at the 
property line to provide the required mitigation, and since nothing in the Recirculated DEIR 
indicates that such mitigation has occurred, the nighttime noise impacts remain significant. 

The text referenced by the commenter refers to daytime noise measurements. Truck delivery noise 
would be approximately 52 dB Leq at 50 feet.5 A 2-dB reduction would be required to reduce hourly 
noise levels for daytime deliveries to the hourly maximum for noise sensitive land uses provided in 
Table 8-4 of the General Plan. As also noted on 2019 RDEIR page 3.6-17, the existing ambient 
noise levels at the project site and Sierra Meadows Apartments  (54 dBA Leq during the daytime 
and 51 dBA Leq at night) currently exceed the Town of Loomis exterior daytime and nighttime 
average hourly noise level standards (i.e., 50 dBA Leq and 40 dBA Leq, respectively), and the 
existing ambient noise level therefore becomes the accepted noise level standard. Therefore, 
delivery truck noise levels would be below the applicable daytime standard, and impacts would be 
less than significant. As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been 
modified such that nighttime truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be 
prohibited. As noted in the Response to Comment Mooney-20, nighttime deliveries, assuming up to 

                                                      
5  This noise level estimate was changed relative to that included in the 2019 RDEIR (54 dBA Leq) because a more reasonable speed of 15 

miles per hour instead of 25 miles per hour was used. The revised estimate is more accurate. 
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three trucks per hour, would result in an hourly noise level of 41 dBA Leq. As this is below existing 
noise levels, noise impacts from nighttime deliveries would be less than significant. 

As discussed on 2019 RDEIR page 3.6-16, instantaneous maximum noise levels attributable to 
delivery trucks entering or exiting the project site would be approximately 75 dBA Lmax at the Sierra 
Meadows Apartment building façade. A 5-dB reduction would be required to achieve the maximum 
daytime noise level included in Table 8-4 for noise occuring for less than a minute. Effective noise 
barriers typically reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 decibels (dB) (FHWA 2017). The 13-foot tall 
soundwall along the western property boundary of the adjacent Sierra Meadows apartment 
complex under Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would achieve this reduction. Therefore, the proposed 
project is not required to reduce the daytime exterior noise levels by 35 dBA at the property line of 
the Sierra Meadows Apartments.  

Finally, as discussed on 2019 RDEIR page 3.6-17, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would reduce 
project-generated noise at the Sierra Meadows Apartments by requiring the construction of a sound 
wall on the east, south, and west sides of the apartment complex, as well as upgrades to windows 
at the apartment complex that face the western Brace Road entrance. Impact 3.6-4 was found to 
be significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation solely because neither the project 
applicant nor the Town have control over the suggested window upgrades in the Sierra Meadows 
Apartments. If those upgrades are installed, the impact will be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. Since daytime deliveries would produce noise levels that would not exceed existing ambient 
levels noise at the Sierra Meadows Apartments, since the project would construct a sound wall to 
further reduce noise levels, and since nighttime deliveries would no longer use the Brace Road 
access, the impact would be less than significant.  

Nighttime deliveries, assuming up to three trucks per hour, would result in an hourly noise level of 
41 dBA Leq and 66 Lmax at the property line of the apartments. As described on page 3.6-3 of the 
2019 RDEIR, studies have been conducted regarding the effects of single-event noise on sleep 
disturbance, with the sound exposure level (SEL) metric being a common metric used for such 
assessments. SEL represents the entire sound energy of a given single-event normalized into a 
one-second period, regardless of event duration. Due to the wide variation in test subjects’ 
reactions to noises of various levels (some test subjects were awakened by indoor SEL values of 
50 dB, whereas others slept through indoor SEL values exceeding 80 dB), no definitive consensus 
has been reached with respect to a universal criterion to apply to environmental noise 
assessments. One percent of individuals would be awakened by a SEL of 50 dBA, 1.5 percent 
would be awakened by a SEL of 60 dBA, 1.8 percent of individuals would be awakened by a SEL 
of 65 dBA. The project would construct a sound wall to further reduce noise levels, and since the 
nighttime truck deliveries would be moved to the Sierra College Boulevard access, this would place 
the warehouse building between the noise source and the apartments. The combination of the 
soundwall and intervening building would reduce noise levels from nighttime deliveries by more 
than 10 db to less than 31 dBA Leq and interior noise levels would be less than 41 Lmax with 
windows open and less than 31 Lmax with windows closed (Caltrans 2013, EPA 1974, FHWA 
2017, The Building Performance Centre 2007). Please see also the Responses to Comments 
Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, -21, and -39.  

Mooney-23 The commenter states that because the project would exceed the Town’s noise standards, the 
project would also violate the Town’s noise ordinance. 

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate potential conflicts with applicable plans and policies that were 
adopted to reduce an environmental effect. Therefore, 2019 RDEIR Section 3.6, “Noise” (see 
pages 3.6-12 through 3.6-18), evaluated the potential for the proposed project to exceed the 
Town’s noise ordinance and General Plan noise standards. As discussed in detail therein, Impacts 
3.6-2 and 3.6-3 were found to be less than significant. Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-4 were found to be 
significant, and recommended Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce the level of 
impact were included. Impact 3.6-1 (construction noise) was found to be significant and 
unavoidable after implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, because interior noise levels 
at adjacent noise-sensitive uses could exceed adopted standards during peak periods of the initial 
phase of construction. The Loomis Municipal Code exempts certain activities in recognition that 
construction noise is temporary, is more acceptable when limited to daylight hours, and is expected 
as part of typical development. Nonetheless, the 2019 RDEIR found the impacts to be significant. 
Impact 3.6-4 (operational noise) was found to be significant and unavoidable after implementation 
of mitigation solely because neither the project applicant nor the Town have control over the 
suggested window upgrades in the Sierra Meadows Apartments. If those upgrades are installed, 
Impact 3.6-4 will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 
has been revised to avoid a significant impact and the improvement to windows is no longer 
needed to avoid a significant impact. See the Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, 21, 22, and 39.  
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Mooney-22. In addition, the Town is not precluded from adopting a development project where the 
noise standards and/or noise ordinance would be exceeded, provided that feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts are identified in the EIR and are adopted and implemented as part of 
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (as they will be for this project), along with adoption 
of a Statement of Overriding Considerations (see CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093 and 15097). 

Mooney-24 The commenter cites to Loomis Municipal Code Section 1330.070(C)(2)(a), and indicates the 
Recirculated DEIR violates this code section because it fails to consider other noise mitigation 
measures in addition to sound walls, such as site layout, setbacks, and open space. 

The 2019 RDEIR evaluated several different site plans, identified as Options 1A, 1B, and 1C, in 
addition to the proposed project (see 2019 RDEIR Chapter 2, “Project Description,” on pages 2-7 
through 2-13).  

Mitigation Measure Noise-2 has been revised to restrict nighttime deliveries to Sierra College 
Boulevard, restrict operation of parking lot cleaning equipment to the hours between 7am and 7pm, 
prohibit noise-generating parking lot cleaning equipment from being used at the same time as 
noise-generating landscape maintenance equipment, and prohibit noise-generating parking lot 
cleaning equipment and noise-generating landscape maintenance equipment from being used for 
more than 5 minutes per hour near adjacent residential uses. Furthermore, the proposed project 
already includes setbacks. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with Municipal Code 
Section 1330.070(C)(2)(a). Please see also the Responses to Comments Auguscik-12 and 
Mooney-20, -21, and -39. 

The commenter further states that nothing in Municipal Code section 13.30.070 regarding 
mitigation measure authorizes the approval of a project that does not mitigate the project's 
violations of the noise standards. 

There is no requirement in law which requires that a municipal code specifically state that projects 
that exceed a threshold or standard may be adopted under certain conditions. In fact, this is part of 
the reason why the CEQA Appendix G checklist suggests that lead agencies should evaluate 
whether or not a proposed project would conflict with land use plans, policies, or ordinances that 
were adopted to reduce an environmental impact, as part of the analysis in the environmental 
document. The proposed project’s potential conflict with Town noise standards (which were 
adopted to reduce potential environmental impacts related to noise) are comprehensively evaluated 
in Impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 (2019 RDEIR pages 3.6-2 through 3.6-18), and implementation of 
Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 would reduce the level of noise impacts. Please see also 
the Responses to Comments Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, -21, and -39. 

Mooney-25 The commenter states the project violates Loomis Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(C)(4) 
because the Recirculated DEIR does not address alternatives that would eliminate nighttime truck 
deliveries for areas that are adjacent to residential uses, particularly as regards to Costco truck 
traffic that would access the site from Brace Road.  

Loomis Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(C)(4) states that, “truck deliveries to a commercial or 
industrial parcel adjacent to a residential zoning district shall be limited to the daylight hours unless 
the director authorizes other delivery times based on the determination that there is either no 
feasible alternative, or there are overriding transportation and traffic management benefits to 
scheduling deliveries at night.”  

As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime 
truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern 
Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only. Costco would use the 
Sierra College and not the Brace Road entrance/exit for all after hours/nighttime deliveries. Since 
daytime deliveries would produce noise levels that would not exceed existing ambient levels noise 
at the Sierra Meadows Apartments, and the project would construct a sound wall to further reduce 
noise levels, and nighttime deliveries would no longer use the Brace Road access, the impact 
related to delivery trucks would be less than significant. See the Response to Auguscik-12. 

The reference in the comment fails to acknowledge that the Town’s Code and General Plan allow 
consideration of overriding transportation and traffic management benefits in determining the timing 
of truck deliveries to commercial properties. There are benefits to scheduling deliveries at night, as 
disclosed in the 2019 RDEIR. Nighttime deliveries reduce traffic impacts for the proposed project 
by avoiding some deliveries during times when the project would be used by members and 
employees, and when the transportation network surrounding the project site would be 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-958 Town of Loomis 

experiencing relatively higher demand. Therefore, the project would comply with Loomis Municipal 
Code Section 13.30.070(C)(4). 

Mooney-26 The commenter references Policy 18 from the Public Health and Safety Element of the General 
Plan, which requires that truck deliveries adjacent to residential uses are limited to daytime hours 
unless there are no feasible alternatives or there are overriding transportation benefits associated 
with scheduling deliveries at night.  

See the Response to Comment Mooney-25. As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed 
project has been modified such that nighttime truck deliveries would not occur adjacent to 
residential uses. Nighttime deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be 
prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access 
only. Therefore, impacts from nighttime delivery truck noise would be less than significant. 

Mooney-27 The commenter states that Alternative 2 (which does not include a fueling station) would meet most 
of the project objectives and would avoid significant noise impacts because nighttime truck 
deliveries would not occur, and therefore the commenter believes that the statement on 
Recirculated DEIR page 3.6-18 that no feasible alternatives are available to reduce noise Impact 
3.6-4 to a less-than-significant level is not supported by substantial evidence.  

Loomis Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(C)(4) states, “Truck deliveries to a commercial or 
industrial parcel adjacent to a residential zoning district shall be limited to the daylight hours unless 
the director authorizes other delivery times based on the determination that there is either no 
feasible alternative, or there are overriding transportation and traffic management benefits to 
scheduling deliveries at night.” [Emphasis added.] A “feasible alternative” related to truck deliveries 
as required by the Loomis Municipal Code does not equate to the CEQA requirements for analysis 
of alternatives to a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). Municipal Code 
Section 13.30.070(C)(4) itself states that nighttime truck deliveries may occur if there are 
“overriding transportation and traffic management benefits to scheduling deliveries at night.” 
Furthermore, the statement in the 2019 RDEIR that Impact 3.6-4 (page 3.6-18) would be significant 
and unavoidable does not say that “no feasible alternatives are available”; rather, the impact 
conclusion states that “no additional feasible mitigation measures are available.” The commenter 
has not suggested the adoption of some other “feasible mitigation measure” to reduce the level of 
noise impacts; rather, the commenter suggests that a different project be implemented. 
Furthermore, the fact that Alternative 2 (evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Chapter 6, “Alternatives”) would 
reduce one or more significant environmental impacts of the proposed project does not require the 
lead agency to adopt it in lieu of the proposed project. Finally, as described in Chapter 2 of this 
FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime truck deliveries through the 
western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road entrance would be 
gated and used for emergency access only. Impacts from nighttime delivery truck noise would be 
less than significant. Please see also the Responses to Comments Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, -
21, and -39. 

Mooney-28 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR’s discussion of noise impacts fails to comply with 
Loomis Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(D). 

Loomis Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(D) states, “Where noise-sensitive land uses are 
proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected noise levels in excess of the standards in 
Tables 3-2 and 3-3, the town shall require an acoustical analysis as part of the environmental 
review process so that noise mitigation may be included in the project design, so that proposed 
structures are designed to limit intruding noise in interior rooms to 45 dBA Ldn.” The project does 
not propose noise-sensitive uses, but an acoustical analysis was conducted as part of the 2019 
RDEIR and is reflected in the project’s comprehensive noise analysis contained on pages 3.6-12 
through 3.6-18. Therefore, the 2019 RDEIR’s noise impact analysis complies with Loomis 
Municipal Code Section 13.30.070(D). See also the Response to Comment Mooney-23.  

Mooney-29 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to state how compliance with General Plan 
policies, as required in Mitigation Measure Noise-2, would result in impacts being less than 
significant. 

The explanation requested by the commenter is detailed in four paragraphs of text (cited by the 
commenter), under the heading “Significance after Mitigation” on 2019 RDEIR pages 3.6-17 and 
3.6-18. The 2019 RDEIR conclusions do not just rely on compliance with General Plan policies, but 
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specific project design features and mitigation measures. Please see also the Responses to 
Comments Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, -21, and Mooney-36 through Mooney-44. 

Mooney-30 The commenter states that use of the term "to the extent feasible" (in the discussion “Significance 
after Mitigation” for Impact 3.6-4) means that the impacts may not be fully mitigated and the 
mitigation measure may not be effective. 

As discussed in detail under the heading “Significance after Mitigation” on 2019 RDEIR pages 3.6-
17 and 3.6-18, Impact 3.6-4 (operational noise) was found to be significant and unavoidable after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-2 solely because neither the project applicant nor the 
Town have control over the suggested window upgrades in the Sierra Meadows Apartments. If 
those upgrades are installed, Impact 3.6-4 will be reduced to a less-than-significant level. “As 
feasible” refers to the fact that neither the project applicant nor the Town have control over this part 
of the mitigation measure. However, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 has been revised to avoid this 
significant impact. Please see also the Responses to Comments Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, 21, 
22, and 39. 

Mooney-31 The commenter states that the tenants in the Sierra Meadows Apartments would be required to 
keep their windows closed at night on hot summer evenings in order to avoid the project’s nighttime 
truck delivery noise, and since the Town cannot regulate the opening and closing of private 
residents’ windows, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would not reduce Impact 3.6-4 to a less-than-
significant level. 

As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime 
truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern 
Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only. Impacts from nighttime 
delivery truck noise would be less than significant. Please see also the Responses to Comments 
Auguscik-12 and Mooney-20, 21, and 39. 

Mooney-32 The commenter states that Mitigation Noise-2 would also not reduce Impact 3.6-4 to a less-than-
significant level because the noise measurements relate to the edge of the Sierra Meadows 
Apartment building rather than the Sierra Meadows property line. 

See the Response to Comment Mooney-20.  

Mooney-33 The commenter provides background information and general discussion about CEQA regulations 
requiring EIR to discuss any inconsistency with general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. 

See Response to Comment Mooney-3.  

Mooney-34 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR fails to provide a discussion regarding the 
project's inconsistency with the current zoning and land use designations under the General Plan, 
and the Recirculated DEIR should have found that the inconsistencies of the proposed project 
would result in significant environmental impacts. 

Please also refer to the Response to Comment Auguscik-3. A discussion regarding the project's 
consistency with the current zoning and land use designations under the General Plan, and the 
need for zoning amendments related to specific physical environmental impacts, is presented on 
2019 RDEIR pages 5-14 through 5-18. Additional analyses related to consistency with General 
Plan policies and programs are addressed in the respective topic area sections of the 2019 RDEIR 
(e.g., Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” Section 3.6, “Noise,” and Section 3.7, “Transportation 
and Traffic”). 

A General Plan consistency table has been included in the Final EIR as a convenient reference 
(see the Response to Comment City of Rocklin-104). Neither the tabular formatting of a policy 
consistency analysis, nor the substance of the consistency analysis has revealed any adverse 
environmental effect that is any different from that presented in detail throughout the 2019 RDEIR. 

It should be noted that the Parcels APN 045-042-011 and -012 are zoned RM-5 and designated 
Residential-Medium High Density, while Parcels APN -045-042-034 and -036 are zoned both CG 
and RM-5 and designated as both General Commercial and Residential-Medium High Density. The 
portions of the properties that are zoned RM-5 and designated Residential-Medium High Density 
would not include the warehouse structure, but would be developed as a parking lot and drive 
aisles. Development of a parking area and drive aisles is not in conflict with the current zoning and 
land use designation and therefore these parcels will not require rezoning or re-designation. 
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Development of a commercial structure on those parcels zoned RM-5 would require a rezone, but 
development of a parking area and drive aisle do not. 

As observed in the 2019 RDEIR on page 5-18, land use inconsistencies are not a physical effect on 
the environment. To the extent that consistency of the proposed project with applicable policies or 
regulations is related to a potential adverse environmental impact, this is addressed in each 
relevant technical section of the 2019 RDEIR.  

The zoning code text amendments related to warehouse retail and discussed on pages 5-15 
through 5-17 of the 2019 RDEIR provide definition where there currently is none, and do not 
represent a proposed change to a zoning district. The zoning amendments: (1) assign a zone in 
which warehouse retail, which is already listed, can occur, with further restrictions as to the location 
and minimum parcel size where warehouse retail can be located; (2) update the compact parking 
stall dimensions to reflect current industry standard for compact spaces; (3) provide a requirement 
for signalized driveway dimensions and access; (4) define loading space requirements for 
warehouse retail, so that warehouses are not required to provide more loading spaces than 
needed; (5) define outdoor light fixture height associated with warehouse retail uses, where greater 
fixture heights result in a reduced number of lighting fixtures and are therefore more energy 
efficient; and (6) clarify the existing warehouse retail definition and add a definition for fueling 
stations. The amendments provide clarity, and none of these changes would result in any additional 
adverse physical environmental impact. The comment implies that one or more of these changes 
could be relevant to an adverse physical impact, but does not give any indication beyond a general 
implication. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Mooney-35 The commenter states that the project’s inconsistency with the General Plan’s noise standards 
would result in a significant impact. 

Noise impacts were comprehensively evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Section 3.6, “Noise” (see pages 
3.6-12 through 3.6-18). As discussed in detail therein, Impacts 3.6-2 and 3.6-3 were found to be 
less than significant. Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-4 were found to be significant, and recommended 
Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce the level of impact were included. Impacts 3.6-
1 and 3.6-4 were found to be significant and unavoidable after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. However, Mitigation Measure Noise-2 has been revised to avoid the 
operational significant impact. Please see also the Responses to Comments Auguscik-12 and 
Mooney-20, 21, 22, and 39. 

Mooney-36 The commenter states that the project would be inconsistent with General Plan Noise Policy 1 
because the project “is not sited and designed to minimize noise to the adjacent apartment 
building. Instead it is sited to facilitate truck deliveries so as to reduce traffic impacts associated 
with truck deliveries. It does so at the expense of creating significant noise impact to the 
apartments. Noise impacts that [are] significant and not mitigated.” 

General Plan Noise Policy 1 states that new commercial and industrial development in the Town 
shall be sited and designed to minimize the potential for harmful or annoying noise to create conflict 
with existing land uses. As described in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been 
modified such that nighttime truck deliveries will be prohibited from the Brace Road entrance, and 
must use the Sierra College Boulevard entrance. The proposed project has been sited and 
designed to minimize the potential for noise conflicts with existing land uses to the maximum 
amount feasible. Furthermore, as presented on 2019 RDEIR page 3.6-17, Mitigation Measure 
Noise-2 would reduce project-generated noise at the Sierra Meadows Apartments by requiring the 
construction of a sound wall on the east, south, and west sides of the apartment complex, as well 
as upgrades to windows at the apartment complex that face the western Brace Road entrance. 
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 1. 

Mooney-37 The commenter states that the project would be inconsistent with General Plan Noise Policy 4 
because the General Plan noise standards would not be met. 

General Plan Noise Policy 4 states that “individual noise exposure analysis shall be required for 
proposed development projects as part of the environmental review process, to ensure that the 
Town's noise standards are met. The use of mitigation measures (noise buffers, sound insulation) 
may be required to reduce noise impacts to acceptable levels.” [Emphasis added.] General Plan 
Noise Policy 4 includes a provision for mitigation measures, where necessary, to reduce noise 
levels of proposed development projects. Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 (2019 RDEIR 
pages 3.6-13 and 3.6-17, respectively) would reduce project-related noise impacts. Therefore, the 
proposed project is consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 4. Nothing contained in General Plan 
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Noise Policy 4 precludes the Town from adopting a development project where the noise standards 
would be exceeded, provided that feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts are identified in 
the EIR and are adopted and implemented as part of Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting 
Program (as they will be for this project), along with adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (see State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093 and 15097). See also the Response 
to Comment Mooney-20. 

Mooney-38 The commenter states that because General Plan Noise Policy 5 discourages the use of sound 
walls “unless it is the only feasible alternative,” the Recirculated DEIR is deficient because it fails to 
provide an analysis of alternatives to the use of a sound wall at the project site, such as changing 
the access point for truck deliveries, or a smaller project that does not include fuel stations. 

The 2019 RDEIR evaluated several different site plans, identified as Options 1A, 1B, and 1C, which 
provided alternative access points to and from the project site (see 2019 RDEIR Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” on pages 2-7 through 2-13). This FEIR includes additional information related to Site 
Plan Option 1D. All of the proposed options would require the use of a sound wall, because there is 
no other feasible way to reduce the noise levels at the Sierra Meadows Apartments unless the size 
of the proposed project itself was reduced to the point that it would not be economically feasible for 
Costco to operate and would not meet the project’s underlying purpose or the Project objectives. 
Furthermore, General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 11 includes the use of sound walls to 
reduce noise. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 5, and 
no further analysis is required. 

Mooney-39 The commenter provides the text of General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 11. 

Although not explicitly stated in the comment, the Town assumes this General Plan Implementation 
Policy is listed because the commenter believes the proposed project is inconsistent with it. 
General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 11, as noted by the commenter, states that “the Town 
shall evaluate the noise impacts of vehicles on adjacent residential properties as a part of the 
development and environmental review process for all commercial and manufacturing uses. Where 
vehicles would have the potential to create noise exceeding 60 dBA Ldn at an adjacent noise 
sensitive use, the inclusion of noise mitigation techniques such as the use of a sound wall or 
enclosure of delivery areas shall be required.” [Emphasis added.] Noise impacts were 
comprehensively evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Section 3.6, “Noise” (see pages 3.6-12 through 3.6-18). 
As discussed in detail therein, Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-4 were found to be significant, and 
recommended Mitigation Measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce the level of impact were 
included. Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would include the construction of a sound wall around the 
east, south, and west sides of the Sierra Meadows Apartments. Furthermore, as discussed in 
Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime truck deliveries 
through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road 
entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only. Therefore, the proposed project is 
consistent with General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 11. 

Mooney-40 The commenter provides part of the text of General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 12. 

Although not explicitly stated in the comment, the Town assumes this General Plan Implementation 
Policy is listed because the commenter believes the proposed project is inconsistent with it. 
General Plan Noise Implementation Policy 12, as noted by the commenter, states that “To reduce 
noise associated with truck traffic, the Town shall implement the following noise reduction 
strategies: a. The Town and Caltrans should consider limitations on hours of operation and other 
truck operations that could be limited to reduce noise impacts; and b. The Town should encourage 
the use of established designated truck routes that avoid residential areas and confine truck traffic 
to major thoroughfares. Designated truck routes must be followed.” As discussed in Chapter 2 of 
this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime truck deliveries through the 
western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road entrance would be 
gated and used for emergency access only. Trucks would travel along I-80 and exit at Sierra 
College Boulevard to access the proposed warehouse. Sierra College Boulevard is a designated 
truck route. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with General Plan Noise 
Implementation Policy 12. 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-962 Town of Loomis 

Mooney-41 The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Noise Policy 15, because 
the project could be redesigned in a manner that avoids truck deliveries adjacent to the apartments 
and/or not in the evening. 

General Plan Noise Policy 15 states, “Require that automobile and truck access to industrial and 
commercial properties adjacent to residential areas be located at the maximum practical distance 
from the residential area.” As discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been 
modified such that nighttime truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be 
prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access 
only. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 15. See 
also the Response to Comment Mooney-38. 

Mooney-42 The commenter states that the project does not comply with General Plan Noise Policy 18, 
because there are feasible alternatives, including alternative locations for the project. 

General Plan Noise Policy 18 states, “Require that the hours of truck deliveries to industrial and 
commercial properties adjacent to residential uses be limited to daytime hours unless there is no 
feasible alternative or there are overriding transportation benefits by scheduling deliveries at night.” 
Costco operations require some deliveries during times when the store is not open, and this 
operational requirement also helps to avoid traffic congestion during peak demand periods. As 
discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been modified such that nighttime 
truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be prohibited, and the eastern 
Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access only. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 18. Refer also to the 
Response to Comment Mooney-25. 

Mooney-43 The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Noise Goal 1 because 
Recirculated DEIR Mitigation Measure Noise-2 indicates that impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

General Plan Noise Goal 1 states, “To protect Town residents and workers from the harmful and 
annoying effects of noise.” As discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIR, the proposed project has been 
modified such that nighttime truck deliveries through the western Brace Road entrance would be 
prohibited, and the eastern Brace Road entrance would be gated and used for emergency access 
only. Mitigation Measure Noise-2 (2019 RDEIR page 3.6-17) requires construction of a sound wall 
on the east, south, and west sides of the Sierra Meadows Apartments. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure Noise-2 recommends installation of new dual-pane windows to reduce interior noise 
levels at the apartments. As stated on 2019 RDEIR page 36.17, “the combination of mitigation 
measures will reduce noise exposure to a level that is consistent with applicable local standards – 
the combination of dual pane windows with an STC rating of 36 or higher and a sound wall would 
reduce the interior noise to 40 dB or less. But, the installation of dual pane windows with an STC 
rating of 36 or higher at second floor apartment units facing the delivery road cannot be guaranteed 
since neither the Town nor the applicant own this property. Therefore, the impact is significant and 
unavoidable.” If the recommended dual-pane windows are installed on the second-floor windows of 
the Sierra Meadows Apartments facing the Brace Road western entrance, Impact 3.6-4 would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with 
General Plan Noise Goal 1. 

Mooney-44 The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Noise Goal 2 because the 
project’s primary method of mitigation is a sound wall and the Recirculated DEIR makes no effort to 
provide other forms of mitigation. 

There are no additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce the significant noise impacts other 
than as set forth in Mitigation Measure Noise-2, nor has the commenter proposed any. Please see 
responses to comments Mooney-37, Mooney-38, and Mooney-39. For the reasons stated therein, 
the proposed project would be consistent with General Plan Noise Goal 2. 

Mooney-45 The commenter provides background information and general discussion about CEQA regulations 
requiring EIR to consider a reasonable range of feasible alternatives.  

Per the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to the project and “there is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of the reason.” Section 6.4 of the 2019 RDEIR 
analyzes four alternatives comprehensively. See pages 6-6 through 6-24 of the 2019 RDEIR. 
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Mooney-46 The commenter notes the Recirculated DEIR rejects Opportunity Site 2 because it is not owned by 
the applicant and the site would need to be purchased, however no information is provided that 
such acquisition would be infeasible.  

Section 6.3 of the 2019 RDEIR analyzes alternatives removed from consideration. As discussed 
under Section 6.3.2, the applicant does not own, control, or otherwise have access to Opportunity 
Site 1, Opportunity Site 2, Opportunity Site 3, or the off-site alternative suggested by the City of 
Rocklin This is an appropriate factor to consider  in determine the feasibility of an alternative 
involving these alternative sites. CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(f)(1). See page 6-6 of the 2019 RDEIR.  

Mooney-47 The commenter states the Recirculated DEIR does not consider a “reasonable range of 
alternatives” because only two alternatives are analyzed, both of which relate solely to the project 
site access roads, rather than considering the size of the project site and alternative site locations.  

The commenter suggests that the 2019 RDEIR did not analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 
because it did not include an alternative with a different number of or location of lots. The number 
and size of lots does not correlate to physical impacts, although for certain impacts, the overall 
scale of a project could. The 2019 RDEIR analyzed three reduced project alternatives: one with no 
fueling station, one with a reduced warehouse, and, contrary to the comment, one with both no 
fueling station and a reduced warehouse. The 2019 RDEIR also considered and rejected as 
infeasible four alternative locations. Please see the Responses to Comments Mooney-34, -45, and 
-46. 

Mooney-48 The commenter provides regulatory information regarding general plans.  

See the Response to Comment Mooney-3 and the Response to Comment Mooney-44. 

Mooney-49 The commenter states that because General Plan Noise Policy 1 uses the term “shall” (in reference 
to the siting of new commercial development to minimize noise) the General Plan mandates that 
the project be sited and designed to minimize noise to the adjacent Sierra Meadows Apartment 
building. The commenter further states that because the project’s noise impacts “are significant and 
not mitigated,” the project is in violation of General Plan Noise Policy 1. 

2019 RDEIR noise Impacts 3.6-1 and 3.6-4 (pages 3.6-12 through 3.6-13, and 3.6-15 through 3.6-
18) were found to be significant, and implementation of recommended Mitigation Measures Noise-1 
and Noise-2 would reduce the project’s level of impact. For the reasons discussed in the Response 
to Comment Mooney-36, the proposed project is consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 1. 

Mooney-50 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR lacks an analysis as to whether there are 
alternatives to the proposed sound wall around the Sierra Meadows Apartments, as required by 
General Plan Policy 5. 

Please see the Response to Comment Mooney-38. 

Mooney-51 The commenter states that General Plan Noise Policy 12 dictates that the Town should relocate the 
truck entrance to Sierra College Boulevard and limit the hours of operation to reduce the project’s 
noise impacts. Therefore, the commenter further states that the project and the Traffic Study must 
be revised to be consistent with General Plan Noise Policy 12. 

Please see the Response to Comment Mooney-40. 

Mooney-52 The commenter provides a variety of attachments (labelled as Attachments 1, 2, 3, and 4) in 
support of his comments. 

The Town reviewed and considered the information contained in the commenter’s Attachments 1, 
2, 3, and 4 during preparation of Responses to Comments Mooney-1 through Mooney-51. 

Mooney-53 The commenter inquires as to the difference between the 2018 DEIR and the Recirculated DEIR 
project description from a traffic and transportation perspective, and then provides a summary of 
his understanding of Options 1A, 1B, and 1C related to project site access, from the Recirculated 
DEIR. 

The full details of the differences between Options 1A, 1B, and 1C are provided in Chapter 2, 
“Project Description,” of the 2019 RDEIR (pages 2-7 through 2-13). In addition to different on-site 
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layouts, Options 1A, 1B, and 1C also include different roadway improvements to Brace Road, 
Sierra College Boulevard, and Granite Drive. This FEIR provides additional information, where 
needed, to detail the transportation characteristics of Site Plan Option 1D. 

As noted elsewhere in this Final EIR, the Town has invited extensive input on the project and the 
project environmental review, and has changed the site plan in response to this input. For example, 
in response to agency and community requests, the Town prepared the 2019 RDEIR to add 
options for site access and provide detailed analysis of the repercussions of each of these options 
for site access.  

Mooney-54 The commenter states that his comments on the original 2018 DEIR have largely been 
unaddressed and remain relevant.  

To the extent that comments are relevant to the 2019 RDEIR and have been made on the 2019 
2019 RDEIR, they have a detailed response in throughout this FEIR. The Town has recirculated 
the entire EIR and, as such, is not required to respond to comments on the original 2018 DEIR. All 
substantive comments received on the original 2018 DEIR were considered in the development of 
the 2019 RDEIR. 

Mooney-55 The commenter states, “because of our own experiences and observations of queuing at Costco 
fueling facilities that are at odds with the conclusions of the Recirculated DEIR, we conducted our 
own survey of queuing at Costco facilities with the aid of available aerial photography.” The 
commenter further opines that Costco is “a poor predictor of queuing storage needs at its fuel 
facilities,” and that Costco “is content to place the largest fueling facility it can conveniently fit on its 
proposed site plans to get through the approvals process without concern for queue storage 
inadequacies, and is content to work out the queue storage problems as best it can after the facility 
is built and in operation.” Finally, the commenter suggests that positioning the proposed main 
entrance to the Costco facility from Sierra College Boulevard more precisely in between Granite 
Drive and Brace Road would offer “more reasonable service” to development on both sides of 
Sierra College Boulevard and would “create needed queue storage space” between the new 
Costco intersection and Granite Drive, therefore this should be considered as an alternative to the 
project. 

Refer to the Responses to Comments Mooney-13 and City of Rocklin-66.  

The proposed project’s site plan has been revised several times to incorporate comments from 
neighboring property owners, to accommodate shared access opportunities, including potential 
future connectivity to the north and south, as well as to ensure appropriate site access and delivery 
circulation. In addition, the fueling station (including number of fueling positions) has been designed 
to avoid adverse queueing effects. In addition, the proposed fueling bay position has been moved 
15 feet south, increasing the queuing capacity from 30 to 40 vehicles, as discussed in the 
Response to Comment City of Rocklin-66. 

All but one of the Costco sites for which the commenter provided photos are smaller than the site 
for which data is presented in Table 14 of the Costco Loomis Transportation Impact Analysis. One 
site in the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis had 22 fueling positions and the other 
four had 24 fueling positions. The number of fueling positions provided in the commenter’s photos 
include:  

• Photo 1: Tustin II (22 fueling positions – same as identified in the Loomis Costco 
Transportation Impact Analysis) 

• Photo 2: South San Francisco (16 fueling positions) 

• Photo 3: Sunnyvale (20 fueling positions) 

• Photo 4: Santa Clara (12 fueling positions; note that the fuel station shown in the photo was 
closed and replaced with a new larger 24-position facility at a different location on the same 
Costco site circa 2018 that is also visible on Google Earth) 

• Photo 5: Redwood City (20 fueling positions) 

• Photo 6: Freemont (20 fueling positions) and Albany (Richmond) 22 fueling positions 
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In contrast, 30 fueling positions are proposed at the Loomis site, meaning more vehicles can be 
served simultaneously and thus member wait times in queue (and thus queue length) will be 
reduced. 

Three of the sites the commenter highlighted have been expanded to meet demand since the 
photos that were provided: South San Francisco currently has 32 fueling positions, Sunnyvale has 
30 fueling positions, and Santa Clara now has 24 fueling positions as noted above.  

Regarding the location of vehicle fuel tank filling position influencing queuing, the images presented 
in the comment suggest relatively even lane utilization of the vehicles shown waiting in line. The 
shorter lines appear to be a reflection of site geometry, as opposed to fuel tank access position on 
the left or right-side of vehicles. Costco provides fueling hose lengths that can accommodate 
fueling on either side of most autos.  

Mooney-56 The commenter states that the Recirculated DEIR is deficient because it fails to disclose the 
project’s purported violation of the Town of Loomis Land Development Manual regarding the 
distance between driveways and intersections, and the distance between multiple driveways. 

Please see the Response to Comment Mooney-14. 

Mooney-57 The comment states that under Option 1A, the new site access on the east side of the Sierra 
Meadows Apartments is proposed as a full-movement uncontrolled intersection, and the 
intersection would be constructed too close to Hunter Drive in violation of the Town of Loomis Land 
Development Manual. 

 Please see the Responses to Comments Mooney-14 and Mooney-17.  

Mooney-58 The commenter states that approval from the City of Rocklin would be required for access to 
Granite Drive under Option 1B. The commenter also suggests that if Options 1B and/or 1C were 
added as mitigation measures for the proposed project, they would have to be found infeasible due 
to jurisdictional issues. 

The Town is aware that approval from the City of Rocklin would be required for the Granite Drive 
access. The Site Plan for Option 1B (2019 RDEIR Figure 2-4, page 2-9), includes the following 
statement above Granite Drive, “Note: Final point of access from Costco parcel to adjacent 
property and Granite Drive to be determined with the property owner and City of Rocklin.”  

With respect to the commenter suggesting that Options 1B and 1C would be infeasible as 
mitigation measures – these additional site access options, provided in response to comments on 
early versions of the project site plan, are not mitigation measures. Additional site access other 
than the proposed driveway on Sierra College Boulevard and the limited access driveway on Brace 
Road were not found to be required to provide adequate site access, but were included in response 
to requests by the City of Rocklin and others to provide additional access points. If access were not 
granted via Granite Drive, this would not make Options 1B or 1C infeasible; rather, that access 
point simply would not be implemented. 

Mooney-59 The commenter makes reference to clarifying Zoning text amendments that are identified in the 
Project Description of the Recirculated DEIR and presents the opinion that a General Plan 
Amendment and Zoning Amendment are needed for the 3.5-acre area designated Residential-
Medium High Density and RM-5.  

Please refer to the Response to Comment Mooney-34. No rezone or designation change is 
required. The area designated Residential-Medium High Density and zoned RM-5 are proposed as 
parking and vehicular access. These are permissible uses for areas designated Residential-
Medium High Density and zoned RM-5. The land use designation and zoning are disclosed in the 
2019 RDEIR (See section 5.3.2.5) and no changes to the existing zoning or designation are 
proposed or required. There is no failure to disclose information. 

Mooney-60 The commenter claims that queueing effects are underestimated and that this would affect the 
intersection level of service analysis.  

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis reported queuing analysis results from Synchro 
with a supplemental simulation evaluation, as documented in Section 3.4.1 of the Transportation 
Impact Analysis. In addition, a SimTraffic model was prepared for Sierra College Boulevard 
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between Taylor Road and Stadium Way for the Existing, Existing plus Project, Cumulative Long 
Term, and Cumulative Long Term Plus Project conditions to validate the Synchro findings. 

The Transportation Impact Analysis reports Synchro-estimated 95th percentile queues for all 
turning movements at all study intersections. The 95th percentile queue is typically used in traffic 
engineering as a conservative measure of reporting queuing and because it only has a 5-percent 
probability of being exceeded, the average driver would likely experience shorter queue lengths 
than the reported value.  

The commenter references queuing-related footnote statements on the Synchro software 
computation sheets presented in the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis that are proper 
for a technical appendix; however, the statements are not necessary to enable the reader to 
understand the DEIR’s conclusions regarding the project’s traffic impacts or the mitigation 
measures. Some of the queues in the Transportation Impact Analysis have a footnote, designated 
by a symbol such as a #, in the Synchro computation sheets. However, the Synchro 9 User Guide 
states: “In practice, 95th percentile queue shown will rarely be exceeded and the queues shown 
with the # footnote are acceptable for the design of storage bays.” The Transportation Impact 
Analysis also identifies areas where queues would potentially spillback between study 
intersections. 

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis identifies multiple impacts requiring mitigation 
along the Sierra College Boulevard corridor, including queuing spillback issues involving the I-80 
WB ramp terminal and Granite Drive, as well as existing northbound queue spillback from Taylor 
Road south. The need for mitigation of intersections along Sierra College Boulevard prior to site 
development and with site development is documented in the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact 
Analysis. 

See also the Responses to Comments City of Rocklin-17, City of Rocklin-71, and Sierra College-5. 

Mooney-61 The commenter opines that use of the Synchro software has a technical shortcoming.  

As stated in Section 3.4.1 of the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, neither the lead 
agency (the Town of Loomis), the City of Rocklin, nor Caltrans have adopted methodology or 
significance criteria for the simulation evaluation. Accordingly, the SimTraffic analyses were not 
used to evaluate future conditions related to congestion and were shown for informational purposes 
only. The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis identifies multiple impacts requiring 
mitigation along the Sierra College Boulevard corridor, including queuing spillback issues involving 
the I-80 WB ramp terminal and Granite Drive, as well as existing northbound queue spillback from 
Taylor Road south. Additional detail microsimulation is not necessary to identify the need for 
corridor mitigation with site development. 

Synchro software was selected as the analysis tool for the preparation of the Loomis Costco 
Transportation Impact Analysis for the following reasons: 

• Synchro software and Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies are industry standard 
tools. They are industry standard, in part, because they produce reasonable estimates of 
delay, level of service, and vehicle queues at signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

• Synchro software and HCM methodologies are widely accepted industry tools for sizing 
intersections, sizing turn pockets, determining needed intersection improvements, and 
designing traffic signal plans. 

• It is Town of Loomis policy to use Synchro software to implement HCM methodologies when 
preparing traffic impact analyses for projects in Loomis. 

• Implementing HCM methodologies with Synchro software is commonly used by neighboring 
agencies, including Placer County, City of Rocklin, City of Roseville, and Sacramento County, 
when preparing Traffic Impact Analyses. 

See also the Responses to Comments Mooney-60, City of Rocklin-17, and City of Rocklin-71. 

Mooney-62 The commenter suggests that the traffic analysis does not account for development of vacant land 
in the vicinity of the proposed project site.  

As documented in Section 9.0 of the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, the 
Cumulative Conditions – Long Term Baseline traffic forecast is based on the City of Rocklin 2030 
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model, but was also modified to account for approved/pending projects that were not included in 
the model, including:  

• Granite Marketplace: Transportation Analysis Zone 866, generating 163 trips in and 67 trips 
out during the weekday AM peak hour and generating 162 trips in and 252 trips out during the 
weekday PM peak hour. 

• Undeveloped Commercially-Zoned Property on West Side of Sierra College Boulevard: 
Transportation Analysis Zone 814 connecting to both Sierra College Boulevard and Granite 
Drive is shown in the model as generating 138 trips in and 49 trips out during the weekday AM 
peak hour and generating 118 trips in and 200 trips out during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Use of the City’s travel demand model with the above described modifications is appropriate for the 
long-term cumulative scenario. None of these areas had been approved for construction at the time 
of the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis Notice of Preparation. The analysis was 
modified to include the potential for future development. There is no need for any revision or 
additional analysis. 

See also the Responses to Comments City of Rocklin-69 and Sierra College-2.  

Mooney-63 The commenter references the change at Intersection 24 between existing and future conditions 
and the claim that a site zoned for retail development was not considered in the traffic analysis.  

The comment is related to a superseded version of the traffic analysis for the proposed project. The 
Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis presented in the 2019 RDEIR reflects changes 
made to address the topic raised in this comment. The 2019 RDEIR Loomis Costco Transportation 
Impact Analysis no longer includes volumes on the west approach of the subject intersection under 
Existing Plus Project Condition, but does include trips for the west property in the Cumulative 
Conditions - Long Term Baseline. 

Mooney-64 The commenter makes reference to analysis for Intersection 8 and claims that a site zoned for 
retail development was not considered in the traffic analysis.  

The comment is related to a superseded version of the traffic analysis for the proposed project. The 
Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis presented in the RDEIR reflects the same existing 
conditions analysis and a revised analysis made for the Cumulative Conditions - Long Term 
Baseline volumes for the intersection. Both the weekday AM and PM peak-hour volumes were 
adjusted to reflect further development accessing the Granite Drive approach using the City of 
Rocklin 2030 model. Refer also to the Response to Comment Mooney-62 regarding the 
development of long-term volumes for the parcel access via the east leg of Granite Drive. Note also 
that the future development property on the east leg of Granite Drive will have shared access to 
and through the existing commercial retail development fronting Sierra College Boulevard both 
north and south of Granite Drive. This means that not all future trips to the retail properties will have 
to travel on Granite Drive. 

Mooney-65 The commenter claims that potential future development on vacant properties in the vicinity of the 
project site were left out of the analysis.  

The commenter is incorrect. See the Responses to Comments Mooney-62, Mooney-63, and 
Mooney-64. The areas in question were accounted for via the use of and adjustment to the City of 
Rocklin’s travel demand forecasting model. The comment is related to a superseded version of the 
traffic analysis for the proposed project. 

Mooney-66 The commenter suggests that additional analysis for the peak shopping season should be 
provided.  

The traffic volumes used in the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis were reviewed and 
agreed upon as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) by the County, Caltrans, Town of Loomis, 
and City of Rocklin. Per the Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (as published by 
AASHTO) and consistent with the Town’s established methodology and best traffic engineering 
practices, roadways and intersections are designed to accommodate the “30th highest hour” traffic, 
not peak holiday-time traffic. The commenter has not provided any evidence to support the claim 
that there will be a 41 percent increase in shopping traffic between Thanksgiving and the start of 
the new year. The analyses presented in the Transportation Impact Analysis are conservative and 
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appropriately reflect future conditions related to congestion, including how these conditions would 
be affected by project traffic. There is no need for any revision or additional analysis. 

Mooney-67 The commenter provided attachment to comment letter including personal resume.  

See the Response to Comment Mooney-3.  

Mooney-68 The commenter claims that there is conflict of interest related to the traffic analysis. 

This comment is unrelated to any potential adverse environmental impact attributable to the 
proposed project. No response is warranted. 

Mooney-69 The commenter has asked for the Costco trip generation database.  

The comment is related to a superseded version of the traffic analysis for the proposed project. The 
Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis presented in the 2019 RDEIR provides additional 
documentation related to the Costco trip data in Appendix F. The trip generation rates used in the 
analyses were reviewed and agreed upon as part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP). 

The weekday AM analysis trip generation is based on five Costco fuel station sites that were 
specifically selected because they provide representative data for weekday AM peak-hour 
conditions at comparable California fueling stations. Note that if Gasoline/Service Station trip data 
from the Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition were used in lieu of the Costco data, the trip 
generation for the fueling station would be reduced from the 420 weekday AM peak hour total trips 
estimated in the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis (trip rate of 13.98 trips per fueling 
position) to 308 total trips using the Trip Generation Manual data (trip rate of 10.28 trips per fueling 
position). As noted throughout the Transportation Impact Analysis, the 2019 RDEIR, and this Final 
EIR, many conservative assumptions have been made in order to ensure that the documentation 
does not underestimate any potential impact. 

Refer also to the Response to Comment City of Rocklin-58. 

Mooney-70 The commenter suggests that traffic analysis that examines a single principal access point would 
underestimate future congestion-related conditions. 

The comment is related to a superseded version of the traffic analysis for the proposed project. The 
2019 RDEIR includes three site plans, each with an alternative access option. As noted in the 
Responses to Comments City of Rocklin-68 and Mooney-55, the site plan has been revised several 
times to incorporate input from neighboring property owners and interested public agencies. This 
FEIR presents Site Plan Option 1D, which has transportation characteristics that are essentially the 
same as the scenarios analyzed in the 2019 RDEIR (see Appendix C to this FEIR), but that limits 
the eastern Brace Road access to emergency only. 

Primary access onto Sierra College Boulevard will occur via a signalized intersection located 
between Brace Road and Granite Road. The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis 
documents that the Project Driveway on Sierra College Boulevard is forecast to function acceptably 
with the installation of a traffic signal and the associated improvements on Sierra College 
Boulevard, as well as the design of internal drive aisles. 

Mooney-71 The commenter suggests that additional analysis for the peak shopping season should be provided 

Refer to the Response to Comment-Mooney 66. 

Mooney-72 The commenter makes reference to future traffic queues and suggests that such conditions would 
affect future levels of service.  

The comment is related to a superseded version of the traffic analysis for the proposed project. The 
current RDEIR Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis provides an updated analysis that 
includes mitigation addressing queuing conditions. See also the Responses to Comments City of 
Rocklin-66 and Mooney-60 related to the queuing analyses and the Response to Comment 
Mooney-66 related to the shopping season. 
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Mooney-73 The commenter has inquired how the Town will provide the remaining share of funding necessary 
to construct transportation improvements identified in the EIR.  

The Town is implementing many of the improvements detailed in the 2019 RDEIR that are within 
the Town’s jurisdiction through the Town’s current Capital Improvement Program (CIP), which 
improvements will be completed prior to Costco being operational. Costco is directly implementing 
improvements, as well. As documented in Table 4-10 of the 2019 RDEIR, the project will provide 
fair-share funding for modifications to the Sierra College Boulevard/Taylor Road intersection to be 
implemented with the Town’s Sierra College Boulevard roadway widening project between Taylor 
Road and Brace Road. The Town’s Sierra College Boulevard roadway widening project between 
Taylor Road and Brace Road is included in the adopted 2018-2023 Capital Facility Plan. Full 
funding for the widening project has been identified as outlined in the 2018-2023 Capital Facility 
Plan. 

The Town has developed agreements with Caltrans and Placer County to fund improvements in 
those jurisdictions and, as detailed in Section 3.7 of the 2019 RDEIR (pages 3.7-27 through 3.7-
33), will also negotiate in good faith to reach an agreement with all affected agencies that would 
represent a fair-share contribution toward improvements based on the project’s increased traffic 
volumes to the roadway system, including the City of Rocklin. The 2019 RDEIR discloses the 
necessary mitigation measures that would, if implemented, be effective in mitigating the impact, but 
the Town cannot guarantee that another jurisdiction will use the funds provided to a separate 
jurisdiction for the intended purpose. The Town has no reason to believe that the improvements, 
which have been identified in close collaboration with each of the affected jurisdictions, would not 
be implemented – only that the Town cannot guarantee their implementation. In cases where the 
Town has identified feasible mitigation and provided for funding to implementation of that 
mitigation, but where the Town does not fully control the implementation of such mitigation, the 
2019 RDEIR has appropriately identified significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Mooney-74 The commenter provides an attachment to his comment letter that includes his personal resume.  

See the Response to Comment Mooney-3.  
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3.3.3.14 Letter Anna Nakashoji, February 4, 2020 
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Letter 
NAKASHOJI-1 

Response 

 
Anna Nakashoji 
February 4, 2020 

Nakashoji-1-1 The commenter inquires when the public hearings for the Recirculated DEIR begin. 

Comment noted. The Planning Commission is tentatively scheduled to consider the project in July, 
with the Town Council consideration coming after that. Agendas for the Planning Commission are 
posted at this website: https://loomis.ca.gov/town-government/commission-agendas/ and agendas 
for the Town Council are posted at this website: https://loomis.ca.gov/town-government/council-
agendas/.  

 

  

https://loomis.ca.gov/town-government/commission-agendas/
https://loomis.ca.gov/town-government/council-agendas/
https://loomis.ca.gov/town-government/council-agendas/
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3.3.3.15 Letter Anna Nakashoji, February 5, 2020 
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Letter 
NAKASHOJI-2 

Response 

 
Anna Nakashoji 
February 5, 2020 

Nakashoji-2-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the secondary access to the project site via Brace 
Road.  

Please refer to the Response to Comment Nakashoji-2-2. While this comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the 2019 RDEIR for addressing environmental effects associated with the project, this 
comment has been included in this Final EIR in its entirety for decision maker review and 
consideration prior to contemplating any action on the proposed project. As noted, this FEIR 
recommends Site Plan Option 1D, which limits the eastern Brace access to emergency use only. 

Nakashoji-2-2 The commenter notes that Recirculated DEIR page 3.7-3 states Brace Road is identified as a minor 
street and “since Rocklin put in all their commercial shopping centers the traffic has doubled.”  

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, page 28, and the 2019 RDEIR roadway 
segment discussion on page 3.7-3 incorrectly characterize Brace Road as a “minor street”. Per 
Figure 2 on page IV-5 of the Town of Loomis General Plan, Brace Road is classified as a two-lane 
arterial (low access control). The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis and the 2019 
RDEIR have been corrected to state: "Within the Town of Loomis, Brace Road is an east-west 
roadway classified as a low access control arterial from Sierra College Boulevard across I-80 to 
Horseshoe Bar Road." Per the General Plan, the function of an arterial street is to “connect areas 
of major activity within the urban area of Loomis and function primarily to distribute cross-town 
traffic from freeways/highways to collector streets.” As an arterial, it is therefore appropriate to 
locate this type of project at Brace Road and Sierra College Boulevard. The correction of the Brace 
Road classification does not impact the intersection or roadway capacity analysis, findings or 
recommendations presented in the Loomis Costco Traffic Impact Analysis. 

Nakashoji-2-3 The commenter states that motorists use Brace Road as an alternative route to avoid congestion.  

Existing traffic counts have been factored into the analysis presented in the 2019 RDEIR and this 
FEIR, and therefore existing traffic patterns are taken into account. The Town of Loomis General 
Plan identifies Brace Road as a low access control arterial from Sierra College Boulevard across I-
80 to Horseshoe Bar Road. Per the General Plan, the function of an arterial street is to “connect 
areas of major activity within the urban area of Loomis and function primarily to distribute cross-
town traffic from freeways/highways to collector streets.” Accordingly, the use of Brace Road to 
provide connections between retail and residential areas is consistent with the functional 
classification of the roadway.  

Nakashoji-2-4 The commenter states there are blind spots on Brace Road, and that cars sometimes pass school 
buses that are stopped to drop off children even though the school bus lights are flashing. 

Possible blind spots on Brace Road east of I-80 and bus drop-off/pick-up operations of the Little 
Orchard Preschool on Brace Road are related to existing conditions traffic operations. The 
proposed project would not affect sight distances on Brace Road or bus drop-off/pick-up operations 
of the Little Orchard Preschool. These potential existing conditions traffic issues are outside the 
scope of the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis and EIR. However, the comment is 
included verbatim in this Final EIR so that decision makers may review the content.  

Nakashoji-2-5 The commenter discusses concerns related to the design of Brace Road.  

Within the Town’s General Plan, Figure 6 (page IV-33) identifies the appropriate ultimate cross-
section improvements on Brace Road. As shown, the Town is planning for future improvements 
that include 5-foot bike lanes, 5-foot sidewalks and 12-foot travel lanes (34-foot curb-to-curb paved 
width, refer to General Plan Figure 8E). The segment of Brace Road fronting Sierra Meadows 
Apartments will maintain on-street parking on the south side of the street in addition to the standard 
geometries shown in General Plan Figure 8E. The Town will require Costco to dedicate adequate 
right-of-way along the proposed project site frontage to accommodate the ultimate cross-section 
planned for this section of Brace Road. Existing right-of-way constraints may prevent the 
construction of Class II bike lanes on Brace Road at the time the project is constructed. Brace 
Road will be designated a Class III bike route on the constrained segments until adequate right-of-
way can be obtained to construct Class II bike lanes in the future. 
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Figure 3-13. Loomis General Plan Roadway Cross Section 

 
Image Source: Loomis General Plan 

 

Note that the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis estimates the number of project-
generated vehicle trips added to Brace Road east of the project site will be approximately 4 vehicle 
trips during the weekday AM peak hour (when only the Costco Gasoline fuel station will be open), 
approximately 12 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour, and approximately 18 vehicle 
trips during the weekend midday peak hour, when the project site experiences its peak demand. 
Accordingly, analysis of the Betty Lane/Brace Road intersection is not in an area that would be 
substantially affected by project traffic. As detailed in Appendix C, traffic patterns associated with 
Site Plan Option 1D are essentially the same as the scenarios studied in the 2019 RDEIR. 

Betty Lane is a private road that serves a small number of homes. The Betty Lane/Brace Road 
interaction would not meet California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD 2014 
Edition, Revision 4) warrants/criteria for installation of stop signs on Brace Road under current or 
future conditions. 
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3.3.3.16 Letter Gerald Neal, February 11, 2020 

 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-978 Town of Loomis 

 



Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Town of Loomis 3-979 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-980 Town of Loomis 

 



Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Town of Loomis 3-981 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-982 Town of Loomis 

 



Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Town of Loomis 3-983 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-984 Town of Loomis 

 



Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Town of Loomis 3-985 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-986 Town of Loomis 

 
  



Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Town of Loomis 3-987 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
NEAL 

Response 

 
Gerald Neal 
February 11, 2020 

 

Neal-1 The commenter states that building a Costco on the corner of Brace Road and Sierra College 
Boulevard will ruin the “small town feel” in Loomis. 

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the 2019 RDEIR for addressing environmental 
effects associated with the project, it has been included in this Final EIR for decision maker review 
prior to considering an action on the proposed project. 

Neal-2 The commenter states that Sierra College Boulevard “does not need additional traffic” and is 
backed up at Taylor Road between 3pm and 7pm.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1. Traffic impacts related to the project are disclosed in 
Section 3.7, Chapter 4, and Appendix E of the 2019 RDEIR. 

Neal-3 The commenter states that Brace Road already has enough traffic now and is very unsafe. 

See the Response to Comment Neal-1. Traffic impacts related to the project are disclosed in 
Section 3.7, Chapter 4, and Appendix E of the 2019 RDEIR. 

Neal-4 The commenter provides a theoretical discussion of other business that may come into Loomis in 
the future, and a discussion of the low traffic levels and other conditions in Loomis that were 
present in 1988.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  

Neal-5 The commenter states there is no need for Costco and there are other box stores in the area.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  

Neal-6 The commenter states that businesses in the area have “brought in traffic and people that don’t live 
in Loomis.”  

 See the Response to Comment Neal-1. 

Neal-7 The commenter discusses history of traffic on Sierra College Boulevard.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  

Neal-8 The commenter discusses the history of ongoing growth in the area.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1. 

Neal-9 The commenter inquires if there is better location for Costco in Loomis and if other possible 
locations have been studied.  

Several alternative locations for the Costco project were evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Chapter 6, 
“Alternatives.” These locations were found to be infeasible. 

Neal-10 The commenter inquires if “anyone considered what the impact of all the additional traffic will do to 
the streets of Loomis?” 

Section 3.7.5.4 of the 2019 RDEIR analyzes transportation impacts comprehensively. See pages 
3.7-23 through 3.7-36 of the 2019 RDEIR.  

Neal-11 The commenter notes that drivers on Brace Road travel at 30-35 MPH in a 35 MPH zone.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1. 
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Neal-12 The commenter discusses existing traffic noise on Brace Road.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  

Neal-13 The commenter discusses the safety of Brace Road and notes the speed limit should be 25 MPH 
and there should be additional stop signs, crosswalks, and additional police presence.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  

Neal-14 The commenter has posed a number of questions related to offering site access such that 
motorists can use Brace Road.  

Per Figure 2 on page IV-5 of the Town of Loomis General Plan, Brace Road is an east-west 
roadway classified as a low access control arterial from Sierra College Boulevard across I-80 to 
Horseshoe Bar Road. Per the General Plan, the function of an arterial street is to “connect areas of 
major activity within the urban area of Loomis and function primarily to distribute cross-town traffic 
from freeways/highways to collector streets.” Accordingly, the use of Brace Road to provide access 
to the proposed project site and to provide connections between retail and residential areas is 
consistent with the functional classification of the roadway. 

As part of the Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, three site plan options were 
analyzed. All three options include a proposed right-in/right-out driveway on Brace Road between 
Sierra College Boulevard and the Sierra Meadows Apartments. Site Plan Options 1A and 1C also 
include a full movement driveway on the east side of the project site. This Final EIR includes a site 
plan that includes a gate across the eastern Brace Road access and restrictions on this access 
point for emergency use only (Site Plan Option 1D). 

The proposed western Brace Road right-in/right-out Project driveway would primarily serve Costco 
employees and entering delivery vehicles due to the site orientation. The proposed warehouse 
building entrance/exit used by Costco members is located at southeastern corner of the 
warehouse, well away from Brace Road. Further, the on-site parking area shown south of Brace 
Road between Sierra College Boulevard and the Sierra Meadows Apartments will be designated 
for Costco employee use only.  

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, as well as subsequent analysis of the FEIR 
site plan (see Appendix A and Appendix C of this FEIR), demonstrates that all proposed access 
options would not significantly impact (worsen) traffic at Brace Road and the connecting 
intersections assuming provision of the Transportation Impact Analysis -recommended mitigation 
measures, including added capacity at the Brace Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection and 
widening and restriping of Brace Road between Sierra College Boulevard and the east side of the 
proposed project site. Further, the use of retail traffic on Brace Road is consistent with its arterial 
designation. 

Refer to the Response to Comment Noorani-2 for additional discussion on this topic. 

Neal-15 The commenter presents various reasons as to why the project should not be approved, and 
expresses concern with project-related traffic impacts on Brace Road. 

Section 3.7.5.4 of the 2019 RDEIR analyzes transportation impacts comprehensively. As shown in 
Tables 3.7-10, 3.7-11, and 3.7-12 (2019 RDEIR pages 3.7-24 through 3.7-28), existing plus project 
traffic would not cause intersection levels of service to degrade below Town standards at Brace 
Road; therefore, mitigation measures related to Brace Road are not required. 

Neal-16 The commenter questions the need for the project and expresses concern over traffic impacts.  

Section 3.7.5.4 of the 2019 RDEIR analyzes transportation impacts comprehensively. See pages 
3.7-23 through 3.7-36 of the 2019 RDEIR.  

Neal-17 The commenter provides several newspaper attachments related to vehicles exceeding the speed 
limits on Brace Road.  

See the Response to Comment Neal-1.  
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3.3.3.17 Letter Adam Noorani, February 10, 2020 
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Letter 
NOORANI 
Response 

 
Adam Noorani 
February 10, 2020 

 

Noorani-1 The commenter provides detail on the Homewood Building Supply company. The commenter 
further states the Homewood’s Brace Road property has continued to prosper as a strong local 
business while having relatively light impact on Loomis roads and infrastructure.  

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the 2019 RDEIR for addressing environmental 
effects associated with the project, this comment has been included in this Final EIR in its entirety 
for decision maker review and consideration prior to contemplating any action on the proposed 
project. 

Noorani-2 The commenter expresses opposition to all the different site access options offered by the Town.  

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis demonstrates that all three proposed access 
options would not significantly impact (worsen) traffic at Brace Road and the connecting 
intersections with the required mitigation measures, including added capacity at the Brace 
Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection and widening and restriping of Brace Road between 
Sierra College Boulevard and the east side of the proposed project site. The proposed truck 
delivery trips are detailed in Chapter 2 of the 2019 RDEIR. As shown, truck trips are very minor. 
Future traffic conditions associated with Site Plan Option 1D, as detailed in Appendix C to this 
FEIR, are essentially the same as the scenarios studied in the 2019 RDEIR. 

Noorani-3 The commenter suggests that there would be “U” turn movements along Brace Road.  

The proposed Brace Road right-in/right-out driveway would primarily serve entering truck delivery 
vehicles and Costco employee parking due to the site orientation. The on-site parking area shown 
on the south side of Brace Road between Sierra College Boulevard and the Sierra Meadows 
Apartments will be designated for Costco employee use only. Costco employees will be entering 
and leaving the site at off-peak hours and can readily travel south through the site directly to the 
new traffic signal to reach Sierra College Boulevard. Refer to Figure 3-14, below. 



AECOM  Loomis Costco Final Environmental Impact Report 
Comments and Individual Responses 3-992 Town of Loomis 

Figure 3-14. Costco Site Plan and Employee Parking 

 
In reviewing Figure 3-14, it should be further noted that the Costco warehouse building 
entrance/exit used by Costco members is located at the opposite end of the warehouse from the 
employee parking area and Brace Road. As a result, Costco members are anticipated to travel 
to/from the warehouse via the new traffic signal on Sierra College Boulevard. 

Under Project Site Plan Options 1A and 1C, Costco members would also have the option of using 
the proposed unsignalized full acess driveway to be located approximately 675 feet east of Sierra 
College Boulevard (i.e. the eastern Brace Road Project access) to make a northbound left-turn onto 
Brace Road heading toward Sierra College Boulevard.  

Turn movements at the west access proposed on Brace Road referenced in Comment #3 are 
proposed to be restricted to right-turns only and a raised median is proposed as noted in Comment 
#3. The raised median would not restrict turn movements to or from the the Homewood property. 
Based on the considerations noted above, vehicle trips are not expected to leave the Costco to 
travel to the west access on Brace Road and U-turn at the Homewood Driveway to reach Sierra 
College Boulevard. Subject to Town approval, a no U-turn sign could be placed facing the 
eastbound left-turn lane on Brace Road serving the Homewood site (Condition of Approval 21). 

Noorani-4 The commenter suggests that the project would lead to congested conditions along Brace Road.  

Please refer to Response to Comment #2.  

The western project access on Brace Road is expected to serve employees, entering delivery 
vehicles, as well as a limited number of Costco members due to the site orientation. Under the 
recommended Site Plan Option 1D, the eastern Brace Road access will be emergency only. 
Turning volumes will be relatively low. See Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis Figures 
11C, 11E, 12C, and 12E, as well as Appendix A, which details future traffic conditions associated 
with Site Plan Option 1D. 

The Loomis Costco Transportation Impact Analysis, as well as subsequent analysis of the FEIR 
site plan (Site Plan Option 1D, see Appendix C to this FEIR) demonstrate that all four proposed 
access options will operate acceptably per Town operating standards assuming provision of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis-recommended mitigation measures. 
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Noorani-5 The commenter expresses a concern that an existing commercial property adjacent to the 
proposed project site could be used by motorists wishing to travel north on Sierra College 
Boulevard.  

As documented in the Response to Comment Noorani-2, the proposed project will be adding 
capacity at the Brace Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection to accommodate Brace Road 
trips. Further, the combination of (1) the existing configuration of drive aisles within the Homewood 
property, (2) the out-of-direction travel required to traverse the Homewood site, and (3) the 
Homewood on-site parking and building operations identified in Comment Noorani-5 will deter use 
of the Homewood property by Costco trips as a short-cut to Sierra College Boulevard. 

In addition, it should be noted that the proposed driveways on Brace Road are projected to serve a 
limited number of trips. The western access on Brace Road will primarily serve delivery vehicles 
and employees and is limited to right-turns only. The Costco member entry/exit location on the 
south side of the warehouse building and the placement of the Costco fuel station further to the 
south will limit the number of vehicle trips using Brace Road to access Costco. 

Noorani-6 The commenter urges the planning commission and the Town Council to reject project site access 
points from Brace Road. The commenter further requests additional mitigation measures and 
required improvements to offset the project’s traffic increase.  

Section 3.7 of the EIR analyzes transportation impacts comprehensively. As shown in Impact 3.7-1 
and 3.7-3, the mitigation measures would reduce the LOS and queue impacts to less than 
significant levels at some of the impacted locations; however, significant and unavoidable impacts 
remain as noted [see pages 3.7-21 through 3.7-36 of the Recirculated Draft EIR]. 
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3.3.3.18 Letter Roger Smith, February 5, 2020 
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Letter 
SMITH 

Response 

 
Roger Smith 
February 5, 2020 

Smith-1 Commenter requests that comments be recorded. The commenter understands the deadline to 
submit comments is February 10, 2020.  

While this comment is not related to the adequacy of the 2019 RDEIR for addressing environmental 
effects associated with the project, this comment has been included in this Final EIR in its entirety 
for decision maker review and consideration prior to contemplating any action on the proposed 
project. 

Smith-2 The commenter requests consideration of constructing access ramps to I-80 at King Road as a 
mitigation measure.  

The traffic analysis conducted for the Costco project indicates that the Costco project would not 
impact the area where the new I-80 access ramps at King Road would be necessary, nor would the 
new ramps be successful at addressing the impacts of the Costco project. In addition, while the 
social inconvenience of traffic is not an environmental impact that, in general, is germane for 
consideration under CEQA, construction of a new interstate ramp could potentially have adverse 
effects that would require study. The original 2018 DEIR and 2019 2019 RDEIR provide a detailed 
analysis not only of the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects associated with 
implementing the proposed project, but also impacts associated with carrying out mitigation 
imposed by the Town. Since the Town will be updating the Town’s General Plan, this suggestion 
could be worthy of consideration for this planning process. It is not related to potential impacts of 
the proposed project, however. 

Smith-3 The commenter suggests that a new ramp alignment at King Road would be feasible and should be 
considered as mitigation for traffic congestion-related impacts.  

Please see the Response to Comment Smith-2, above. The traffic analysis did not indicate that 
such improvements would be necessary or successful in addressing any traffic impacts generated 
by the Costco project. However, these suggestions may be taken into consideration during the 
Town’s General Plan Update process. 
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3.3.3.19 Letter Charlene Walters, December 29, 2019 
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Letter 
WALTERS 
Response 

 
Charlene Walters 
December 29, 2019 

Walters-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-2 The comment states that at the present time, it is not possible to access the shopping opportunities 
that are available at the Crossings, around I-80, and around Sierra College Boulevard. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-3 The comment states that the area is not appropriate for a large, high-density business such as 
Costco. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-4 The comment states there is no freeway ramp accessible, the road infrastructure does not exist, 
and the present commercial buildings are very hard to access. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-5 The comment states that at the present time, it is very difficult to access the stores at the 
Crossings. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-6 The comment states there is already too much traffic, air pollution, and pedestrians in the project 
area, and therefore the proposed project would be unsafe. 

With regards to traffic and safety, see the Responses to Comments Granada-3 and Granada-4. 
The project’s potential impacts related to air pollution are evaluated throughout 2019 RDEIR 
Section 3.3, “Air Quality” (pages 3.3-1 through 3.3-27). As summarized on page 3.3-27, the 
project’s short-term construction and long-term operational emissions would not exceed Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) thresholds. Furthermore, project-related compliance 
with existing regulations, which is required by law, would result in less-than-significant air quality 
impacts.  

Walters-7 The comment states that with the proposed houses, Granite Drive and Sierra College will be 
congested and difficult to drive on, for both consumers and emergency vehicles. 

The proposed project does not include construction of new homes, but rather construction of a new 
Costco warehouse retail store and a fueling station. With regards to traffic and safety, see 
Responses to Comments Granada-3 and Granada-4. 

Walters-8 The comment states that “noise is an issue” for surrounding businesses and private dwellings. 

See the Response to Comment Granada-4. 

Walters-9 The comment states that the proposed entrance to the Costco from Granite Drive is not feasible 
because the “impact to the existing Chevron and 7-11 would be enormous with too many vehicles.” 
The comment further states that Granite Drive is already congested from the existing car dealers. 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. Traffic studies and impacts at Granite Drive are disclosed in Section 3.7, 
Chapter 4, and Appendix E of the 2019 RDEIR, with proposed mitigation measures and roadway 
improvements to address these impacts. This FEIR recommends Site Plan Option 1D, which limits 
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the eastern Brace Road access to emergency only and provides for the future opportunity for a 
southern Granite Drive access. 

Walters-10 The comment states that greenhouse gases would be generated at unhealthy levels due to the 
proposed project. 

Project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are evaluated in 2019 RDEIR Section 3.5, 
“Greenhouse Gases” (pages 3.5-1 through 3.5-16). As summarized on pages 3.5-15 and 3.5-16, 
modeled GHG emission estimates for project-related construction and operational activities would 
exceed PCAPCD-recommended efficiency threshold. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 
would reduce GHG emissions associated with operational transportation activities that would occur 
as a result of the proposed project. In addition, increased fuel efficiency standards and vehicle 
emissions standards anticipated to be enforced at a State level in future years would reduce GHG 
emissions per vehicle mile traveled, and therefore reduce GHG emissions associated with 
proposed project’s mobile operations. However, anticipated GHG reductions would not reduce the 
project’s emissions to a rate below the PCAPCD-recommended efficiency thresholds. Therefore, 
Impact 3.5-1 would be cumulatively considerable and unavoidable. 

As also discussed on 2019 RDEIR page 3.5-16, since the proposed project would result in 
emissions above the threshold adopted by PCAPCD, which was intended support the State 
legislative framework, the project’s potential conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs is considered significant. Even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 and GHG reductions associated with existing 
regulatory requirements, GHG emissions associated with the proposed project would still exceed 
the PCAPCD-recommended threshold of significance. Sincere there are no additional feasible 
mitigation measures, Impact 3.5-2 would be significant and unavoidable. 

Walters-11 The commenter opines that the fueling station component of the proposed project should be 
eliminated because “there are enough gasoline stations at Sierra College and Granite.” 

This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 2019 RDEIR; the 
comment is noted. 

Walters-12 The comment states that more gasoline pumps are not needed and would add to air and traffic 
pollution. 

See responses to comments Granada-3 and Walters-6. 

Walters-13 The comment states that “a large business such as Costco would kill surrounding small 
businesses.” 

As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131(a) and 15382, the economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Rather, the focus 
of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.  

Furthermore, the commenter offers no substantial evidence to support her comment, which is 
instead a statement based solely on personal opinion rather than fact. As defined in the State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “‘substantial evidence’ means enough relevant information and 
reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a 
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be 
made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be determined by 
examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or 
economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the 
environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” (Emphasis added.) 
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