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Response to Comment Letter 1 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan 

June 16, 2016 

1-1 This comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) to select state agencies for review, and the comments received 

by the State Clearinghouse are enclosed.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

1-2 This comment quotes Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code 

regarding comments made by responsible or other public agencies. This comment 

states that the enclosed comment letters are for use in preparing the final 

environmental document, and any additional information should be requested from 

the commenting agency directly.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

1-3 This comment acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse review 

requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

1-4 This comment includes a copy of the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) comment letter.  

All Caltrans comments are responded to in Response to Comment Letter 2. 

1-5 This comment states that, pursuant to the State Clearinghouse’s request, the Central 

Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has reviewed the Draft EIR 

for the project. This comment states that the Central Valley RWQCB is responsible 

for protecting surface water and groundwater quality in the state, and the RWQCB 

comments regarding the project will address concerns surrounding those issues.  
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This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. All remaining comments in this letter have been 

responded to in responses 1-5 through 1-20. 

1-6 This comment states that a Basin Plan is required for all areas within the Central 

Valley region. The comment explains that a Basin Plan must contain water quality 

objectives and an implementation program for achieving water quality objectives. 

The comment also provides additional information about the formation, adoption, and 

review of Basin Plans. This comment provides a link to find more information on the 

Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR. The Basin Plan applicable to the project is the Water Quality Control Plan for 

the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins. The Water Quality Control Plan 

for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins is discussed in the Regulatory 

Setting (Section 4.11.2) of the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the EIR.  

1-7 This comment states that all wastewater discharges must comply with the 

Antidegradation Policy and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy in the 

Basin Plan.  

 The State Water Board Antidegradation Policy states that changes to water quality 

objectives (i) consider maximum benefits to the people of the state, (ii) will not 

unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of waters, and (iii) will not 

result in water quality less than that prescribed in policies. In accordance with CEQA, 

all projects must be analyzed for compliance with all federal, state, and local policies 

and ordinances, which includes the State Water Board Antidegradation Policy. As 

required by the Antidegradation Policy, the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential impacts on surface water and groundwater 

quality were analyzed under Impact 4.11-1 in Section 4.11.3 of the EIR. The 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s contribution to 

cumulative violations of water quality standards and/or discharge requirements was 

evaluated under Impact 4.11-5 in Section 4.11.3 of the EIR. In both cases, the EIR 

concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact on violating water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements during construction and operation. Additional analysis 

of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s potential 

effects on water quality and identification of site-specific measures to avoid such 

effects would be completed at the time that the project applicant applies for a 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
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1-8 This comment quotes a portion of the Antidegradation Policy related to the use of 

best practicable treatment or control for any discharge of waste, and presents 

information about impacts or potential impacts of discharge on water quality.  

 Please refer to response 1-7 regarding the evaluation of surface water and 

groundwater quality in the EIR. 

1-9 This comment states that an antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element of the 

NPDES and Waste Discharge Requirements permitting process, and that the EIR 

should evaluate potential impacts to surface water and groundwater quality.  

Please refer to response 1-7 regarding the evaluation of surface water and 

groundwater quality in the EIR. 

1-10 This comment states that projects disturbing more than 1 acre of soil are required to 

obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 

with Construction Activities, which requires development and implementation of a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). This comment also provides a link 

to find more information on the Construction General Permit.  

Background information on the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges and the 

Construction General Permit is provided in the EIR in Section 4.11.2, Regulatory 

Setting, under the heading NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits. The project’s 

requirements to apply for coverage under the permit and prepare a SWPPP are 

discussed under Impact 4.11-1 in Section 4.11.3 of the EIR.  

1-11 This comment provides information on Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm 

Sewer System (MS4) permits and the different development standards required by 

MS4 permits.  

Information on MS4 permits is included in the EIR in Section 4.11.2, Regulatory 

Setting, under the heading NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits. The project’s 

requirements to comply with the NPDES Stormwater Discharge permit, including the 

provisions of the MS4 permit, are discussed under Impact 4.11-1 in Section 4.11.3 of 

the EIR.  

1-12 This comment provides a link to find more information on which Phase I MS4 permit 

applies to the project, and information on the Phase II MS4 permit and who it applies to.  

Refer to response 1-11 regarding the MS4 permits.  
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1-13 This comment states that stormwater discharges associated with industrial sites are required 

to comply with the regulations in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, and provides 

a link to find more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit.  

The project is not an industrial site and, therefore, is not subject to these requirements.  

1-14 This comment explains when a project would require a Clean Water Act (CWA) 

Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). This comment 

also provides contact information for questions regarding CWA Section 404 permits.  

As discussed under EIR Section 3.5, Entitlements and Approvals, the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would require a CWA Section 

404 Individual Permit. Table 1-1 on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR stated that a Section 

404 Nationwide Permit would be required. However, the project would require an 

Individual Permit because it would impact more than one-half acre of waters of the 

U.S. The text in Table 1-1 has been edited as shown below. 

 

Section 404 permits are discussed in the EIR under the Regulatory Setting subheading 

(Sections 4.3.2 and 4.11.2) in both Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Section 

4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality. The need for this permit is discussed in more 

detail in the Biological Resources section under Impact 4.3-2 in Section 4.3.3. The 

EIR concludes that impacts to riparian habitat and waters of the United States would 

be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3b, which 

requires the project applicant to obtain a Section 404 permit and to provide 

replacement and/or compensation for the loss of wetlands. Additionally, after the 

circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to implement measures to 

increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive biological resources by removing eight 

dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the unit count from the 426 dwelling units 

that were evaluated in the Draft EIR, and omitting the southern portion of the trail along 

the eastern side of the open space. The reduction in dwelling units and shortening of the 

trail reduces the impacts to wetlands by 0.30 acres compared to the extent of impacts 

disclosed in the Draft EIR. As evaluated in Impact 4.3-2, the project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would impact 0.97 acres of wetlands and waters of the U.S. 
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1-15 This comment explains when a project would require a CWA Section 401 Water 

Quality Certification from the Central Valley RWQCB.  

As discussed under EIR Section 3.5, Entitlements and Approvals, the project would 

require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Section 401 permits are discussed 

under the Regulatory Setting subheading (Sections 4.3.2 and 4.11.2) in both Section 

4.3, Biological Resources, and Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

1-16 This comment states that a Waste Discharge Requirement permit from the Central 

Valley RWQCB may be required if a project affects only waters of the state and does 

not affect any waters of the United States. This comment also provides a link to find 

more information on the Water Quality Certification and Waste Discharge 

Requirement process.  

As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the project site contains 

approximately 6.04 acres of wetlands and waters of the United States that are under 

the jurisdiction of the Corps. Therefore, the information in this comment regarding 

Waste Discharge Requirement permits is not applicable to the proposed project or the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. 

1-17 This comment provides information on permits for dewatering activities if the project 

includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to land. This 

comment also provides a link for additional information regarding the Low Risk 

General Order application process and the Low Risk Waiver application process.  

Neither the proposed project nor the Modified Transportation Alternative includes 

any dewatering activities, and would not be required to obtain coverage for such 

activities. Construction assumptions are provided in Section 3.4, Project Description, 

of the EIR.  

1-18 This comment provides information on the two options for obtaining regulatory 

coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, which applies to property 

used for commercial irrigated agriculture.  

There are no existing irrigated agricultural activities on site, and the land uses 

proposed for the project site do not include agriculture. Therefore, neither the 

proposed project nor the Modified Transportation Alternative is required to obtain 

coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. Planned land uses on the 

project site are summarized in Section 3.4, Project Description, and are evaluated in 

more detail in the Land Use section under Impact 4.1-1 in Section 4.1.3.  
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1-19 This comment provides information on obtaining coverage for construction 

dewatering activities where groundwater is discharged to waters of the United 

States, and provides a link for more information regarding the Low Threat General 

Order and application process and the Limited Threat General Order and 

application process.  

 The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would not include 

any groundwater dewatering activities, and would not be required to obtain coverage 

for such activities. Construction assumptions are provided in Section 3.4, Project 

Description, of the EIR.  

1-20 This comment provides contact information for Stephanie Tadlock, and asks that any 

comments or requests for additional information be directed to her.  

This comment provides closing remarks and does not raise environmental issues; 

therefore, no response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 2 

California Department of Transportation District 3 

Kevin Yount and Susan Zanchi 

June 15, 2016 

2-1 This comment states that the project was reviewed for impacts to the state’s highway 

system, and that the California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) comments 

are consistent with the state’s smart mobility goals.  

This comment provides introductory remarks and neither questions the adequacy or 

accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, nor otherwise raises environmental issues; 

therefore, no response is required.  

2-2 This comment states that the project consists of 436 residential units, 25,000 square 

feet of office uses, and 56,000 square feet of commercial uses.  

The commenter has incorrectly summarized the number of residential units. The Draft 

EIR evaluated a project that would develop 426 residential units, rather than the 436 

noted in this comment. Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, the project 

applicant proposed to implement measures to increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive 

biological resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the 

unit count from the 426 dwelling units that were evaluated in the Draft EIR, and omitting 

the southern portion of the trail along the eastern side of the open space. In addition, the 

applicant proposed to implement measures under the Transportation Alternative to 

reduce project impacts and the Modified Transportation Alternative would develop 

418 residential units, 25,000 square feet of office uses, and 49,000 square feet 

commercial uses.  

2-3 This comment asks that Caltrans be provided with copies of any further action or 

changes to the Draft EIR, and asks for a reply to the email to confirm receipt of the 

comments contained in the comment letter. This comment states that if there are any 

questions or if further information is required, the Town of Loomis [called the “City” 

within the letter] can contact Caltrans directly. 

This comment requests future communication from the Town of Loomis (Town) 

should any changes arise, and does not address any environmental issues discussed in 

the EIR; therefore, no response is required. This comment was received and noted by 

Town staff on June 15, 2016.  
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2-4 This comment states that the project was reviewed for impacts to the state’s highway 

system, and comments are consistent with the state’s smart mobility goals. This 

comment provides introductory remarks.  

Responses to the comment’s substantive issues are provided below. 

2-5 This comment summarizes the location and square footage of the proposed project.  

As noted in response 2-2, subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, the project 

applicant proposed to implement measures to increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive 

biological resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the 

unit count from the 426 dwelling units that were evaluated in the Draft EIR. In addition, 

the applicant proposed to implement measures under the Transportation Alternative to 

reduce project impacts and the Modified Transportation Alternative would develop 

418 residential units, 25,000 square feet of office uses, and 49,000 square feet 

commercial uses.  

2-6 This comment states that a traffic signal is warranted under existing conditions at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Interstate 80 (I-80) interchange, and the signal and phased 

improvements are included in the Town’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and traffic 

impact fee program. This comment also recommends that the Town work 

cooperatively with Caltrans to determine what mechanism would be needed to 

implement the improvements. 

Existing intersection levels of service (LOS) are noted in the EIR in Section 4.6.1, 

Environmental Setting. Specifically, Table 4.6-2 shows the existing intersection LOS 

and notes that the westbound approach to the Horseshoe Bar Road/I-80 interchange 

operates at LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. Table 4.6-10 notes that this 

intersection warrants a traffic signal under both existing conditions and existing-plus-

project conditions. The impacts of the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative on LOS at the study area intersections are analyzed under 

Impact 4.6-1 in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR. Table 4.6-9 shows that with the addition of 

project-generated traffic, the westbound approach to this intersection would drop to 

LOS F in both the AM and PM peak hours, but that with signalization the intersection 

would operate at LOS B in both the AM and PM peak hours under the proposed 

project. Table 4.6-13 shows that the Modified Transportation Alternative would have 

the same effects on this intersection as the proposed project. The EIR concludes that 

since a traffic signal and phased interchange improvements are already warranted 

under existing conditions and are included in the Town’s traffic impact fee program 

and CIP, the required payment of the traffic impact fee, as required under Mitigation 
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Measure 4.6a would ensure that impacts at this intersection resulting from the project 

are reduced to a less-than-significant level. The Town notes the suggestion in this 

comment that the Town should coordinate with Caltrans regarding the appropriate 

mechanism for completing these improvements. However, such coordination is not 

required of the proposed project or project applicant, and is not germane to the Draft 

EIR analysis of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts to the environment. 

2-7 This comment states that since a signal is warranted under existing conditions at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/I-80 intersection, the improvements should be completed before 

the development is constructed. This comment also states that Caltrans would need to 

be informed of the extent and timing of any proposed phased improvements planned 

at this intersection.  

Under CEQA, a project cannot be required to rectify existing deficiencies. Rather, 

mitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the impact of the proposed 

project. Thus, the EIR finds that, with payment of the Town’s required traffic impact 

fee, under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative the 

project would provide a fair-share of funding for the improvement needed at this 

intersection and the project’s impacts would be less than significant.  

2-8 This comment provides background information about the site’s location and 

topography. Specifically, the comment states that the project is located just outside of 

the state’s highway right-of-way, between the Horseshoe Bar Road interchange and 

the King Road overcrossing, and the terrain of the proposed project site slopes to the 

south, directly toward the state’s highway right-of-way.  

Information regarding the project site location and general conditions, including 

topography, are provided in the EIR in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

2-9 This comment states that surface water runoff from the project site would enter the 

I-80 right-of-way and be channeled along the westbound shoulder of I-80 toward one 

of four cross-drainage facilities that allow water to pass beneath I-80 and discharge to 

the natural drainage pathway for Secret Ravine.  

Project site hydrology is discussed under Section 4.11.1, Environmental Setting, in 

the EIR. The information presented in this comment is consistent with the 

information provided in Section 4.11.1 of the EIR regarding the discharge of runoff 

water from the project site into Secret Ravine. 
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2-10 This comment states that the existing cross-drainage facilities have limited capacity to 

carry runoff, and that based on the current Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, the 66-inch-diameter culvert that services the 

largest portion of the project area has insufficient capacity to handle the currently 

anticipated 100-year storm discharge, even without any increase in surface water 

runoff that could result from the project.  

Table 4.11-1 in the EIR in Section 4.11.1, Environmental Setting, quantifies the 

existing stormwater runoff peak flow rates for 2-, 10-, and 100-year events. The EIR 

acknowledges in the Local Flooding subsection of Section 4.11.1 that the existing 66-

inch-diameter culvert flowing under I-80 is undersized to carry the modeled 100-year 

stormwater flows under existing conditions. The proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s impact on flooding as a result of increased stormwater 

runoff was analyzed in Section 4.11.3 under Impact 4.11-2. Table 4.11-2 shows the 

percentage decrease of post-project stormwater runoff peak flow rates under the 

proposed project when the flow rate attenuation facilities recommended in the 

Preliminary Drainage Report are used. Table 4.11-3 provides the same data for the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant 

impact on flooding related to the increase in stormwater runoff with implementation 

of Mitigation Measure 4.11a. Mitigation Measure 4.11a requires submittal of a Final 

Drainage Report that includes parameters to ensure post-development stormwater 

runoff at each point of discharge is reduced to 90% or less of the pre-development 

runoff rate. Thus, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would not increase surface water runoff from the project site. Both Tables 4.11-2 and 

4.11-3 show that under either project alternative, downstream water surface 

elevations and stormwater flows to the 66-inch-diameter culvert under I-80 would be 

decreased. The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.11a is provided in Section 4.11.4 of 

the EIR, and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) provided 

as Appendix J to this Final EIR.  

2-11 This comment states that development of the project will result in an increase of 

impervious surface area and a decrease in surface water infiltration, which could lead to 

an increase in localized flooding and may cause flood damage to the state’s highway.  

The project’s Preliminary Drainage Report considered the effect of the increase in 

impervious surface area at the project site. Based on the Preliminary Drainage Report 

analysis, the proposed project “would construct stormwater detention basins to store 

and meter discharge of stormwater runoff from the site and thereby reduce peak flow 

rates, as shown for the proposed project in Figure 4.11-4 and for the Modified 
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Transportation Alternative in Figure 4.11-5. These detention facilities would be 

equipped with oil/sediment separators to maintain discharge water quality,” as 

discussed in Impact 4.11-1. Refer to response 2-10 for information regarding the 

EIR’s conclusion about the proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impact on flooding due to increased stormwater runoff. 

2-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR indicates the project would be developed 

according to the Placer County Storm Water criteria, requiring post-project flows to be at 

or below the pre-project rate for the 100-year storm event, and states that the Placer 

County plan goes further to recommend that a 10% reduction in site runoff be achieved.  

The EIR recognizes this recommendation from Placer County, and incorporates this 

recommendation in Mitigation Measure 4.11a, as discussed in response 2-10. The 

percentage by which post-project stormwater runoff peak flow rates would decrease 

when the flow rate attenuation facilities recommended in the Preliminary Drainage 

Report are used is identified in Table 4.11-2 for the proposed project and Table 4.11-

3 for the Modified Transportation Alternative. According to these tables, adherence to 

those recommendations would result in an approximately 10% reduction in peak 

stormwater flow rates compared to existing conditions for the 100-year event at Point 

of Discharge A, which corresponds to the existing Caltrans 66-inch-diameter culvert 

running under I-80.  

2-13 This comment summarizes the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.11a and states it 

is imperative that this measure be fully implemented to avoid adverse hydraulic 

impacts within the project area and the state highway right-of-way.  

Mitigation Measure 4.11a requires the submittal of a Final Drainage Report prior to 

the issuance of a grading permit. Refer to Section 4.11.4 of the EIR for the full text of 

Mitigation Measure 4.11a. All mitigation measures required of the project will be 

enforced through the MMRP, which is included in this Final EIR as Appendix J.  

2-14 This comment states that any cumulative impacts to Caltrans drainage facilities, 

bridges, or other state facilities arising from an increase in surface water discharge 

resulting from development of the proposed project should be minimized through 

project drainage mitigation measures, listed in responses 2-15 through 2-18, below.  

Responses 2-15 through 2-18, below, address each of the drainage mitigation 

measures suggested in this comment letter. 

2-15 This comment states that there should be no net increase to 100-year storm event peak 

discharge within the state highway right-of-way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities, 
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and that the project developer must maintain or improve existing drainage facilities, 

which can be accomplished through implementation of applicable best management 

practices (BMPs) to the satisfaction of the state and Caltrans.  

Refer to response 2-10, above, for information on the reduction of stormwater flows 

compared to existing conditions that would be achieved by the project. As the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would not increase 

runoff to the existing Caltrans drainage facilities, mitigation measures for impacts to 

Caltrans drainage facilities is not required.  

2-16 This comment states that any runoff from the project that would enter the right-of-

way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities must meet all Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) water quality standards through implementation of 

appropriate stormwater quality BMPs.  

As discussed in EIR Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in response 

1-10, the project is required to comply with the provisions of the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, which includes preparation of a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), as discussed in EIR Section 4.11.2, 

Regulatory Setting. The proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential impact to stormwater quality is assessed in Section 4.11.3 

under Impact 4.11-1. The EIR concludes that since the project includes BMPs and 

low-impact-development techniques consistent with NPDES requirements, runoff 

would meet the Central Valley RWQCB standards, and the project’s impacts on water 

quality would be less than significant.  

2-17 This comment states that no detailed drainage plans, drawings, or calculations 

showing pre-construction and post-construction coverage quantities for buildings, 

streets, and parking were received with the Draft EIR package, and recommends that 

these documents be sent to the Caltrans District 3 Hydraulics Branch for review prior 

to final project approval.  

The Village at Loomis Preliminary Drainage Report completed by TLA for the 

project in 2014 and used to prepare the impact analysis was included as Appendix H 

to the Draft EIR, which was included in the CD distributed by the State 

Clearinghouse. Mitigation Measure 4.11a requires that a Final Drainage Report be 

submitted prior to issuance of a grading permit. Prior to approval of the Final 

Drainage Report, the Town will ensure that Caltrans District 3 reviews and approves 

the project’s Final Drainage Report. The recommended modifications are not 

expected to substantially alter the analysis included in the Drainage Report because, 
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regardless of this modification, the project is still required to reduce the peak flow 

runoff to 90% of the existing conditions.  

2-18 This comment states that any work performed within the state highway right-of-way 

is required to meet all Caltrans design and construction standards, and will require a 

Caltrans Encroachment Permit.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative are not anticipated 

to require any work within the Caltrans right-of-way and, therefore, would not require 

an encroachment permit.  

2-19 This comment states that any work or traffic control that encroaches on the state’s 

right-of-way requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit, and provides an address 

where a completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, 

and five sets of plans indicating the state’s right-of-way should be submitted.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative are not anticipated 

to require any work within the Caltrans right-of-way and, therefore, would not require 

an encroachment permit.  

2-20 This comment states that traffic-related mitigation measures should be incorporated 

into the construction plans prior to the encroachment permit process.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative are not anticipated 

to require any work within the Caltrans right-of-way and, therefore, would not require 

an encroachment permit.  

2-21 This comment asks for the opportunity to review and comment on any changes to the 

project, and asks that copies of any other actions concerning this project be sent to the 

Caltrans District 3 office. This comment also provides contact information for Kevin 

Yount, and asks that any additional comments or requests for additional information 

be directed to him.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the lead agency is required to 

provide a written response to a public agency that commented on the Draft EIR at 

least 10 days prior to certifying the EIR. Therefore, the Town will continue to 

coordinate with Caltrans regarding the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, and will provide the Caltrans District 3 office with all 

required notices regarding the project.   
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Response to Comment Letter 3 

County of Placer Community Development Resource Agency 

Crystal Jacobsen 

June 16, 2016 

3-1 This comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to review and comment on 

the Draft EIR, and states that the County of Placer’s (County) comments are attached.  

This comment provides an introductory statement and does not raise any 

environmental issues; therefore, no response is required.  

3-2 This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to review and comment on the 

Draft EIR, and states that the following comments are provided for consideration.  

This comment provides introductory remarks and does not raise any environmental 

issues; therefore, no response is required.  

3-3 This comment states that the Draft EIR describes the project site as being within 

approximately 0.5 mile of the existing Placer County Loomis Basin Community Park, 

which is maintained entirely through Placer County General Funds.  

This comment is consistent with the information presented in Section 4.12.1, 

Environmental Setting, of the EIR under the subsection Parks and Recreational 

Facilities. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of 

the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

3-4 This comment states that although the Draft EIR says the project would pay a park 

fee to the Town of Loomis (Town), it does not describe how impacts to the County 

park resulting from additional use from new residents would be mitigated.  

As discussed on pages 4.12-32 through 4.12-35 of the EIR, the park fees required to 

be paid to the Town are necessary to satisfy the Town’s General Plan and Municipal 

Code requirements, which are consistent with the Quimby Act requirements for 

parkland. Under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, the project applicant would be required to pay the Town’s parkland 

dedication/in-lieu fee, park facilities fee, and passive park/open space fee. With 

payment of these fees, the Town would have resources with which to develop 

additional parks and recreation facilities within the Town in accordance with the 

Quimby Act requirements. The Quimby Act was adopted to ensure that adequate 

recreation facilities are provided to new development. As discussed in Master 
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Response 12, the Town’s in-lieu fee for parkland dedication was determined by the 

Town of Loomis Mitigation Fee Analysis Final Report (Sinclair and Associates 

2005). The parkland dedication mitigation fee is based on the average cost of land 

suitable for active park purposes in the Town and the Town’s average population per 

residential unit. Thus, payment of the in-lieu fee is expected to generate sufficient 

revenue for the Town to acquire land on which additional active park and recreation 

facilities could be constructed. Since the Town’s parkland dedication and park 

facilities fees are sufficient to allow the Town to meet the Quimby Act requirements 

for recreational facilities, the recreational needs of the Town residents would be met 

by facilities within the Town limits.  

As described on page 4.12-9 of the EIR, Loomis Basin Community Park consists of 

33 acres and includes softball and baseball fields, a soccer field, an equestrian center, 

a jogging trail, a tot lot, a picnic area, a snack bar, portable restrooms, and a 

basketball court. The park serves residents throughout this portion of the County, 

including the communities within the County’s Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community 

Plan and the Granite Bay Community Plan areas, and the Town of Loomis. The park 

charges fees for use of certain of the facilities, including the ball field and BBQ 

pavilion (Placer County 2017). The Town contributed funding to the development of 

the Loomis Basin Community Park so the Town considers the community park as 

appropriate for helping to meet the Town’s recreational needs (Town of Loomis, 

2010). It is typical that residents of one jurisdiction use parks in neighboring 

jurisdictions, thus it is likely that use of Loomis Basin Community Park by existing 

and future Town residents would continue. However, under either the proposed 

project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, the project would meet the 

Quimby Act and the Town’s park development standards through payment of the 

Town’s parkland dedication and park facilities fees. Residents of the project site 

would be expected to use a combination of on-site parks and recreation amenities, 

other parks and recreation amenities within the Town, in addition to Loomis Basin 

Community Park. Because sufficient facilities would be available within the Town 

limits to satisfy the Quimby Act parkland standards, the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would have no impacts related to substantial 

demand or increase in use of other recreational facilities in the project region. There 

is no evidence to suggest that the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would result in a substantial increase in use of Loomis Basin Community 

Park facilities or that the increase would result in greater physical deterioration of 

these recreation resources, or require maintenance of the facilities beyond what is 

already being done. Thus, the impact would remain less than significant, as evaluated 

under Impacts 4.12-13 and 4.12-14 in the EIR. 
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3-5 This comment states that all private development within the unincorporated County is 

assessed Park Dedication fees, which are fees paid to the County for the development 

of park and recreation facilities, pursuant to County Code Sections 15.34.010, 

16.08.100, and 17.54.10(d).  

Please refer to response 3-4 regarding the parkland dedication fees collected by the 

Town. As the project site is located within the Town of Loomis and not in the 

unincorporated portion of Placer County, the project is not subject to the County’s 

Park Dedication fees. 

3-6 This comment requests a response on how use of the County park by residents of the 

project would be mitigated.  

Please refer to response 3-4 regarding the impact of the proposed project or the 

Modified Transportation Alternative on the County park facility. In summary, the 

park and recreation needs of the project residents would be met within the Town 

through payment of the Town’s parkland and open space fees. Thus there is no 

evidence to suggest that the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would result in a substantial increase in use of Loomis Basin Community 

Park facilities or that the increase would result in greater physical deterioration of 

these recreation resources, or require maintenance of the facilities beyond what is 

already being done. 

3-7 This comment states that the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

(District) provided comments on February 18, 2016, which are included as an 

attachment to this letter. All comments from the District are responded to in responses 

3-9 through 3-23, below. 

3-8 This comment expresses thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR 

and provides contact information for Ms. Jacobsen should there be any 

additional questions.  

This comment provides closing remarks and does not raise any environmental issues; 

therefore, no response is required.  

3-9 This comment states that the District has reviewed the Preliminary Drainage Report 

for the project site and has the following comments.  

This comment provides introductory language; all comments provided by the District 

are addressed in responses 3-10 through 3-23, below. 
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3-10 This comment recommends that the Preliminary Drainage Report and project 

improvement plans be forwarded to Caltrans for review, since the development has 

several points of discharge that drain to Caltrans facilities.  

 The Draft EIR, which included the Preliminary Drainage Report in Appendix H, was 

provided to Caltrans for review. Caltrans has provided comments on the proposed 

project, which are responded to in Response to Comment Letter 2, above. 

3-11 This comment states that the Preliminary Drainage Report references the 1992 Dry 

Creek Study to indicate that the site is within an area where detention is 

recommended, but that study is superseded by the 2011 Dry Creek Study, which 

recommends that detention is not necessary within the Dry Creek watershed except 

where needed to mitigate for peak-flow impacts to downstream drainage facilities.  

As shown in the Preliminary Drainage Report (EIR Appendix H) and noted in the 

Caltrans comments in Comment Letter 2, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative could result in increased peak flows to downstream 

drainage facilities, specifically the Caltrans facilities that convey water below 

Interstate 80, adjacent to the project site. To ensure that the project does not result in 

peak flows that exceed the capacity of the Caltrans facilities, under either the 

proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, the project would 

incorporate on-site detention. As discussed in response 2-10, above, the project would 

implement measures to ensure that post-development runoff is reduced to 90% or less 

compared to existing runoff volumes. Although the new Drainage Report does not 

require detention, the Current Placer County and Town Design Standards do require 

detention; therefore, detention would be required for the project. 

3-12 This comment states that although the Preliminary Drainage Report shows that 

detention and peak flow mitigation will be needed at the specified points of 

discharge, impacts from the project should be evaluated on the main stem of Dry 

Creek at Vernon Street, which can be accomplished through incorporation of the 

proposed site hydrology into the overall Dry Creek Desktop Software model 

available from the District.  

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Town must approve the Final Drainage 

Report. The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report demonstrate that project 

design incorporates measures to ensure post-development runoff is reduced to 90% or 

less compared to existing runoff volumes. The report would also be required to model 

the project site’s hydrology using the Dry Creek Desktop Software. The 

recommended modifications to the Drainage Report are not expected to substantially 
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alter the report, since the project is required to reduce the peak flow runoff to 90% of 

existing conditions. 

3-13 This comment states that the pre- and post-development on-site stormwater runoff 

summary should reference existing flows from Point of Discharge A from the 

2011 Dry Creek Study, and provides information to identify that site in the 2011 

Dry Creek Study.  

As discussed in response 3-12, above, the Final Drainage Report will be prepared 

consistent with the Dry Creek Desktop Software, which will include reference to 

existing flows from the 2011 Dry Creek Study.  

3-14 This comment states that the 100-year/24-hour Precipitation Gage under the Time-

Series Data component in the Hydrologic Engineering Center–Hydrologic Modeling 

System (HEC-HMS) project file has incremental precipitation values that are not 

consistent with those generated by the District’s Precipitation Design Program (PDP) 

software, and states that precipitation values beginning at 13:55 should be revised for 

consistency with the PDP.  

Prior to approval of the Final Drainage Report, precipitation values as evaluated in 

the report would be required to be consistent with the PDP. The proposed 

modifications to the Drainage Report are not expected to substantially alter the report, 

since using the revised precipitation values would have the same effect on both the 

pre-condition and post-condition. 

3-15 This comment states that since the project proposes to place fill within the floodplain 

and increase water surface elevations, final design of the project would require 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) approval through a Conditional 

Letter of Map Revisions (CLOMR).  

The EIR discusses the requirement for a CLOMR and the process to apply for this 

approval on page 4.11-23. Mitigation Measure 4.11b requires the project applicant to 

obtain a CLOMR prior to improvement plan approval to ensure that modification to 

the floodplain designation would not result in adverse effects related to flooding on 

site or off site.  

3-16 This comment suggests that the CLOMR application include hydraulic modeling 

using existing peak flows specified in the 2011 Dry Creek Study, and should reflect 

the peak-flow attenuation provided by the Doc Barnes Road crossing. This comment 

also suggests that the CLOMR application and the hydraulic modeling be included 

with the project’s Final Drainage Report.  
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Mitigation Measure 4.11a requires submittal of a Final Drainage Report, and 

Mitigation Measure 4.11b requires the project applicant to obtain a CLOMR. In 

response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.11a has been modified to require that 

the Final Drainage Report include the CLOMR application (which must include 

hydraulic modeling), and Mitigation Measure 4.11b has been modified to include a 

requirement that the hydrology and hydraulic study provided in support of the 

CLOMR application be prepared using the peak flows specified in the 2011 Dry 

Creek Watershed Flood Control Plan.  

 

3-17 This comment requests justification for varying the Manning’s roughness factors 

used in the Hydrologic Engineering Center–River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) 

hydraulic modeling.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report use consistent values for the 

Manning’s roughness coefficients. The proposed modifications to the Drainage 

Report are not expected to substantially alter the report, because the changes would 

not result in substantially greater or lesser amounts of run-off, and the sizes of the 

drainage facilities can be altered slightly without changing the environmental effects 

of the project. 

3-18 This comment states that the pre-development HEC-RAS River Stations 2570, 2470, 

and 2370 and the post-development River Stations 2470 and 2370 should have the 

cross-section for the left bank extended to contain the 100-year water surface.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report use cross-sections that contain 

the 100-year water surface. The recommended modifications to the Drainage 

Report are not expected to substantially alter the report, because the changes 

would not result in substantially greater or lesser amounts of run-off, and the sizes 

of the drainage facilities can be altered slightly without changing the 

environmental effects of the project.  
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3-19 This comment states that pre- and post-development HEC-RAS River Stations 3755 and 

3665 should have ineffective flow areas added for flow outside of the main channel.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report reflect all appropriate ineffective 

flow areas, including the flows outside the main channel at River Stations 3755 and 

3665. The recommended modifications to the Drainage Report are not expected to 

substantially alter the report, because the changes would not result in substantially 

greater or lesser amounts of run-off, and the sizes of the drainage facilities can be 

altered slightly without changing the environmental effects of the project.  

3-20 This comment suggests that contraction/expansion coefficients be increased for post-

development HEC-RAS River Stations 2970–2600 to account for the proposed Doc 

Barnes Road culvert.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report, include correct contraction/expansion 

coefficients that appropriately account for the Doc Barnes Drive culvert. The 

recommended modifications to the Drainage Report are not expected to substantially alter 

the report, because the changes would not result in substantially greater or lesser amounts 

of run-off, and the sizes of the drainage facilities can be altered slightly without changing 

the environmental effects of the project.  

3-21 This comment states that River Stations 2970 and 2600 may be positioned too far 

away to accurately model contraction and expansion.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report, include appropriate station 

locations to accurately model contraction and expansion. These recommended 

modifications to the Drainage Report are not expected to substantially alter the report, 

because the changes would not result in substantially greater or lesser amounts of run-

off, and the sizes of the drainage facilities can be altered slightly without changing the 

environmental effects of the project.  

3-22 This comment asks that the HEC-RAS User’s Manual be referenced to determine the 

appropriate contraction/expansion coefficients and the optimum placement of these 

cross-sections.  

The Town requires that the Final Drainage Report, include the appropriate 

contraction/expansion coefficients and optimum placement of cross-sections per the 

HEC-RAS User’s Manual. These recommended modifications to the Drainage Report 

are not expected to substantially alter the report, because the changes would not result 

in substantially greater or lesser amounts of run-off, and the sizes of the drainage 
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facilities can be altered slightly without changing the environmental effects of the 

project.  

3-23 This comment provides a contact phone number in case of questions. This comment 

provides closing remarks. 

The comment does not raise any environmental issues and no response is required. 

  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-47 

 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-48 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-49 

Response to Comment Letter 4 

Placer County Health and Human Services Department  

Laura Rath 

June 13, 2016 

4-1 This comment states that the Placer County Environmental Health Services 

Department has reviewed the Draft EIR and is providing the following comments.  

The comments provided in the remainder of this letter are responded to in responses 

4-2 and 4-3. 

4-2 This comment suggests that Mitigation Measure 4.12a be rewritten to require a will-

serve letter from South Placer Municipal Utility District prior to final project approval 

rather than prior to building permit issuance.  

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.12a has been revised to require 

issuance of the will-serve letter prior to recordation of the first small lot final map 

for the project. SPMUD cannot issue a will-serve letter prior to project approval 

because SPMUD cannot reserve or guarantee sewage conveyance capacity prior to 

project approval. 

  

4-3 The comment refers to Impact 4.13-4 and states that, based on the information in 

Appendix I, Environmental Site Investigations, it cannot be determined if the Phase I and 

Phase II assessments were completed or reviewed with regulatory oversight, and 

requested documentation be provided on the regulatory review of these investigations.  

The Phase I and Phase II assessments were not submitted for regulatory review or 

oversight. Unless there is a specific concern about the property that would have 

warranted the permitting agency to ask for the Phase I and II assessments, there are 

not requirements that Phase I and II assessments be submitted to a regulatory agency 

for review. However, the assessments were prepared by qualified professionals and in 

accordance with the applicable standards of the American Society for Testing and 

Materials. As noted on page 4.13-4 of the EIR, the site investigations revealed that 

contaminants are present at levels that remain below the commercial/residential 
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California Human Health Screening Levels and other applicable standards in effect at 

the time of completion of these reports. The comment does not identify any 

deficiencies in the Phase I and Phase II assessments, so no further action is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District  

Angel Green 

June 10, 2016 

5-1 This comment states that the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (District) 

has reviewed the Draft EIR, and states that the project includes 436 residential units, 

25,000 square feet of office uses, and 56,000 square feet of commercial use.  

The comment incorrectly identifies the proposed number of residential units. The 

Draft EIR evaluated a project that would develop 426 residential units, rather than the 

436 noted in this comment. As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, and 3, Project 

Description, subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant 

proposed to implement measures to increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive biological 

resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the unit count 

from the 426 dwelling units that were evaluated in the Draft EIR, and omitting the 

southern portion of the trail along the eastern side of the open space. In addition, the 

applicant proposed to implement similar measures under the Transportation Alternative 

to reduce project impacts. The Modified Transportation Alternative would develop 

418 residential units, 25,000 square feet of office uses, and 49,000 square feet 

commercial uses.  

5-2 This comment summarizes the comment provided by the District in the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) to prohibit wood-burning devices within residential dwellings, and 

commends the Town of Loomis (Town) for its efforts to assist with reduction of 

PM2.5 (particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter) emissions.  

A statement that no wood-burning devices would be installed has been added to 

Chapter 3, Project Description and Mitigation Measure 4.8c prohibiting wood-

burning devices has been added to the EIR to ensure that the project is developed 

consistent with the assumptions relied upon in the EIR. 

Page 3-12 
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Page 4.8-22 

 

Page 4.8-26 

 

5-3 This comment states that the mitigation monitoring report omitted the measure 

concerning wood-burning devices, and suggests that since the Draft EIR assumes no 

wood-burning devices would be constructed, the Town should incorporate a 

restriction on wood-burning devices as a Condition of Approval for the project. 

Additionally, this comment provides recommended language for the Condition of 

Approval.  

As noted above, Mitigation Measure 4.8c has been added to the EIR to prohibit 

installation of any wood-burning devices within the project site. This measure is 

included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix 

J to this EIR. 

5-4 This comment states that the District provided a comment on the NOP that 

recommended the Town consider use of an adopted or approved threshold when 

analyzing the project’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, such as the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) threshold, since, to 

date, the District has not officially adopted a GHG threshold.  

In Section 4.9.2, Regulatory Setting, the EIR notes that the District and other air 

pollution control districts in Sacramento have recommended GHG thresholds of 

1,100 metric tons per year, which is the threshold used in the GHG analysis in 

Section 4.9.3, under Impact 4.9-1. 

5-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR mistakenly identified the SMAQMD GHG 

threshold as being developed by the District, but the District has not taken formal 
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action to adopt the threshold. This comment also suggests that the Final EIR make a 

note of clarification to avoid any confusion.  

In response to this comment, the text describing the GHG threshold on page 4.9-10 in 

Section 4.9.2 of the EIR has been revised as shown below. 

 

5-6 This comment expresses appreciation for consideration of the District’s comments, 

and invites the Town to contact the District if any questions arise.  

The comment does not raise any environmental issues and no response is required.  

5-7 This comment was the letter originally submitted by the Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District. It repeats comments 5-1 through 5-3 and 5-6, and does not provide 

any additional information.  

Refer to responses 5-1 through 5-3 and 5-6, above.  
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Response to Comment Letter 6 

Placer County Water Agency 

Heather Trejo 

June 15, 2016 and June 10, 2016 

6-1 This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to review and comment on the 

Draft EIR.  

The comment does not raise any environmental issues and no response is required.  

6-2 This comment states that the Placer County Water Agency’s (PCWA) Eastside Canal 

traverses the project site, and although the Draft EIR states that the Eastside Canal 

will be relocated, it does not state where the relocation will occur.  

Chapter 3, Project Description, has been clarified as shown below to indicate that the 

portion of the canal proposed to be realigned is immediately adjacent to and south of 

Library Drive. Under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, the portion proposed to be realigned would be placed under the eastern 

end of the pavement for the alleyway that would intersect Library Drive, between 

proposed lot 62 and the proposed park at the end of Library Drive. The final design 

and location of the Eastside Canal will be coordinated with PCWA during the 

project’s civil engineering improvement plan process. 

 

6-3 This comment states that it is typical for relocations to occur under paved parking areas 

or streets, but if the pipeline is located within an open space area, an access/utility 
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easement would be required, along with a paved road for future maintenance, and the 

EIR should discuss impacts associated with operation and future maintenance.  

The canal currently passes through the undeveloped project site. There is no paved 

road associated with the existing canal alignment. As discussed in response 6-3, the 

portion of the canal and associated easement proposed to be realigned would be 

located under paved areas of the project site, as requested in this comment. The 

requirement for the project applicant to enter into a facilities agreement with PCWA 

is recognized in Table 1-1 on page 1-6 of the EIR and discussed on pages 1-6 and 

3-22 of the EIR.  

6-4 This comment states that to relocate the existing piped canal, the project will be required 

to prepare plans and enter into a Facilities Agreement to ensure that all future changes to 

PCWA’s facilities be in conformance with PCWA’s improvement standards.  

As noted in response 6-3, this information is consistent with the discussions in the 

EIR on page 1-8 and in Section 3.4, Project Description, on page 3-22 under the 

subheading Easements, wherein it states that the project proposes to relocate the 

existing canal and must enter into a facilities agreement with PCWA to facilitate this 

relocation effort. 

6-5 This comment provides contact information in case of questions. 

This comment provides closing remarks and does not raise any environmental issues; 

therefore, no response is required.  

6-6 This comment repeats the question in comment 6-2 regarding where the Eastside 

Canal would be placed following the proposed relocation of this facility.  

Please refer to response 6-2.  
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Response to Comment Letter 7 

United Auburn Indian Community  

Gene Whitehouse  

June 2, 2016 

7-1 This comment states that the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) received 

notice of the project and would like to initiate consultation under Assembly Bill 52. 

Assembly Bill 52 was enacted in December 2014, after circulation of the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) for this EIR began in November 2014. Assembly Bill 52 applies 

only to projects for which environmental review began after June 30, 2015. 

Therefore, Assembly Bill 52 and its consultation requirements do not apply to the 

proposed project. Further, it is noted that the NOP and an invitation to consult under 

Senate Bill 18 were each sent to UAIC, and no responses were received. 

7-2 This comment states that the UAIC would like to discuss the topics listed in 

California Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2(a), and as consultation 

progresses, would like to discuss options to avoid impacts to cultural resources, and 

discuss pre-project surveys, tribal cultural resource identification, significance 

evaluations, and culturally appropriate treatment.  

The UAIC, through the proposed project’s 404 permitting process, was consulted 

with by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section 106. During an off-

site meeting held between the UAIC and the Corps, the UAIC expressed an interest in 

conducting a site survey visit to review the property for potential prehistoric cultural 

features. Although the UAIC expressed an interest in conducting a site visit to review 

the property, the UAIC did not attend two scheduled site visits with Corps 

representatives, and did not respond to additional inquiries to reschedule the site visit. 

7-3 This comment states that the letter serves as a formal request for UAIC tribal 

representatives to observe and participate in all cultural resource surveys, including 

pedestrian surveys, and asks for copies of existing and future cultural resource 

assessments and records searches.  

The cultural resource assessments and records searches for the site were completed 

prior to receipt of this comment letter. Please refer to response 7-2, above, for more 

information about the opportunity to participate in a site survey. The assessment 

reports and records searches have been forwarded to the UAIC for review.  
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7-4 This comment expresses UAIC’s preference to preserve tribal cultural resources in 

place and avoid them whenever possible, and states that subsurface testing and 

data recovery must not occur before consultation with the UAIC and receiving 

written consent.  

As documented in Section 4.4 of the EIR, no cultural resources were identified within 

the project site. Mitigation Measure 4.4b requires a note on the construction 

documents stating that if any cultural resources are encountered during construction, 

the contractor will implement measures to avoid or minimize significant effects. 

These measures include suspension of work, immediate notification to the Planning 

Department Director, recommendations for management, and preparation of reports 

as warranted by any cultural resources found on site. The full text of Mitigation 

Measure 4.4b is provided in Section 4.4.4 of the EIR. The EIR concludes that, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4b, under either the proposed project or the 

Modified Transportation Alternative, project construction would have a less-than-

significant impact on unidentified subsurface cultural resources.  

7-5 This comment provides contact information for the UAIC’s point of contact during 

the consultation process.  

This comment does not raise any environmental issues and no response is required. 

7-6 This comment expresses gratitude for involving the UAIC early in the planning 

process, and asks that its letter be incorporated into the public record.  

 The UAIC’s letter and the Town’s response to the UAIC are included in the 

administrative record.  

  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-67 

 

 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-68 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-69 

Response to Comment Letter 8 

Citizens for Tree Preservation  

Irene Smith 

June 16, 2016 

8-1 This comment states that the considerations outlined in the letter should be given high 

priority to preserve the goals of the General Plan and the things residents love about 

the Town of Loomis (Town), such as the Town’s character.  

All concerns outlined in this letter are responded to in responses 8-2 through 8-9, below. 

8-2 This comment states that the Town’s greatest resources are the native and rural 

characteristics of the foothill region such as native trees, wetlands, wildlife, and 

open spaces.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, and no 

response is required.  

8-3 This comment recommends that special consideration be given to heritage trees, and 

that the Town Council should develop a list of these trees by walking the project site 

prior to offering mitigation.  

The Town of Loomis Municipal Code defines Heritage Trees as any tree identified by 

Council resolution. As of the date of the publication of this EIR, the Council has not 

adopted any resolution identifying Heritage Trees. Heritage Trees are frequently 

identified based on size (measured as the diameter at breast height), and the Municipal 

Code requirements for tree mitigation increase with the size of the tree being removed. 

Thus, the Municipal Code provides for some additional consideration of larger-sized 

trees, as suggested in this comment. An Initial Arborist Report and Protected Tree 

Inventory Summary was prepared for the project by Sierra Nevada Arborists. Field 

reconnaissance of the project site was conducted between March 26, 2014, and April 21, 

2014, to identify, inventory, and comment on the structure and vigor of the trees on the 

site. Additional information regarding this report, including methodology and the 

qualifications of the arborist, can be found in Appendix C of the EIR. 

8-4 This comment expresses the opinion that the value of the stream and wetland areas 

serving as wildlife corridors for connectedness to other wildlife habitat areas warrants 

special consideration.  
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Impacts to wetlands and riparian areas are thoroughly examined in Section 4.3.3 

under Impact 4.3-2, and impacts to wildlife corridors and movement are examined 

under Impact 4.3-4. The EIR concluded that impacts to wetlands and riparian areas 

would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3c, 

which requires provision of replacement habitat to ensure that the no-net-loss 

standard is achieved. The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.3c is provided in Section 

4.3.4 of the EIR and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

included in Appendix J to this Final EIR. The EIR concludes that under either the 

proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, impacts from 

interference with migratory wildlife movement would be less than significant due to 

the site being surrounded by development and lacking function as a wildlife corridor 

linking larger open space areas. Although there is wildlife movement within the 

project site, the site does not serve as a connection or link for wildlife movement over 

a larger area. As shown in the aerial photograph in Figure 3-3 of the Draft EIR, the 

riparian area that bisects the site terminates at the Sun Knoll and Day Avenue 

neighborhoods along the northern site boundary and at the shoulder of Interstate (I) 

80 along the southern site boundary. Although there are natural habitat areas on the 

south side of I-80, the freeway serves as a major barrier to wildlife movement. The 

majority of the on-site riparian corridor, including the perennial stream, would be 

retained on site as permanent open space, which would preserve the opportunity for 

local wildlife movement through this corridor. 

8-5 This comment recommends that special consideration be given to rock outcroppings 

because they play a “huge” role in identifying the upland character as a gateway to 

the Sierra Nevada range.  

Rock outcroppings are considered scenic resources, and impacts to rock outcroppings 

and other scenic resources on the project site are assessed in Section 4.5.3 of the Draft 

EIR under Impact 4.5-1. Project landscaping would incorporate the two most 

prominent existing rock outcroppings. One would be located within a passive park at 

the end of the Library Drive extension, and the other would be located within an open 

space parcel at the end of Monument Rock Court. This outcropping is visible from 

off-site locations, including from King Road and I-80. As stated on page 4.5-10 of the 

EIR, “this rock outcropping would feature prominently for motorists, bicyclists, and 

pedestrians traveling along the proposed extension of Doc Barnes Drive; it is 

expected that project landscaping and proposed residences would obstruct views of 

the outcropping from King Road and from I-80.” The EIR concludes that impacts to 

scenic resources on the project site, including rock outcroppings, would be less than 

significant because the majority of the outcroppings are not visible from off-site 

locations or from the boundaries of the project site. Rather, most outcroppings are 
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low to the ground and can only be seen from nearby vantage points. Thus, the 

outcroppings do not substantially contribute to the scenic resources of the Town. The 

EIR concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would result in a significant and unavoidable impact due to the change in visual 

character of the site, but this change is not due to the loss of rock outcroppings, since 

they are largely not visible from off-site locations. Refer to Section 4.5 of the EIR for 

additional information.  

8-6 This comment recommends that special consideration be given to negative impacts 

such as noise, light, air, and water pollution resulting from the development. This 

comment does not identify specific concerns regarding these resource areas or any 

deficiencies in the EIR. All of the resource areas mentioned were evaluated in the 

Draft EIR. 

Impacts associated with noise under both the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative are evaluated in Section 4.7. The analysis found that 

neither alternative would substantially increase noise levels in the project area outside 

of the construction period. In Impact 4.7-1, the EIR finds that noise generated by 

project construction could exceed the Town’s standards for short-duration events near 

residential areas, and requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7a to reduce 

this effect to less than significant. In Impact 4.7-4, the EIR finds that the noise from 

project-generated traffic on roadways throughout the Town would not substantially 

increase noise levels associated with each roadway. Existing noise levels and the 

noise levels anticipated to occur under the proposed project are identified in Table 

4.7-10 while the existing noise levels and noise levels anticipated to occur under the 

Modified Transportation Alternative are identified in Table 4.7-12 

Additional monitoring and analysis of potential noise impacts at the Webb 

Street/Gates Drive intersection was completed after public review of the Draft EIR to 

confirm the anticipated noise levels under the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

The technical analysis is documented in a memorandum provided in Appendix F and 

is reflected in Impact 4.7-5 in this Final EIR. The analysis demonstrates that the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would not exceed the Town’s standards and thus 

the previously identified Significant and Unavoidable impact has been revised to less 

than significant. 

Impacts associated with new light sources are evaluated in Section 4.5 under Impact 

4.5-3. As stated on page 4.5-18, the EIR finds that impacts from new light sources 

would remain less than significant because new light sources must “be installed such 

that no light source within the project site generates a light level greater than 1 foot-
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candle (the amount of light generated by 1 candle at a distance of 1 foot) on any off-

site residential property,” as required by the Municipal Code. 

Impacts to air quality are evaluated in Section 4.8. The EIR concludes (under Impact 

4.8-1) that impacts associated with air pollutant emissions during construction would 

be significant and unavoidable, but that impacts from project operation would be less 

than significant. The EIR also finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

4.8a, 4.8b, and 4.8c, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with the Air 

Quality Element of the Town of Loomis General Plan and the goals of the Placer 

County Air Pollution Control District, and, with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.8d, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The 

full text of the Mitigation Measures 4.8a, 4.8b, 4.8c, and 4.8d are provided in EIR 

Section 4.8.4 and in the MMRP provided in Appendix J.  

Impacts associated with water pollution are evaluated in Section 4.11.3, Hydrology 

and Water Quality, specifically under Impact 4.11-1. The EIR concludes that the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-

significant impact on surface water and groundwater quality through compliance with 

the Town of Loomis Grading Ordinance and applicable state and federal regulations, 

and through implementation of low-impact development techniques and best 

management practices.  

Refer to these sections for detailed information regarding project-specific impacts to 

each of these resource areas.  

8-7 This comment suggests that special consideration be given to access to open space, 

stream-side trails, and resting areas promoting reflection and relaxation.  

Provision of and access to open space and parks is analyzed in Section 4.12.3 of the 

EIR under Impacts 4.12-13 and 4.12-14. Details regarding the project’s open spaces, 

parks, and trails are provided in the project description in Section 3.4. Additionally, 

these spaces are discussed under Impact 4.12-13. The EIR concludes that, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12b, which requires payment of a parkland 

dedication fee and a park facilities fee, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on parks. The 

full text of Mitigation Measure 4.12b is provided in Section 4.12.4 of the EIR and in 

the MMRP provided in Appendix J to this Final EIR. Please also refer to Master 
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Response 12 for additional discussion of the proposed provision of parks, open space, 

and recreational facilities.  

8-8 This comment expresses concern for the traffic impacts of the project.  

The commenter does not specifically state how or where traffic impacts would occur. 

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s potential impacts 

on traffic and the circulation system are thoroughly analyzed in Section 4.6 and are 

summarized in Master Response 6. The EIR examines eight potential impacts to traffic 

and circulation, and, of those impacts, five would be less than significant or no impact, 

and two would be reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. The 

EIR identifies two significant and unavoidable impacts under the proposed project and 

one significant and unavoidable impact under the Modified Transportation Alternative 

(Impact 4.6-8). The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable 

impact due to the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in traffic at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection while the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would avoid this cumulative impact. Both the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable 

impact due to their contribution to the cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. The full analysis of traffic impacts is 

provided in Section 4.6.3, and the full text of the mitigation measures are provided in 

Section 4.6.4 of the EIR and in the MMRP in Appendix J.  

The comment also suggests a “severe reduction” in the number of residential units as 

a way to reduce the project’s impacts. As discussed in EIR Chapter 5, Alternatives, 

CEQA requires consideration of a reasonable range of feasible project alternatives 

that could reduce or avoid a project’s significant effects while still meeting most of 

the basic project objectives. Chapter 5 includes Alternatives 3a and 3b, two versions 

of the Reduced Density Alternative that would reduce development on site by 

approximately 13%, and Alternatives 4a and 4b, two versions of the Reduced 

Footprint Alternative that would reduce development on site to achieve greater 

avoidance of impacts to sensitive resources. A detailed discussion of each of these 

alternatives, including a comparison of impacts under the alternative and the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative, is presented in Sections 5.3.4 

and 5.3.5. A summary matrix showing how each alternative would result in similar, 

increased, or decreased impacts is provided in Table 5-6, found in EIR Section 5.4. 

Additionally, as discussed on pages 5-5 and 5-6, the Draft EIR considered an 

alternative that would reduce the residential units on site by approximately 20% and 

found that this would not be capable of meeting most of the basic project objectives 

as it would substantially constrain achievement of the goals for “concentrating growth 
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in a compact walkable urban center to avoid sprawl,” developing a walkable mixed-

use community, and developing increased residential densities on a site targeted in 

the General Plan for urban growth. Thus, a severe reduction in residential units on site 

would not constitute a feasible project alternative under CEQA. Additional 

information regarding details of the alternatives, comparison of the impacts under 

each, and the environmentally superior alternative is presented in Chapter 5 of the 

EIR and in Master Response 13. 

8-9 This comment states that the General Plan and the Open Space Report set out noble goals 

that demand careful study before approval is given for a project of this size and impact.  

The Regulatory Setting subheading of each section within Chapter 4 of the EIR 

contains relevant goals and policies of the General Plan that are applicable to the 

proposed project. These goals and policies were considered when assessing project-

related impacts. In addition, Section 4.1, Land Use, examines the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan and 

other applicable planning documents, such as the Zoning Ordinance, under Impact 

4.1-1. The EIR concludes that implementation of mitigation measures from the 

applicable sections of the EIR would reduce the impacts of the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative related to General Plan consistency to a less 

than significant level. The impact analysis can be found in Section 4.1.3 under Impact 

4.1-1, and an analysis of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s consistency with General Plan policies is provided in EIR Appendix B. 

Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion regarding the project’s 

consistency with the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment Letter 9 

Loomis Basin Chamber of Commerce 

Bob Ferreira 

June 16, 2016 

9-1 This comment acknowledges the difficultly of balancing differing community views, 

needs for additional housing, and the rights of landowners to develop their properties, 

and also recognizes the importance of this project as a catalyst for creating the vibrant 

downtown envisioned by the Town Council and the Loomis Basin Chamber of 

Commerce (Chamber).  

This comment provides introductory remarks but does not comment on the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or raise environmental issues; therefore, 

no response is required. 

9-2 This comment states that comments provided by the Chamber on the Draft EIR are 

focused on the Land Use Element, specifically for the Village Mixed-Use and 

Commercial Office District.  

Comments provided in the remainder of this letter are responded to in responses 9-3 

through 9-6, below. 

9-3 This comment states that many downtown businesses have struggled financially due 

to lack of people shopping in the downtown area and the lack of new businesses, yet 

there are many residents who want to open businesses but are not able to due to lack 

of available space. 

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or raise 

environmental issues, and no response is required. 

9-4 This comment expresses the opinion that the project could be an important solution to 

these issues by providing much-needed commercial space for new businesses and 

bringing potential patrons to the center of Town who can support and grow 

downtown businesses.  

This comment suggests potential positive effects of the project, and no response 

is required. 

9-5  This comment states that the project aligns with the Chamber’s mission to make the 

community a great place to live, work, and do business.  
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This comment suggests potential positive effects of the project and no response 

is required.  

9-6 This comment thanks the Town of Loomis for its consideration of these comments 

and dedication and service to the community.  

This comment provides closing remarks and does not raise any environmental issues; 

therefore, no response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 10 

PEACE 

Randall Cleveland 

June 13, 2016 

10-1 This comment expresses the opinion that this project would be a “disaster” for the 

Town of Loomis (Town) and that it is not economically sound.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, or 

otherwise raise environmental issues, so no response is required. 

10-2 This comment states that traffic impacts have not been fully or adequately mitigated.  

The commenter does not specify how or where traffic impacts would occur, or which 

impacts have not been fully or adequately mitigated. The impacts of the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative on traffic and the circulation 

system are thoroughly analyzed in EIR Section 4.6. This section examines eight 

potential impacts to traffic and circulation. Of those impacts, the proposed project 

was found to result in five impacts that would be less than significant or no impact, 

and two impacts that would be reduced to less than significant with incorporation of 

mitigation. As documented in Impact 4.6-8, the proposed project would result in 

significant and unavoidable impacts due to contributions to cumulative increases in 

traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection and on the segment of I-

80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. The Modified Transportation Alternative would 

avoid the cumulative impact at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection but 

would result in the same significant and unavoidable impact as the proposed project 

on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. Due to the project site 

location, it is reasonable to expect that any development on this site would generate 

traffic on the segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be 

feasible to avoid this impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives. The 

impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  

Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8, above, for additional discussion of the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts to 

transportation and circulation within the Town.  

10-3 This comment expresses the opinion that no filling of any wetlands should be 

allowed, and that a minimum 200-foot setback from any wetland boundary should be 

required. The comment states that this may result in fewer lots being developed, and 
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asks whether having “more people jammed into a third-world type development” or 

natural groundwater filtration is more important.  

Impacts to wetlands are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.3-2. As 

described in Chapter 1, Introduction, and 3, Project Description, subsequent to 

circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to implement measures to 

increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive biological resources by removing eight 

dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the unit count from the 426 dwelling units 

that were evaluated in the Draft EIR, and omitting the southern portion of the trail along 

the eastern side of the open space. In addition, the applicant proposed to implement 

measures under the Transportation Alternative to reduce project impacts. These 

measures reduce the project’s effects on wetlands by 0.3 acres, thus the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would impact approximately 

0.97 acres of waters of the United States out of the identified 6.04 acres on the project 

site. Since direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of a federally or state-

protected wetland would be a significant impact, the EIR requires implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.3c, which requires replacement habitat to ensure that the 

Town’s and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) no-net-loss standard is 

achieved. With implementation of this measure, the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on 

wetlands and waters of the United States. The project would require a Clean Water 

Act Section 404 permit, which would define the specific requirements for 

replacement or compensation of the loss of wetlands and waters of the United States. 

The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.3c is provided in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR and 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J. Neither the 

Corps nor the Town of Loomis General Plan or Municipal Code requires a 200-foot 

wetland setback. Although such a setback would be one mechanism for avoiding 

impacts to wetland resources, the mitigation identified in the EIR provides 

compensation for the loss of on-site wetlands sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-

than-significant level. By retaining the majority of the riparian corridor through the 

center of the site, the project would preserve the ability of the project site to 

contribute to natural groundwater filtration. Please refer to Master Response 2 for 

additional discussion of the effects to wetlands and compliance with setback 

requirements under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative.  

10-4 This comment states that the project will impact roadways that already have pot holes 

and lack sidewalks, and would pay only a minimal traffic impact fee for the traffic 

generated by the project.  
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The EIR lists the Town’s policies regarding roadway system funding, including 

assessment of fees on new development to cover the fair-share portion of 

development’s impacts on the transportation system. Under CEQA, new development 

cannot be required to mitigate for existing deficiencies that are not caused by the 

project. As discussed on pages 4.6-13 through 4.6-15 of the EIR, the Traffic Impact 

Fee Program requires developers to contribute funding for various roadway 

improvements in the Town. The fees required to be paid in Mitigation Measures 4.6a, 

4.6f, and 4.6g are in accordance with the Town’s General Plan policies and Traffic 

Impact Fee Program. Additional information regarding these policies is provided in 

Section 4.6.2, Regulatory Setting, and the full text of the mitigation measures is 

provided in Section 4.6.4, Mitigation Measures, of the EIR and in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J. 

10-5 This comment states that the residents added by the project would increase the Town’s 

population by 17% and that this increase in population will cause impacts to traffic, air 

quality, water supply, schools, library services, and police and fire coverage.  

This comment does not identify specific concerns regarding these resource areas. 

These resource areas were evaluated in the EIR in Sections 4.6, 4.8, and 4.12. Project 

impacts to intersection and roadway segment level of service (LOS) were evaluated in 

Section 4.6 under Impact 4.6-1 for the existing-plus-project scenario, and Impact 4.6-

8 for the cumulative-plus-project scenario. Tables and figures throughout section 4.6 

identify intersection and roadway segment LOS under existing and cumulative no 

project conditions, existing and cumulative plus the proposed project conditions with 

and without implementation of mitigation measures, and existing and cumulative plus 

the Modified Transportation Alternative with and without implementation of 

mitigation measures. 

Impact 4.6-1 concluded that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on all intersections in the 

roadway network with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6a through 4.6d. 

Impact 4.6-8 concluded that, under the cumulative scenario, the proposed project 

would have a significant and unavoidable impact at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor 

Road intersection while both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. Due to the project site location, it is 

reasonable to expect that any development on this site would generate traffic on the 

segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be feasible to avoid 

this impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives. The impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 
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and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts 

on all other intersections and roadway segments in the roadway network with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6a through 4.6g. The intersections included 

in the roadway network analyzed in this section are listed in Section 4.6.1 of the EIR 

under the subheading Study Area.  

Impacts to air quality are evaluated in Section 4.8. The EIR concludes that impacts 

associated with air pollutant emissions during construction would be significant and 

unavoidable, but that impacts from project operation would be less than significant. 

The EIR also finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8a through 

4.8c, construction and operation of the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts related to conflicts with the Air 

Quality Element of the Town of Loomis General Plan and the goals of the Placer 

County Air Pollution Control District, and with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.8d, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant contribution to cumulative air quality impacts.  

Impacts associated with water supply are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services 

and Utilities, specifically under Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-2. The PCWA Urban Water 

Management Plan was prepared based on the existing Town of Loomis General Plan 

designations for the project site, which would allow more intensive development than 

what is proposed under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative. Specifically, the analysis of water supply was based on a memorandum 

prepared by Tully & Young in 2015 and included in EIR Appendix H. As stated on 

pages 4.12-22 and 4.12-23, the EIR finds that, “[using] PCWA [Placer County Water 

Agency] demand factors, the analysis determined that the proposed project would 

create approximately 141 afy [acre-feet per year] of new demands on PCWA’s water 

supply system” and that “the project would be predicted to consume about 24 afy less 

than PCWA has allocated for the area,” which is 15% less than was assumed to be 

required for the project site under the PCWA Urban Water Management Plan. Based 

on this analysis, the EIR concludes that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on water supply. 

Impacts to schools are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services and Utilities, 

specifically under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The analysis documents the number of 

students expected to reside at the site once the project is complete. Consistent with 

the requirements of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of 

school impact fees at the time building permits are issued would ensure that impacts 

associated with the addition of students to the over-capacity elementary and high 
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schools would be less than significant. Refer to Master Response 9 for additional 

discussion of the EIR analysis relating to impacts to schools. 

Impacts to library services are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services and 

Utilities, specifically under Impacts 4.12-11 and 4.12-12. As discussed in Impact 

4.12-11, under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, 

the project would create a demand for 487 square feet of library space and 2,677 new 

volumes in the library collection. These demands are not sufficient to require 

construction of new or expanded library facilities, and the required fees and taxes 

paid by the developer and each future lot owner would provide the resources to 

acquire additional volumes for a library and ensure that project impacts to library 

services within the Town would be less than significant. Further, while Placer County 

had planned to close this library, the Town’s residents approved ballot measures F 

and G in November 2016 that will provide funding for the Town to keep the library 

open. Measure F authorized a quarter percent transactions and use tax ("sales tax") to 

be levied within the Town for a period of 10 years and Measure G was an advisory 

vote that directs that revenues from Measure F be used predominantly to support the 

continued operation of the Loomis Library. 

Impacts to law enforcement are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services and 

Utilities, specifically under Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, and 4.12-20. The analysis 

finds that although the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would increase demands for law enforcement services, the project is not 

expected to present physical obstacles for law enforcement officers responding to 

calls, or require law enforcement officers to travel to remote locations. Also, the 

project is not expected to lengthen response times to levels above Placer County 

Sheriff’s Department standards. Therefore, impacts to law enforcement were 

determined to be less than significant. In addition, the Development Agreement 

between the Town and the developer includes provisions requiring the developer to 

establish a funding mechanism, which could include a special tax pursuant to the 

Mello Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the purpose of providing a 

permanent source of funding to cover increased costs incurred by the Town for 

providing public safety services. 

Impacts to fire protection are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services and Utilities, 

specifically under Impacts 4.12-15, 4.12-16, and 4.12-17. The EIR finds that under 

either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, the project 

would meet applicable building codes and maintain street widths and turning radii to 

accommodate fire protection equipment, and adequate water pressure and volume 

would be available for firefighting. Further, the project is not expected to 
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substantially increase the risk of fire in the area, and would reduce the risk of 

wildland fires adjacent to the existing residential subdivisions north of the project 

site. The EIR also finds that under either the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, the project is expected to increase calls for service to the 

Loomis Fire Protection District (FPD) by approximately 10%, and that the 

development impact fees and additional parcel taxes generated by the development 

would provide funding to the Loomis FPD that could be used to fund additional 

Loomis FPD staff and equipment to handle this increase in calls. Therefore, impacts 

to fire protection were determined to be less than significant. In addition, the 

Development Agreement between the Town and the developer includes provisions 

requiring the developer to establish a funding mechanism, which could include a 

special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the 

purpose of providing a permanent source of funding to cover increased costs incurred 

by the Town for providing public safety services.  

10-6 This comment states that there will be traffic jams at the Horseshoe Bar, King Road, 

and Penryn Road Interstate (I) 80 overcrossings, and Neighborhood Electric Vehicle 

lanes should be added to these overcrossings.  

The EIR evaluates impacts to roadway segment LOS in Impact 4.6-1. This analysis 

included the segment of King Road between Taylor and Boyington Roads; it did not 

include the King Road I-80 overcrossing. The analysis did not address traffic 

conditions on King Road east of its intersection with Boyington Road or the portion 

that crosses over I-80 since traffic volumes are currently relatively low and these 

segments are not anticipated to be impacted by the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative. Traffic levels on King Road currently provide LOS A 

conditions. Since less than 2% of the trips generated by the project (150 vehicles per 

day) would travel this route, the segment would continue to operate at LOS A.  

As shown in Tables 4.6-8, 4.6-11, and 4.6-15 of Section 4.6 of the EIR, the studied 

segment of King Road would maintain at LOS A in all scenarios (existing and 

cumulative no project, existing plus proposed project, existing plus Modified 

Transportation Alternative, cumulative plus proposed project, and cumulative plus 

Modified Transportation Alternative). Based on this data, there is no indication that 

the segment of King Road between Boyington Road and Holsclaw Road would 

experience traffic jams, or, for purposes of CEQA, cause a traffic impact. The 

analysis also considered LOS on Horseshoe Bar Road on the segment from Doc 

Barnes Drive to the I-80 westbound on-ramps, and the segment from the I-80 

westbound on-ramps to Laird Road. The analysis found that in the existing and 

cumulative no project, existing plus proposed project, existing plus Modified 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-87 

Transportation Alternative, cumulative plus proposed project, and cumulative plus 

Modified Transportation Alternative conditions, these segments would maintain LOS 

A. In the cumulative no project condition, the segment from Doc Barnes Drive to I-80 

would continue to operate at LOS A, but this would drop to LOS C as a result of the 

proposed project. With construction of the Webb Street extension and roundabouts as 

well as Doc Barnes Drive under the Modified Transportation Alternative, traffic 

would be diverted from the segment of Horseshoe Bar Road between Taylor Road 

and Library Drive, improving traffic flow on this segment to LOS B. The segment 

from I-80 to Laird Road would operate at LOS D in the cumulative condition, and 

this would improve to LOS C as a result of the project because traffic currently using 

this segment would be redirected to other roadway segments with the proposed 

project under the cumulative scenario. Under the cumulative scenario with the 

Modified Transportation Alternative, on the segment from I-80 south to Laird Road, 

the LOS would improve from D to C as well. The data indicates that there would be 

acceptable LOS on the Horseshoe Bar Road overcrossing of I-80. The Modified 

Transportation Alternative would add traffic to I-80 west of the Horseshoe Bar Road 

interchange, but under long-term conditions the creation of the Doc Barnes Drive 

extension would reduce traffic volumes east of Horseshoe Bar Road slightly; 

however, the segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road interchange would result 

in a LOS F with or without the Modified Transportation Alternative. The EIR does 

not evaluate the overcrossing on Penryn Road because Penryn Road is not expected 

to receive noticeable traffic increases due to the project, as documented in the 

discussion of trip distribution assumptions on page 4.6-18.  

10-7 This comment states that incidents of health problems related to living near roadways 

and thoroughfares are well documented, and expresses the opinion that no homes 

should be built as close to the freeway as planned.  

Air quality impacts are assessed in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR. As explained on 

page 4.8-14, based on the volume of traffic on I-80, the project site is not exposed to 

substantial concentrations of toxic air contaminants from I-80. 

10-8 This comment states that the project did not have adequate public outreach, and 

urges people to go to the Town’s website and look for mention of the EIR to 

provide public comment.  

Refer to Master Response 1 for discussion of the public notification and public 

review process for the Draft EIR. As noted in Master Response 1, the Draft EIR was 

made available for review at the Town’s website. There is a link to the Draft EIR at 

the bottom of the main page of the Town’s website, and a second link to the Draft 
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EIR under the “How Do I” tab on the main page. Instructions for how to find the 

Draft EIR were also included in the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR.  

10-9 The comment notes that information on the Town’s website regarding the public 

workshop only includes a PowerPoint presentation. The comment states that the EIR 

is “kept well hidden and difficult at best to find.”  

Two public workshops were held: one on May 24, 2016, at the Planning Commission 

meeting, and one on May 31, 2016, at the Town Council meeting. These workshops 

provided an opportunity for individuals to make oral comments on the Draft EIR. 

Transcripts of those workshops are provided in this Final EIR as Comment Letters 71 

and 72. Refer to response 10-8 regarding the location of the Draft EIR on the Town’s 

website. Please also refer to Master Response 1, which describes the instructions 

included in the notice of availability of the Draft EIR regarding where to find the 

Draft EIR on the Town’s website.  

10-10 This comment expresses the opinion that the project would have negative economic 

impacts for the Town.  

This comment addresses economic issues, which are not within the scope of 

CEQA, since CEQA considers the environmental impacts caused by 

implementation of the project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic or social issues are not 

considered significant effects on the environment. 

10-11 This comment states that because of the lack of meaningful amenities, people would 

have to travel elsewhere to shop, walk, utilize parks, and enjoy nature.  

The project objectives, defined in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, include improving the 

jobs/housing balance and thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled; creating 

pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods; providing diverse mixtures of open space areas 

and parks that are easily accessible; and implementing smart growth by concentrating 

growth in compact, walkable, urban centers that are pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly 

and close to neighborhood schools and shopping. This would be accomplished 

through the provision of 9.97 acres of open space, 1.84 acres of public parks, 0.59 

acres of active recreation trails, 0.74 acre of multi-use trail, 25,000 square feet of 

office space, and 56,000 square feet of commercial space in the proposed project. The 

Modified Transportation Alternative includes 9.97 acres of open space, 1.84 acres of 

public parks, 0.59 acres of active recreation trails, 0.74 acre of multi-use trail, 25,000 

square feet of office space, and 49,000 square feet of commercial space. Both the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would provide bicycle 
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lanes, sidewalks, and trails along roadways, and open space areas within the project 

site. Additional information is provided in EIR Section 3.4, Project Description.  

10-12 This comment expresses the opinion that the project will decrease property values in 

the Town, and, with it, property tax revenue to keep the Town running.  

This comment contains concerns that are outside the scope of CEQA. According to 

Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project 

shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Further, the comment 

does not provide any evidence or discussion to support the opinion that the project 

will decrease property values in the Town. 

10-13 This comment states that fire and law enforcement protection costs will increase.  

As discussed in response 10-5, impacts to the provision of fire and police services are 

evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR under Impacts 4.12-18 through 4.12-20 (police 

services) and Impacts 4.12-17 and 4.12-18 (fire services). Development fees and tax 

revenues from the property could be used to increase funding for police and fire 

services in the Town. In addition, the Development Agreement between the Town 

and the developer includes provisions requiring the developer to establish a funding 

mechanism, which could include a special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos 

Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the purpose of providing a permanent source 

of funding to cover increased costs incurred by the Town for providing public safety 

services. The EIR concludes that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on requiring 

new law enforcement facilities, interfering with the ability to provide law 

enforcement services, and requiring new law enforcement facilities or interfering with 

response in the cumulative scenario. The EIR also concludes that the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant 

impact on increased demand for fire protection and emergency services so as to 

require new facilities or reduce overall fire protection, interfering with emergency 

response or evacuation, and increasing demand for fire protection and emergency 

services in the cumulative scenario.  

10-14 This comment expresses the opinion that the project needs to be re-designed, keeping 

people, not profits, in mind.  

This comment provides a general recommendation to redesign the project, but does 

not raise any new environmental issues, and no additional response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 11 

Sierra Club – Placer Group/Public Interest Coalition 

Marilyn Jasper 

June 16, 2016 

11-1 This comment states that comments from the Public Interest Coalition on the Draft 

EIR are provided in the attachment.  

All comments provided in the attachment are responded to in responses 11-2 through 

11-32, below. 

11-2 This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR 

and the ease of downloading the EIR as manageable PDFs.  

This comment provides introductory language and does not raise any environmental 

issues; therefore, no response is required.  

11-3 This comment expresses the opinion that the project needs to be greatly reduced 

because the size of the project as proposed is more compatible with infill in a 

metropolitan area than in a rural community.  

Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the analysis of 

project alternatives presented in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. The commenter does not 

specify what is meant by “greatly reduce,” but a reduced alternative is presented in the 

EIR (see Alternative 4, Reduced Footprint Alternative, in Chapter 5, Alternatives). An 

alternative that would “greatly reduce” the size of the project beyond what has been 

considered would not be capable of meeting most of the basic project objectives, and, 

therefore, would not be considered a feasible alternative under CEQA. 

11-4 This comment states that many of the impact findings (including air quality, traffic, 

biology, and wetlands) are unacceptable and significant enough that they cannot be 

mitigated and should, therefore, not be overridden.  

The EIR examines 80 impacts to 13 resource areas. Of these, seven impacts were 

found to be significant and unavoidable under both the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative, and the remaining impacts were found to be less 

than significant or less than significant after mitigation. For additional information, 

refer to Table 1-2 in Chapter 1, Executive Summary, which identifies all of the 

impacts of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative, the 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-96 

significance of each impact before mitigation, any applicable mitigation measures, 

and the significance of each impact after mitigation.  

11-5 This comment states that although the state’s housing mandate program is cited as a 

reason for the project’s high density, this program refers primarily to affordable 

housing, not lot size.  

The commenter is correct that the EIR states, “Approximately 7 acres of the site 

would be designated for high-density residential land uses, in support of the Town’s 

Housing Element” (page 3-18). With adoption of the Town of Loomis (Town) 

Housing Element, the Town Council applied a Residential High Density zoning 

overlay to the project site. Under this zoning overlay, the required residential density 

is between 20 and 25 dwelling units per acre, consistent with the requirements of the 

State Housing Element law. Thus, state law and the Town’s Housing Element do 

mandate that the Town make land available to support specific density ranges for 

high-density housing, which directly influences the size of the dwelling units. It is 

noted that the high-density housing is proposed to be located on a single parcel of 

approximately 5 acres. Housing impacts are evaluated in EIR Section 4.2, Population 

and Housing. In Section 4.2.1, Environmental Setting, under the subheading Housing 

Affordability, the EIR states that the State Housing Element law requires regional 

councils of governments to identify each city’s and county’s fair share allocation of 

the region’s affordable housing needs. As discussed in Section 4.2.3, Impacts, under 

the subheading Methods of Analysis, the analysis in the EIR relies on the Town’s 

General Plan Housing Element, which contains the Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation for the Town.  

11-6 This comment states that the State Housing Element mandate is not meant to impose 

unacceptable traffic conditions, unhealthy air quality, or destruction of the rural 

community atmosphere.  

The potential impacts related to traffic, air quality, and changes in community 

character from the project at the densities proposed are evaluated in the EIR in 

Sections 4.6, 4.8, and 4.5 (specifically Impact 4.5-2), and are summarized below:  

The potential impacts of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative on traffic and the circulation system are analyzed in Section 4.6. The EIR 

examines eight potential impacts to traffic and circulation, and, of those impacts, five 

would be less than significant or no impact, two would be reduced to less than 

significant with incorporation of mitigation, and one would remain significant and 
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unavoidable. Refer to response 8-8 for additional summary information regarding the 

traffic impacts analysis in the EIR. 

As stated in response 10-5, the proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential impacts related to air quality are evaluated in Section 4.8. The 

EIR concludes that impacts associated with air pollutant emissions during 

construction would be significant and unavoidable, but that other air quality impacts 

would be less than significant. Refer to response 8-6 for additional summary 

information regarding the air quality impacts analysis in the EIR. 

The project’s impacts related to changes in community character were evaluated in 

Section 4.5 of the EIR. The analysis of Impact 4.5-2 finds that the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable 

changes in the visual character of the project site, recognizing that the project site is 

“essentially surrounded by development on three sides, with I-80 generally forming the 

eastern boundary. However, this area is also a transition zone between the developed 

areas to the north, west, and south and the rural and largely undeveloped areas to the 

east of I-80.” The project design standards would ensure that architectural styles within 

the project site would be compatible with existing development in the Town, but the 

EIR also recognizes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would substantially change the visual character of the site and, thus, 

contribute to a decrease in the rural qualities of the Town. 

11-7 This comment states that the claim that the project will be a pedestrian-focused 

community is false because stretching out for a mile or more is not conducive to 

walking, and most family needs are not accomplished on foot.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative offers the 

opportunity for residents to walk to the Loomis Grammar School and Del Oro High 

School, both of which are located adjacent to the project boundaries, as well as the 

Raley’s shopping center and downtown Loomis, also located adjacent to the project 

boundaries. Trails, sidewalks, and bicycle paths are offered within the project 

boundaries, and would connect to areas adjacent to the project, as noted above. The 

traffic impacts analysis does not assume any reductions in trip generation due to the 

project’s objectives related to pedestrian orientation; thus, the environmental impact 

analysis does not rely on or assume achievement of such an objective. 

11-8 This comment states that if every residence follows the close to two-car-per-family 

average, then the project would add 852 vehicles, in addition to traffic impacts 

generated by visits from friends, family, deliveries, and service workers.  
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Table 4.6-5 in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR outlines the number of vehicle trips that may 

result from development of the project based on proposed land uses and trip 

generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ publication 

Trip Generation, 9th Edition. According to this table, the project would generate 395 

trips during the AM peak hour and 559 trips during the PM peak hour. The trip 

generation rates recommended by the Institute of Transportation Engineers are based 

on empirical data collected from existing development and reflect trips made by 

visitors, service workers, deliveries, and other sources. The data in Table 4.6-5, which 

was relied upon to calculate the project’s impacts, reflects the originally proposed 

project, which include 426 dwelling units, 54,000 square feet of commercial space, 

and 25,000 square feet of office space. As documented throughout this Final EIR, the 

proposed project has been updated to include 418 dwelling units, 56,000 square feet 

of commercial space, and 25,000 square feet of office space. The Modified 

Transportation Alternative includes 418 dwelling units, 49,000 square feet of 

commercial space and 25,000 square feet of office space. Both would slightly reduce 

trip generation from the site, thus effects on traffic would be slightly less than those 

reported in Section 4.6 of the EIR, particularly Impact 4.6-1, which examines the 

project’s impact on existing and planned future-year traffic load and capacity, and 

Impact 4.6-8, which examines the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in 

traffic conflicting with adopted policies and plans related to intersection levels of 

service and roadway segment function. The impacts of the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative on transportation and circulation in the Town are 

summarized in Master Response 6. 

11-9 This comment expresses concern for where and how all the trips and traffic generated 

by the project will park and negotiate the narrow streets.  

As discussed in Master Response 5, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would provide on-street and off-street parking in 

accordance with the proposed project-specific parking standards. The project’s impact 

on vehicle circulation and congestion due to a lack of sufficient parking is examined 

in Section 4.6.3 under Impact 4.6-7. The EIR finds that since the proposed parking 

standards, which include stipulating that the Homeowner’s Association must enforce 

a requirement that garages be used for parking and not for storage, are sufficient to 

meet typical parking demands associated with the proposed land uses, the project 

would have no impact related to insufficient parking capacity. Specifically, the EIR 

states on page 4.6-50 that “the project would provide a two-car garage for each 

single-family home within the project site, and residents will be required by the 

project’s Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) to park their vehicles in their 

garages.” Additionally, the EIR identifies where guest parking would be provided 
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throughout the proposed development. Finally, the proposed road standards provide a 

minimum of 10-foot-wide travel lanes for all roadways, including the proposed 

alleys. This is a typical roadway width and is sufficient to accommodate traffic 

associated with the proposed residential, commercial, and office land uses. 

11-10 This comment recommends that the most protection possible for wetlands should 

occur by establishing a 200-foot protective buffer, and any units planned for inside 

that buffer be deleted or resized; the comment also says that filling of wetlands should 

not be permitted.  

Impacts to wetlands are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.3-2. As 

summarized in response 10-3, the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative propose to fill approximately 0.97 acres of waters of the United States out 

of the identified 6.04 acres on the project site. The EIR concludes that, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3d, which requires replacement habitat to 

ensure that the Town’s and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) no-net-loss 

standard is achieved, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on 

wetlands and waters of the United States. The proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, 

which would define the specific requirements for replacement or compensation of the 

loss of wetlands and waters of the United States. Neither the Corps nor the Town of 

Loomis General Plan or Municipal Code requires a 200-foot wetland setback. 

Although such a setback would be one mechanism for avoiding impacts to wetland 

resources, the mitigation identified in the EIR provides compensation for the loss of 

on-site wetlands sufficient to reduce the impact to less than significant. CEQA does 

not require a 200-foot setback as mitigation. For additional information, please refer 

to Master Response 2, which discusses the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the Town of Loomis General Plan’s 

wetland preservation policies.  

11-11 This comment expresses the opinion that, if California black rails are found on the 

project site, the mitigation identified in the EIR is unacceptable because nesting birds 

tend to return annually, and destroying their habitat may have further negative 

impacts. This comment suggests, instead, that if this species is found on the project 

site, permanent protection of habitat and reporting of the survey process and results 

via circulation of a supplemental Draft EIR should be required.  

The information presented in the EIR regarding the potential for nesting birds and 

other special-status species to occur on site is based on the Biological Resources 

Assessment (Salix 2014) prepared for the project and included in EIR Appendix C. 
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As identified in Table 4.3-2, California black rail relies on “salt, fresh or brackish 

water marshes with little fluctuations. In freshwater, the preference is for dense 

bulrush and cattails.” The table identifies that the area of suitable habitat for this 

species is associated with the riparian wetland in the central portion of the site (Salix 

2014). California black rail is not a species that habitually returns to the same nesting 

site in subsequent years (Tsao 2009). The habitat on which they rely is dynamic; it 

changes frequently due to fluctuations in water, weather, and vegetation. Thus, a 

particular nest site may not be a preferred nest site in future years. In Impact 4.3-3, 

the EIR concludes that, “Disturbance to 0.94 acres of riparian habitat would constitute 

a less than significant impact to California black rail habitat because sufficient 

riparian habitat would remain on site to support use of the site by this species.” 

Permanent protection of nest sites outside of the proposed open space area and 

ongoing monitoring is not required to ensure that the site remains suitable for use by 

California black rail. 

11-12 This comment states that the preferred no-net-loss standard for wetlands is not 

accomplished by any ratio less than 2:1, and that because the Draft EIR allows 

mitigation at a ratio less than 2:1, the project will result in a significant impact. The 

comment also states that there should be no “incentive” for reduction of the 

replacement ratio.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3d states that the project must achieve the no-net-loss standard 

for impacts to wetlands. Although the measure identifies a minimum replacement 

ratio of 1:1, the measure also requires that the project comply with any requirements 

of the Corps to meet the no-net-loss standard. Further, the measure states, “if off-site 

mitigation is chosen, the project applicant shall provide written evidence that 

compensatory habitat has been established through the purchase of mitigation credits 

at an approved wetlands mitigation bank. The amount of money required to purchase 

these credits shall be equal to the amount necessary to replace wetland or habitat 

acreage and value, including compensation for temporal loss.” Thus, although the 

minimum replacement ratio is stated as 1:1, the mitigation measure includes 

additional provisions that will be implemented, as necessary, to ensure the no-net-loss 

standard is met. 

11-13 This comment expresses the opinion that regardless of what is allowed by the 

regulatory agencies, the Town should insist that its no-net-loss policy be strictly 

upheld, the existing 6+ acres of wetlands be kept fully intact, and minimum setbacks 

of 200 feet be required from any/all wetland delineations.  
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 Compliance with the no-net-loss policy is required through implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.3d, which would be enforced through the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J of this Final EIR. Refer 

to response 11-10 regarding the suggested 200-foot setback from wetlands and 

prohibition on any fill within wetlands, and Master Response 2 regarding consistency 

with General Plan policies. Also refer to page 5-5 of Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the 

EIR for a discussion regarding alternatives considered but rejected. A “complete 

avoidance of biological resource impacts alternative” was considered but rejected, as 

it was found to be incapable of meeting most of the basic project objectives. 

11-14 This comment states that there should be complete avoidance, and not mitigation, for 

vernal pools, since existing losses are estimated to be upward of 80% of their former 

occurrences in California.  

In Section 4.3.1, Environmental Setting, under the subheading Waters of the United 

States, the EIR states that there are six categories of waters of the United States on 

the project site: perennial streams, drainage ditches, intermittent streams, wetland 

swales, seasonal wetlands, and riparian wetland. There are no vernal pools on the 

project site that would be impacted by the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative. 

11-15 This comment states that the loss of oak woodlands, particularly valley oak, would be 

significant, the linear roadway plantings are not satisfactory mitigation measures, and 

avoidance and preservation of these trees should be required.  

As stated on page 4.3-2, the project site includes 4.4 acres of valley oak woodland. 

Impacts to oak woodlands are examined in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR under Impact 

4.3-1. As noted on page 4.3-31, the proposed project would result in a loss of 1.5 

acres of this habitat type, and compensation for this loss of habitat would be provided 

with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3a, which requires the project applicant 

to obtain a conservation easement or acquire property in fee title for preservation of 2 

acres of valley oak woodland habitat located within a 10-mile radius of the project 

site. The EIR does not consider the linear roadway plantings as mitigation for the loss 

of valley oak woodland habitat. The EIR concluded that, with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.3a, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact related to loss of valley oak 

woodland habitat. Please also refer to Master Response 11 regarding the loss of valley 

oak woodland habitat and mitigation for that impact.  
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11-16 This comment states that sufficient space should be made on site to replace all the 

trees that will be lost due to the project by reducing unit density and placing a priority 

on saving the trees because mitigation within a 10-mile radius is meaningless and will 

not benefit the Town.  

As discussed in response 11-15, Mitigation Measure 4.3a requires that the applicant 

obtain a conservation easement or property in fee title for preservation of 2 acres of 

valley oak woodland habitat within a 10-mile radius of the site as mitigation for the 

loss of valley oak woodland. Conservation of valley oak woodland habitat is 

necessary to protect the region’s biological resources, specifically to provide habitat 

for wildlife and plant species. Thus, it is appropriate to allow this mitigation to occur 

outside the Town’s limits because such mitigation is effective at protecting biological 

resource values in the region. For the loss of individual trees throughout the project 

site, Mitigation Measure 4.3g requires the project applicant to provide for 

replacement of trees consistent with the requirements of section 13.54.090 of the 

Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance. If the applicant is unable to replace the trees 

on the project site or at another location within the Town and approved by the Town 

Manager, the property owner would be required to pay the Town’s in-lieu fee, which 

would be used by the Town as described in section 13.54.100 of the Tree 

Conservation Ordinance. Uses of the in-lieu fee may include “planting or 

propagation, purchasing, maintenance, preservation programs (including, but not 

limited to, land purchase and/or conservation easements), public education programs 

regarding trees which support the purposes of this chapter (e.g., workshops on proper 

pruning), and activities in support of the administration” of the Tree Conservation 

ordinance. Tree planting within the project site, such as the proposed linear plantings 

along Doc Barnes Drive, would meet the requirements of the Tree Conservation 

Ordinance, and, thus, is appropriately considered mitigation for the loss of individual 

trees. The project applicant would be required to monitor those trees planted on site, 

and replace any that fail within 5 years following initial planting.  

As discussed in Master Response 13, in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the EIR, the Town 

gave preliminary consideration to a project alternative that would reduce tree removal 

on site to a maximum of 300 inches diameter at breast height. This amount of tree 

removal was selected as part of the “Complete Avoidance of Biological Resource 

Impacts” alternative that was initially considered but rejected from further analysis, as 

discussed on pages 5-5 and 5-6 of the EIR. Limiting tree removal to 300 inches was 

considered in that context because the proposed tree planting plan accommodates 

approximately 300 new trees. Planting of those 300 new trees would mitigate for the 

loss of 300 inches of existing trees (as measured by diameter at breast height), in 

accordance with the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance. However, this alternative 
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was found to substantially reduce the potential development on site as to render it 

incapable of meeting most of the basic project objectives. Instead Alternatives 3a, 3b, 

4a, and 4b each call for some reduction in tree loss and additional replacement tree 

planting on site, but the alternatives would not allow for all tree loss to be mitigated 

on site.  

11-17 This comment states that traffic has escalated to unacceptable levels in terms of safety 

and volume, which does not comply with the Town’s standards for protecting public 

safety and providing mobility for all modes of transportation.  

Safety impacts are addressed in Section 4.6.3, Impacts, of the EIR under Impacts 4.6-

2 and 4.6-4. Impact 4.6-2 evaluated impacts to vehicle safety due to roadway design 

features, and concluded that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would not introduce non-passenger vehicles to the local roadway network 

and would result in no impact related to roadway and vehicle safety. Impact 4.6-4 

evaluated safety related to pedestrians and bicyclists and concluded that impacts 

would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6b and 

4.6e, which require installation of a traffic signal at King Road and construction of 

intersection bulb-outs at all public street intersections on Doc Barnes Drive. The full 

text of Mitigation Measures 4.6b and 4.6e are provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR 

and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J to 

this Final EIR.  

11-18 This comment states that Taylor Road is often backed up for blocks at various times 

of the day.  

The commenter is correct that there is substantial congestion on Taylor Road, and this 

is reflected in the EIR analysis. As shown in EIR Table 4.6-3, the existing level of 

service (LOS) for Taylor Road between Horseshoe Bar Road and Webb Street and 

between Webb Street and King Road is LOS F. As described in Chapter 1, 

Introduction, and 3, Project Description, subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, 

the project applicant proposed to implement measures to increase avoidance of impacts 

to sensitive biological resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project, thus 

reducing the unit count from the 426 dwelling units that were evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

This would slightly reduce the amount of traffic generated by the proposed project and 

reduce the project’s contribution to congestion on Taylor Road. In the analysis of Impact 

4.6-1, Table 4.6-11 shows that in the existing-plus-project condition, this segment 

would continue to operate at LOS F. However, the table shows that the project would 

reduce traffic volumes on Taylor Road by 1,500 vehicles because these trips would be 

diverted to the extension of Doc Barnes Drive through the project site. Thus the 
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project would result in reduced traffic congestion on Taylor Road. The diversion of 

traffic to Doc Barnes Drive would increase traffic on Horseshoe Bar Road by more 

than 5%, which is considered a significant impact of the project according to the 

Town’s General Plan. As discussed on page 4.6-34, implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 4.6c and 4.6d, which require provision of traffic controls that would limit 

left turns onto Horseshoe Bar Road during peak periods, the traffic volumes on 

Horseshoe Bar Road would be reduced so that the net traffic increase on this segment 

would be less than 5% over the existing volume; therefore, the impact would be 

reduced to less than significant. 

Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant also proposed to implement 

measures to reduce biological resource effects under the Transportation Alternative. 

The Modified Transportation Alternative would develop 418 residential units, 25,000 

square feet of office uses, and 49,000 square feet commercial uses. The Modified 

Transportation Alternative includes construction of the Webb Street extension 

through the project site and its associated roundabouts as well as construction of Doc 

Barnes Drive through the project site. These improvements are expected to 

redistribute traffic through the Town, including diverting traffic from Taylor Road to 

other routes. As shown in Table 4.6-15, with the addition of the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, approximately 6,887 daily vehicle trips would be diverted 

from the segment of Taylor Road between Horseshoe Bar Road and Webb Street and 

1,664 daily trips would be diverted from the segment of Taylor Road between Webb 

Street and King Road. Thus, under the Modified Transportation Alternative the 

project would reduce congestion on Taylor Road. 

11-19 This comment states that having project traffic enter Horseshoe Bar Road via Library 

Drive is irresponsible and dangerous due to curves on the road and greatly diminished 

lines of sight.  

The lines of sight at this intersection are adequate to ensure safety under the proposed 

project. Although EIR Figure 10-2 is provided as a grading exhibit, it provides a 

demonstration of the lines of sight for vehicles turning onto Horseshoe Bar Road 

from Library Drive. No adverse safety conditions are expected to occur as a result of 

increased traffic volumes accessing Horseshoe Bar Road from Library Drive. At this 

location, the speed limit is 25 miles per hour, and, according to the California 

Department of Transportation’s Highway Design Manual, at a speed of 25 miles per 

hour, a corner sight distance of 275 feet is required.  

Further, EIR Table 4.6-12 identifies the LOS at the intersection of Horseshoe Bar 

Road under existing-plus-proposed project conditions. With implementation of 
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Mitigation Measures 4.6c and 4.6d, which require provision of traffic controls that 

would limit left turns onto Horseshoe Bar Road from Library Drive during peak 

periods, each approach to the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS. 

Westbound vehicles entering Horseshoe Bar Road would experience LOS C 

conditions after mitigation.  

Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, this intersection would be converted 

to a roundabout that also accesses the Webb Street extension. Use of a roundabout at 

this location would preclude any concerns regarding sight distance at this location. 

11-20 This comment states that, although improvements to the Doc Barnes Drive 

intersection may improve line of sight, southbound traffic turning into Raley’s at 

Horseshoe Bar Road, combined with traffic back-ups at the signal and with Doc 

Barnes Drive being the most direct route to Interstate (I) 80, traffic impacts from the 

project’s configuration will be “disastrous.”  

EIR Table 4.6-12 identifies the LOS at the intersections of Horseshoe Bar Road with 

Doc Barnes Drive and with the I-80 westbound on-ramps (this intersection also 

provides access to the Raley’s shopping center) under existing-plus-proposed project 

conditions. It shows that both of these intersections would operate at LOS C with the 

addition of traffic generated by the proposed project under existing conditions and 

installation of a traffic signal at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Doc Barnes Road 

intersection. As stated on page 4.6-32 of the EIR, this traffic signal is required to be 

installed at the time the Doc Barnes Drive extension is constructed. Further, the LOS 

on the segment of Horseshoe Bar Road between Doc Barnes Drive and I-80 is 

expected to be LOS A under the proposed project. Additionally, Table 4.6-13 

identifies that these intersections would operate at LOS C under the existing-plus-

Modified Transportation Alternative conditions (including with installation of the 

signal at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Doc Barnes Road intersection) and the segment of 

Horseshoe Bar Road between Doc Barnes Drive and I-80 is expected to operate at 

LOS A. Thus, the EIR demonstrates that under either the proposed project or the 

Modified Transportation Alternative, the project is not expected to make a significant 

contribution to congestion on this segment of Horseshoe Bar Road.  

11-21 This comment questions the statement made in Impact 4.6-6 and asks if the private 

airstrip near Loomis Park (at I-80 and King Road) has been abandoned.  

The private airstrip does not appear on lists of public and private airports and landing 

strips (tollfreeairlines.com). 
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11-22 This comment says that the project should be required to build all streets wide enough 

for two-way traffic, vehicle parking, paved sidewalks, bicycle lanes, bus and/or 

public transit pull-out areas, and neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV) lanes on both 

sides of each residential street with no exceptions or variances.  

The Town’s recently adopted Circulation Element Update includes goals related to 

providing for NEV use, it does not require NEV lanes on all roads, nor are dedicated 

NEV lanes necessary to ensure the viability of NEV use in the Town. The Town 

received the application for this project and commenced the environmental review 

prior to adoption of the Circulation Element Update. Thus, the project was not subject 

to the new NEV guidelines. Additionally, for the alley-loaded residences, pedestrian 

walkways are provided along the fronts of the units, so providing sidewalks along 

these streets would be unnecessary.  

11-23 This comment says that making garage parking mandatory would cause community 

strife and could become a contentious homeowner’s association issue.  

This comment does not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, and no 

response is required. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative’s proposed parking standards and plan. 

11-24 This comment states that the conclusion that there is sufficient parking for anticipated 

uses is inaccurate, and that although guest parking spaces may work for smaller 

projects, they do not work for a project of this size.  

Parking is addressed in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.6-7 and in Master 

Response 5. The project would provide a two-car garage for each single-family home. 

Additional off-street parking would be available on driveways for individual units in 

the single-family traditional portion of the project. On-street curbside parallel parking 

would also be available on several streets within the project site. The proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative also propose one parking space for every 

250 square feet of office space, commercial space, and non-residential space in the 

mixed use land use district. The comment provides no evidence or support to contradict 

the EIR conclusion that parking would be sufficient for the anticipated uses.  

11-25 This comment states that there appears to be only one detention basin on the project 

site, at the southeast corner, and, based on the slope of site, this may not be at the 

lowest portion of the project site. This comment asks for an explanation of how the 

detention basin works and how effective it will be.  
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As described in EIR Section 3.4, Project Description, under the subheading Drainage 

and Grading, two detention basins would be constructed on the project site: one 

measuring 70 feet wide by 170 feet long in the southeast quadrant of the Doc Barnes 

Drive/King Road intersection, and one measuring 75 feet wide by 75 feet long near 

the southeast corner of the Silver Ranch subdivision. Site grading and drainage 

infrastructure would be conducted and placed to ensure that drainage from all 

developed portions of the site would flow to one of these two detention basins. As 

shown in the drainage report, the detention basins would be designed and sized to 

ensure that drainage from the site would be fully contained within the basin and 

would be capable of detaining water such that the post-development stormwater 

runoff rates are no more than 90% of the pre-development runoff rates. Impacts to 

drainage and potential flooding are evaluated under Impact 4.11-2. The EIR 

concludes that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11a, which requires 

preparation of a Final Drainage Report demonstrating the required reduction in 

stormwater runoff rates, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on increased stormwater runoff. 

The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.11a is provided in Section 4.11.4 and in the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program included in Appendix J. Additional 

information regarding drainage is presented in the Preliminary Drainage Report, 

included as EIR Appendix H. Refer to response 2-10 for additional information 

regarding the Draft EIR’s conclusion about the project’s impact on flooding due to 

increased stormwater runoff. 

11-26 This comment questions how the project will supply sewer service to 426 units plus 

the proposed commercial land uses, when the South Placer Municipal Utility District 

(SPMUD) originally estimated capacity to provide for 326 units.  

Impacts to the existing capacity, treatment, collection, and disposal facilities for 

wastewater are evaluated in EIR Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-2 and 4.12-3. 

Impact 4.12-2 evaluates if the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would exceed the existing treatment capacity or require new or expanded 

facilities. As noted previously, after circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant 

proposed to implement measures to increase avoidance of impacts to sensitive biological 

resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project, thus reducing the unit count 

from the 426 dwelling units that were evaluated in the Draft EIR and slightly reducing 

the project’s demand for sewage collection and treatment capacity. As discussed on 

pages 4.12-24 and 4.12-25 of the EIR, the Lower Loomis Trunk Line is currently 

operating at full capacity and cannot accommodate any new connections in its current 

condition. However, SPMUD and the Town have begun efforts that will lead to 

construction of the Loomis Diversion Line, which is part of SPMUD’s adopted 
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master plan. Construction began in June 2017 and is expected to conclude in 2018. 

The Loomis Diversion Line would have adequate capacity to serve the proposed 

project, as well as other locations in the Town and surrounding vicinity. The EIR 

concludes that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12a, which requires 

written communication from the SPMUD confirming sufficient wastewater 

conveyance capacity prior to recordation of any final maps for the project, the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-

significant impact on wastewater capacity. The project is conditioned such that, 

absent the ability of the SPMUD to provide service, the project cannot be built. The 

full text of Mitigation Measure 4.12a is provided in Section 4.12.4 of the EIR. Impact 

4.12-3 examines the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impact on wastewater conveyance in the cumulative condition. The EIR concludes 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a 

less-than-significant impact on the need for expanded or new facilities beyond those 

already analyzed and approved.  

11-27 This comment asks if pumps would be required to move wastewater to treatment 

plants, and, if so, how and where will backup generators be located in case of power 

outages.  

Information regarding the provision of wastewater treatment for the Town and the 

project site are discussed in Section 4.12.1, Environmental Setting, of the EIR under 

the subheading Wastewater. As stated on EIR page 4.12-4, on-site provisions would 

consist of gravity sewer laterals and collectors. No new pumps would be needed. 

11-28 This comment states that solar panels should be required on each unit as part of initial 

construction to reduce energy and other related environmental impacts.  

Energy consumption during project operation is evaluated in Chapter 6, Other CEQA 

Considerations, of the EIR under Impact 6-2. The EIR finds that impacts associated 

with energy consumption would be less than significant. However, in Section 4.9, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the EIR finds that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable impact due 

to the project’s greenhouse gas emissions, which are measured in terms of carbon 

dioxide equivalents (CO2e). As shown in Table 4.9-2, the energy demand represented 

by the proposed project would generate 1,665.01 metric tons of CO2e annually while 

vehicle traffic associated with the project would generate 6,085.27 metric tons of 

CO2e annually. Mitigation Measure 4.9 requires that various energy-efficiency 

elements be included in the residential units and non-residential buildings on site to 

reduce these emissions to the extent feasible. This measure has been revised to 
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incorporate additional energy efficiency requirements, including solar panels on the 

single-family residential units, as shown below and in Section 4.9.4 of the EIR. Refer 

to Master Response 14 for additional discussion of the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s GHG emissions and mitigation measures.  
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11-29 This comment states that air quality impacts that put sensitive receptors at risk cannot 

be mitigated.  

 As discussed in response 10-5, the potential impacts of the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative related to air quality were evaluated in Section 

4.8. The EIR concludes that impacts associated with air pollutant emissions during 

construction would be significant and unavoidable, but that other air quality impacts 

would be less than significant. Refer to response 8-6 for additional summary 

information regarding the air quality impacts analysis in the EIR. Additionally, as 

discussed in response 10-7, the proximity of I-80 to the project site does not indicate a 

potentially significant impact associated with exposure of project site residents to 

toxic air contaminants.  

11-30 This comment states that the negative impacts associated with the project are 

unacceptable for a rural community that prides itself on quality of life and 

responsible growth.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

11-31 This comment expresses the opinion that, if approved, the project’s negative impacts 

would reduce property values and subsequently reduce property taxes, which could 

affect services within the Town.  

 This comment contains concerns that are outside the scope of CEQA. According to 

Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “economic or social effects of a project 
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shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” Further, the comment 

does not provide any evidence to support the opinion that the project would lead to a 

decrease in property values. 

11-32 This comment states that, without meaningful amenities provided in large urban 

areas, Loomis citizens will be forced to travel elsewhere to meet health, social, 

cultural, entertainment, and other basic necessities.  

The project’s objectives, defined in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, include improving 

the jobs/housing balance, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled; creating 

pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods; providing diverse mixtures of open space areas 

and parks that are easily accessible; and implementing smart growth by 

concentrating growth in compact, walkable urban centers that are pedestrian- and 

bicycle-friendly and close to neighborhood schools and shopping. The proposed 

project would accomplish this with by providing 9.97 acres of open space, 1.85 

acres of public parks, 0.59 acres of active use trails, 0.74 acres of multi-use trails, 

25,000 square feet of office spaces, and 56,000 square feet of commercial spaces on 

the project site, as well as providing bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and trails along 

roadways and open space areas within the project site. The Modified Transportation 

Alternative would result in the same amount of parks, open space, trails, and office 

space but would include 49,000 square feet of commercial space, which is 7,000 

fewer square feet than under the proposed project. Additional information is 

provided in EIR Section 3.4, Project Description.  

11-33 This comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and flawed, and the project may 

be acceptable by revising it to less than 200 units with recirculation of an accordingly 

revised Draft EIR.  

Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the project 

alternatives evaluated in EIR Chapter 5. An alternative that would reduce the project 

to fewer than 200 units would not be capable of meeting most of the project 

objectives, as it would substantially interfere with achievement of the goals for 

“concentrating growth in a compact walkable urban center to avoid sprawl,” 

developing a walkable mixed-use community, and developing increased residential 

densities on a site targeted in the General Plan for urban growth. 
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Response to Comment Letter 12 

Steve and Christine Alston 

June 10, 2016 

12-1 The comment provides a cover letter introducing the detailed comments that follow. 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because it threatens 

the peace and tranquility in the Town of Loomis (Town).  

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Refer to 

Master Response 2 regarding the project’s consistency with the Town’s General Plan. 

12-2 This comment states that most of the traffic data is outdated, from 2009 and 2014, 

and does not represent current vehicle trip data. The comment recommends that new 

traffic studies be conducted for use in the Draft EIR. The comment also states that the 

title of Table 4.6-3 is incorrect because some of the reported traffic volumes are 7 

years old and does not constitute existing volumes.  

Table 4.6-3 in the EIR notes that the information was derived from EIR Appendix E, 

which includes the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by KD Anderson & Associates 

in September 2015 and revised in April 2016. According to the Traffic Impact 

Analysis and noted in Section 4.6.1 of the EIR, AM and PM peak-hour traffic counts 

were performed at study intersections during March 2014. Existing intersection levels 

of service were determined based on these traffic counts. Thus, Table 4.6-3 reflects 

data collected in 2014, and is not 7 years old. Additional information can be found in 

Section 4.6.1, Environmental Setting, under the subheadings Existing Traffic Counts 

and Existing Levels of Service, as well as in the Traffic Impact Analysis contained in 

Appendix E. Use of traffic count data from 2014 is appropriate for this EIR because it 

is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), which states that the baseline 

environmental conditions evaluated in an EIR should normally be those that existed at 

the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated. The NOP was circulated in 

November 2014. Further, there have been no substantial new developments that 

would have contributed a high enough volume of traffic to the local transportation 

network to have altered the conclusions of the Traffic Impact Analysis. The Traffic 

Impact Analysis includes the recent construction at the Sierra College Boulevard 

interchange. The analysis incorporated the Town’s and the City of Rocklin’s traffic 

model assumptions to forecast future conditions. The City of Rocklin model assumed 

development within the Village at Loomis project site, along with future planned 

development within the City of Rocklin. Therefore, the cumulative traffic analysis 
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includes new development in the City of Rocklin at Sierra College Boulevard and 

Interstate 80.  

12-3 This comment states that the Draft EIR ignores impacts to neighborhoods on King 

Road east of Taylor Road, and that the transportation study area should include these 

roads because current traffic levels, speeds, and elevation changes already make 

intersections unsafe for residents.  

As noted in Section 4.6.1 of the EIR under the subheading Study Area, the 

intersections and roadway segments included in the study area were identified based 

on local traffic patterns, and are the locations that would be potentially impacted by 

the project. The roads mentioned in this comment (Shelter Cove, Sun Knoll, Day 

Avenue, and Sherwood Court) are residential streets used by residents of those 

respective neighborhoods. The project does not propose any vehicular connection to 

these roadways and the trip distribution assumptions used in the Traffic Impacts 

Analysis do not indicate that any traffic would use these roadways. The comment 

does not provide any evidence that the trip distribution assumptions used in the 

Traffic Impact Analysis are not correct or reasonable. 

12-4 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider the project’s impacts on 

faculty and families of students at Loomis Grammar School who use the parking and 

bus drop-off area on the east side of the school.  

The EIR evaluates impacts to traffic on King Road between Taylor Road and 

Boyington Road, which provides access to this parking and bus drop-off area. As 

shown in Table 4.6-11, level of service (LOS) A would be maintained on Taylor 

Road under the existing-plus-proposed-project conditions, and as shown in Table 

4.6-15, LOS A would be maintained on Taylor Road under the existing-plus-

Modified Transportation Alternative conditions. Thus, the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative are not expected to adversely affect use of this 

parking and bus drop-off area. 

12-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR puts financial and liability burdens on the 

Town to address the project’s adverse impacts, and cites an example from the 

Roadway Maintenance Policies section of the Draft EIR.  

The roadway maintenance policies referred to in this comment are listed in EIR 

Section 4.6.2 under the subheading Local Regulations. As noted in the EIR, these are 

policies contained in the Town of Loomis General Plan to meet the Town’s goal of 

creating a pavement management system to provide timely and accurate information 
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about how to use maintenance resources. These goals and policies are not proposed 

by the project, but are already part of the existing Town of Loomis General Plan. 

12-6 This comment states that the Town’s roadways are in critical need of maintenance, 

and additional traffic will exacerbate this unacceptable situation.  

Although roadways in the Town may be in need of localized pavement repair, they 

provide for adequate and safe traffic operations. Although increased traffic volumes 

could increase the routine wear and tear observed on roadways, these effects and the 

associated need for roadway maintenance are not considered significant 

environmental effects subject to analysis under CEQA. 

12-7 This comment states that the trip generation analysis underestimates the number of 

trips that would be generated by the project.  

As discussed in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR under the subheading Trip Generation, the 

trip generation was based on the proposed land uses and rates published in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) publication, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 

which is the standard data source recognized in the transportation engineering 

industry. Table 4.6-4 of the EIR provides the standard trip generation rates associated 

with the land uses proposed for the project site, as dictated by the ITE publication. 

Those assumptions were used to calculate the project’s trip generation as shown in 

Table 4.6-5. Table 4.6-5 shows each land use for the project site, the quantity of 

dwelling units (for residential) or square feet (for commercial and office), and the 

daily trips that would be generated based on the numbers provided for the land uses in 

Table 4.6-4. The data in this table, which was relied upon to calculate the project’s 

impacts, reflects the originally proposed project, which include 426 dwelling units, 

56,000 square feet of commercial space, and 25,000 square feet of office space. As 

documented throughout this Final EIR, the project applicant proposes to implement 

measures to reduce the project’s impacts to biological resources by omitting 8 

dwelling units from the project. Thus the project now proposes to construct 418 

dwelling units and the traffic effects associated with project-generated traffic would 

be slightly less than those identified in Section 4.6.3.  

As shown in the Trip Generation Estimate for Revised the Village at Loomis Project 

memo (KDA 2017), the Modified Transportation Alternative would generate a total 

of 5,589 new daily trips external to the project site, with 392 trips originating during 

the AM peak hour and 554 generated during the PM peak hour. With the slight 

reduction in trip generation, the Modified Transportation Alternative would have 
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slightly reduced impacts on existing and cumulative transportation and circulation 

facilities compared to the analysis presented in this EIR. 

The trip generation analysis also reflects the ITE publication’s guidance for 

considering whether and to what extent a project’s trips would be considered “pass-

by” trips. These are trips that are made by people already driving in the area, such as 

an existing resident of the Town who already commutes on Horseshoe Bar Road 

regularly, and who makes a stop at one of the non-residential land uses within the 

project site. In that example, the trip made from Horseshoe Bar Road into the project 

site is a trip generated by the proposed project, but the portion of the trip on 

Horseshoe Bar Road would occur in the existing condition and, therefore, that portion 

of the trip would not be a new trip attributed to the proposed project. Additional 

information is provided in Section 4.6.3, Trip Generation, and in the Traffic Impact 

Analysis included as EIR Appendix E. 

12-8 This comment quotes text from the Draft EIR regarding pedestrian and bicycle paths, 

and questions how additional land would be acquired to provide such facilities along 

Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road, and who would pay for that acquisition.  

The quoted text appears on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR. This text is part of a bullet 

list of circulation network improvements identified in the Loomis Town Center 

Implementation Plan. This text does not describe improvements that would be made 

by the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative. Additionally, as 

noted in Section 4.6.1 of the EIR under the subheading Transit, Bicycle, Rail, and 

Pedestrian Facilities, on-street bicycle lanes already exist on Taylor Road between 

Sierra College Boulevard and the northern Town limits, although lanes are not 

marked through the downtown area. The project would not need to acquire bicycle 

lanes in this area. 

12-9 This comment references Mitigation Measure 4.6a and asks who would determine what 

the fair-share amount is that the project applicant would be required to contribute to the 

installation of the traffic signal at the Horseshoe Bar/Laird Road intersection.  

 The fair-share amount for traffic mitigation measures is determined by the Town 

Engineer based on the existing traffic volume in the area of the needed improvement, 

the traffic volume anticipated from the project and the total cost of the improvement.  

12-10 This comment references Mitigation Measure 4.6g and questions who determines 

what is considered sufficient funding.  
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For this mitigation measure, the project applicant would be responsible for fully 

funding staff time needed to modify the traffic impact fee program. The Town 

Engineer would provide an estimate for this work effort to the project applicant, 

supported by a description of the tasks required to complete the modifications. The 

applicant would submit a check to the Town for the estimated amount, and sign an 

agreement to pay additional costs should the work effort exceed the estimated 

amount. These details are identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program (MMRP) provided in Appendix J of this Final EIR. 

12-11 This comment states that because the Draft EIR fails to address all impacted 

neighborhoods, the public cannot adequately review and comment. In particular, the 

comment references Table 4.7-4 in the Draft EIR and states that the EIR is deficient 

because it does not address potential noise impacts to the neighborhoods on Sun 

Knoll Drive, Silver Ranch Avenue, Shelter Cove Drive, and Sherwood Court.  

This response summarizes the information presented in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, 

which relies on the Environmental Noise Assessment (Bollard Acoustical Consultants 

2015) prepared for the project and included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR. Sun 

Knoll Drive is included in Table 4.7-4. The segment of Sun Knoll Drive between 

King Road and Thornwood Drive is shown to have a noise level of 45 A-weighted 

decibels (dBA) day/night average level (Ldn) at a distance of 100 feet from the 

roadway centerline. Table 4.7-10 and Table 4.7-12 shows that the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative, respectively, would not result in an 

increase in noise levels on this segment. The other streets mentioned in this comment 

occur interior to residential neighborhoods, where the proposed project would not be 

expected to cause or contribute to any increase in traffic noise levels. Shelter Cove 

Drive and Sherwood Court are cul-de-sacs located on the north side of King Road, 

and neither would be exposed to noises generated within the project site. The noise 

analysis demonstrates that residents of Silver Ranch Avenue, which is located north 

of the eastern portion of the project site, would not be exposed to substantial noise 

levels from traffic within the project site. Specifically, as shown in Table 4.7-9, the 

noise levels associated with Doc Barnes Drive through the project site would be 57 

dBA Ldn at a distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline, and the 60 dBA 

contour would be located 28 to 31 feet from the roadway. Doc Barnes Drive is 

proposed to have a roadway width of 50 feet and a 17-foot-6-inch-wide landscape and 

trail section adjacent to the roadway; thus, on-site residential properties would be a 

minimum of 42 feet from the centerline. As shown in EIR Figure 3-7, Proposed 

Project Site Illustrative, and Figure 3-8, Modified Transportation Alternative Site 

Illustrative, the Silver Ranch Avenue homes nearest to Doc Barnes Drive are adjacent 

to a narrow section of the project site, and none of the proposed residences would be 
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placed between Doc Barnes Drive and these homes. These homes would also be a 

minimum of 42 feet from the centerline of Doc Barnes Drive and, thus, would be 

exposed to noise levels well below the Town’s standard of 60 dBA.  

12-12 This comment quotes the Draft EIR regarding the provision of public parks and open 

space on the project site, and states that the Draft EIR fails to address the ongoing 

costs of parks, including maintenance and security, which would likely fall on the 

Town and its citizens.  

Parkland owned and operated by the Town is maintained and improved through 

General Funds. To the degree that the project would generate increased property and 

sales taxes, these sources of General Fund revenue could be applied to park 

maintenance, at the discretion of the Town Council through the annual budgeting 

process. Additionally, the Development Agreement between the Town and the 

developer includes provisions requiring the developer to establish a funding 

mechanism, which could include a special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos 

Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the purpose of providing a permanent source 

of funding to cover costs incurred by the Town for maintenance of the parks and open 

space within the project site that would be dedicated to the Town. 

12-13 This comment says that although the Draft EIR states that new trees are required to be 

planted on site or elsewhere in the Town, it does not mention where the trees would 

be planted or if they would be equal to or greater in size than those protected trees 

being removed. 

Impact 4.3-5 quantifies the amount of tree loss that would occur as a result of the 

project, and discusses the project applicant’s proposed Tree Replacement Program 

that identifies the potential locations for replacement tree plantings on site. Table 

4.3-8 shows the species and sizes of trees that would be removed under either the 

proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative and the mitigation 

requirements (including the size of replacement trees) as required by the Town’s Tree 

Conservation Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 13.54). The ordinance requires 

varying amounts of tree planting using 15-gallon or smaller tree container sizes 

depending on the species and size of the tree proposed to be removed. Refer to 

Section 4.3.2 and Table 4.3-4 of the EIR under the subheading Local Regulations for 

additional information regarding the Tree Conservation Ordinance and the applicable 

mitigation requirements.  

Impact 4.3-5 concludes that the project’s impact to protected trees would be less 

than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3g to ensure 
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compliance with the Tree Conservation Ordinance. The full text of Mitigation 

Measure 4.3g is provided below, as well as in EIR Section 4.3.4 and in the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J to this Final EIR. It 

requires the project applicant to provide for replacement of trees consistent with the 

requirements of section 13.54.090 of the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance. If the 

applicant is unable to replace the trees on the project site or at another location within 

the Town and approved by the Town Manager, the property owner would be required 

to pay the Town’s in-lieu fee, which would be used by the Town as described in 

section 13.54.100 of the Tree Conservation Ordinance. Uses of the in-lieu fee may 

include “planting or propagation, purchasing, maintenance, preservation programs 

(including, but not limited to, land purchase and/or conservation easements), public 

education programs regarding trees which support the purposes of this chapter (e.g., 

workshops on proper pruning), and activities in support of the administration” of the 

Tree Conservation ordinance. Tree planting within the project site, such as the 

proposed linear plantings along Doc Barnes Drive, would meet the requirements of 

the Tree Conservation Ordinance, and, thus, is appropriately considered mitigation 

for the loss of individual trees. The project applicant would be required to monitor 

those trees planted on site, and replace any that fail within 5 years following initial 

planting.  

The applicable performance standard for this mitigation is included in the measure 

with the statement that “The Tree Permit shall require replacement of trees in the 

manner specified under section 13.54.090 of the Tree Conservation Ordinance.” The 

measure includes a requirement for the project applicant to submit a Tree Plan to 

the Town prior to issuance of any grading or building permits that could result in 

loss of or damage to protected trees, including disturbance within the critical root 

zone. As required by the Tree Conservation Ordinance, the Tree Plan must 

document the trees (species and size) that would be adversely affected by the 

project and the species and size of any trees that would be replanted on site and/or 

in another location within the Town and approved by the Town Manager. Where the 

replanting is not sufficient to meet the ordinance’s mitigation requirements, the 

property owner would be required to pay the Town’s in-lieu fee as defined in the 

ordinance.  The revised text of the measure is shown below and in Section 4.3.4 of 

this Final EIR. The amended text of this mitigation measure also appears in the 

MMRP presented in Appendix J. Please also refer to Master Response 10.  
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12-14 This comment states that the EIR only addresses impacts of air quality during 

construction and does not evaluate the adverse impact of air quality from increased 

particulates resulting from the increased population.  

The EIR quantifies the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s air quality emissions from project operation and construction in Impact 

4.8-1. The impact analysis considers whether the project would cause or contribute to 

a violation of an air quality standard for construction and operation. Construction 

emissions are evaluated first, followed by operational emissions (starting on page 4.8-

24). This analysis notes that emissions would result from project operation through 

consumption of electricity and use of motor vehicles, landscaping equipment, natural 

gas, barbeques, and consumer products. EIR Table 4.8-7 quantifies the project’s 

operational emissions, and shows that emissions would remain below the air pollution 

control district’s thresholds, and that the impact would be less than significant. 
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12-15 This comment states that there would be unmitigated greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions in the community due to the project either as proposed or in the Draft 

EIR’s alternatives.  

As shown in Table 4.9-2 and discussed under Impact 4.9-1 in the EIR, the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would generate more than 1,100 

tons per year of GHG emissions during the construction that was assumed to occur in 

2017 and throughout project operation, despite implementation of energy 

conservation and efficiency measures through Mitigation Measure 4.9; therefore, this 

impact would be significant and unavoidable. Additionally, as shown in Table 5-6 in 

Section 5.4, Summary Matrix, although project Alternatives 3a, 3b, 4a, and 4b would 

reduce GHG emissions, impacts would be expected to remain significant and 

unavoidable. A discussion of the impacts relating to GHG emissions under each of 

these alternatives is presented in EIR Section 5.3.4, Alternatives 3a and 3b, and 

Section 5.3.5, Alternatives 4a and 4b. As discussed in Master Response 14 and 

comment 11-28, additional energy conservation requirements have been added to 

Mitigation Measure 4.9 and there are no other feasible mitigation measures to reduce 

this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

12-16 This comment states that there is no analysis to support the Draft EIR statement that 

the project is not anticipated to generate sufficient demand to require construction of 

new law enforcement facilities.  

In Section 4.12.3 under Impact 4.12-19, the EIR notes that based on the anticipated 

residential population at the project site, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would generate demand for two new sheriff’s officers. 

This impact analysis notes that revenue generated by the project in the form of parcel 

and property taxes and development fees could be used to increase funding for Placer 

County Sheriff’s Department (PCSD) services within the Town. In addition, the 

Development Agreement between the Town and the developer includes provisions 

requiring the developer to establish a funding mechanism, which could include a 

special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the 

purpose of providing a permanent source of funding to cover increased costs incurred 

by the Town for providing public safety services. This impact also states that PCSD 

has not identified the need for construction of any new facilities to provide services to 

the project site. Since the project is not expected to present physical obstacles for law 

enforcement officers, require law enforcement officers to travel to remote locations, 

or increase response times, the project would have a less-than-significant impact.  
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12-17 This comment cites a study called The Impact of Affordable Housing on 

Communities and Households, which states that crime rates are higher in larger 

projects. It also cites a second study, Land Use and Violent Crime, which found 

higher rates of all types of crime in areas of high-density residential land uses.  

As discussed in Master Response 7, the multi-family component of the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative is not currently proposed to be 

developed as affordable housing or senior housing. Furthermore, various studies have 

debunked the belief that affordable housing leads to an increase in crime, except in 

the cases of extreme poverty and where a property does not have an on-site manager. 

(Refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion on low-income housing and crime.) As 

the project does not match these exceptions, the argument does not apply. 

Furthermore, social impacts such as crime are not considered environmental effects 

under CEQA. There is no evidence that the project would cause an increase in crime 

that would lead to indirect physical changes in the environment.  

The commenter cites two studies. The first, “The Impact of Affordable Housing on 

Communities and Households,” was written by a University of Minnesota graduate 

student, Spencer Agnew, and the commenter quotes part of the Executive Summary 

regarding the relationship between affordable housing and crime. Mr. Agnew begins by 

stating that studies discussing the relationship between affordable housing and crime 

are few and far between. For his research, Agnew used six studies published since 

1990: three did not find any link between affordable housing and crime, and the other 

three showed a potential correlation to an increase in crime. However, Agnew states 

that, although a large housing project might be linked to crime, evidence shows that 

residents of the project are likely to be the victims, not the perpetrators, of the crime. 

Furthermore, Agnew acknowledges errors in his meta-analysis, stating, “The body of 

recent research examining the impact of affordable housing on neighborhood crime is 

not as extensive as the literature on property value impacts. … [T]his chapter must rely 

on a small number of studies. Additionally, studies all use unique measures of crime, 

which may not be comparable.” The second study cited by the commenter is an article 

titled “Land Use and Violent Crime,” written by Thomas D. Stucky and John R. 

Ottensmann, published in Criminology 47(4) in November 2009. The commenter states 

that the article found “higher rates of all types of violent crime in areas of high-density 

residential land use” and that “high-density housing units promote serious violent 

crime.” However, the commenter did not provide page numbers for these quotes, and 

misrepresents the full intention and nuance of the article.  
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12-18 The comment quotes the significance criteria used to evaluate potential impacts to fire 

protection and emergency medical services. The comment states that the project 

appears to result in significant impacts under each of these criteria. 

The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the EIR analysis, and 

provides no evidence or analysis demonstrating that the project would have 

significant impacts in these areas. As presented in Impacts 4.12-15, 4.12-16, and 

4.12-17 of the EIR, impacts to fire protection were determined to be less than 

significant because the project, under either the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would generate revenue in the form of parcel and property 

taxes and development fees. This revenue could be used to increase funding for fire 

protection and emergency medical services. The Development Agreement between 

the Town and the developer includes provisions requiring the developer to establish a 

funding mechanism, which could include a special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos 

Community Facilities Act of 1982, for the purpose of providing a permanent source 

of funding to cover increased costs incurred by the Town for providing public safety 

services. Additionally, the project has been reviewed by the Loomis Fire Protection 

District, which determined that the proposed street sections and circulation network 

are adequate to allow for emergency access to all portions of the project site. 

12-19 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address potential impacts associated 

with the ability of emergency response vehicles to easily access the portions of the 

project site where alleys are proposed.  

Impacts to emergency access are addressed in Section 4.6.3 under Impact 4.6-3. The 

EIR concludes that since the project’s internal circulation system would include two 

emergency evacuation roads; meet design and development standards; and comply 

with all federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to emergency vehicle access, 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-

than-significant impact related to emergency access. This analysis was based on 

consultation with the Loomis Fire Protection District and the Fire Chief’s review of 

the project plans. Upon initial review, the Fire Protection District identified concerns 

regarding the width and length of the proposed alleys and the ability of fire engines to 

turn around within those alleys. Revisions were made to the proposed plans to 

incorporate hammerhead configurations and intersection turning radii where 

necessary to provide adequate space for engines to turn around. The project revisions 

made to accommodate emergency access are reflected in the project as presented in 

the Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 4 for additional discussion on the proposed 

alley-loaded residences. 
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12-20 This comment provides the threshold of significance related to increase in school 

enrollment in any district that is near or over capacity, and quotes the portion of the 

Draft EIR that states that Loomis Grammar School and Del Oro High Schools are 

already at capacity and that the proposed project would generate more students who 

would need to attend these and other area schools. This comment states that although 

the Draft EIR identifies that Loomis schools are over capacity, it does not discuss the 

resulting traffic increase due to parents driving their children to schools outside of their 

neighborhoods due to overcrowding and the subsequent pollution and roadway impacts.  

Placement of students at another school site would not result in a net increase in the 

amount of vehicle trips generated by the project. Further, routes to access other 

schools in the region would generally continue to use the same access points and 

roadways to and from the project site. Thus although the end destination may be 

different, these trips are still reflected in the trip distribution patterns used in the 

traffic impacts analysis. School traffic generally is concentrated into a less than 

30-minute period, and intersection LOS is measured based on traffic volumes over a 

full hour. Thus, the nature of school traffic patterns dampens the effect that peak 

school traffic periods have on overall intersection LOS. A total of 143 elementary 

students and 99 high school students are expected to be generated by the proposed 

project. However, not all of the students residing at the project site would be placed at 

other campuses, and of those who are placed elsewhere, not all would be placed at the 

same campus. In consideration of these factors and of the temporary nature of the 

placement of students at other campuses, these redistributed trips would not result in a 

significant increase in traffic congestion. 
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Response to Comment Letter 13 

Jo-Carol Arisman 

June 16, 2016 

13-1 This comment questions if the soil has been tested for DDT, since the site used to be 

an orchard.  

In Section 4.13.1 under the subheading Soil Sampling, the EIR states that, due to 

orchard cultivation during a time of historical pesticide use, soil samples of the 

project site were taken in accordance with the sampling methods established by the 

California Department of Toxic Substance Control. Additional soil samples were 

taken during the Phase II Assessments, which concluded that materials were present 

in concentrations that are within acceptable levels, and no further investigation is 

required. Additional information is provided in the Phase I and Phase II Assessments 

included in EIR Appendix I.  

13-2 This comment requests to see any U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) permits, 

with all attached conditions concerning the streams of water that could be affected by 

the project.  

The permit applications have been submitted to the Corps and assigned permit 

number SPK-2014-00711. No permits have been issued by the Corps for this project 

at this time. Any permits that are issued would be a public record and would be made 

available to the public upon request. 

13-3 This comment expresses the opinion that roundabouts in Sacramento have failed and 

mostly been removed because they are more of a hindrance than a help.  

Roundabouts are an accepted intersection design option within the Town, and have 

been demonstrated to be effective at improving safety and maintaining acceptable 

intersection levels of service. The comment does not provide evidence that 

roundabouts in general are ineffective, or that the specific roundabouts considered 

under several of the project alternatives would result in unsafe or unacceptable traffic 

operations within the Town of Loomis (Town). Please refer to Master Response 6 for 

additional discussion of roundabouts.  

13-4 This comment asks to whom the commenter could complain if the low-income 

housing starts to generate increased crime rates.  
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As discussed in Master Response 7, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative do not include any low-income housing at this time, 

although it is possible that the multi-family residential component could be developed 

as low-income housing. Further, there is no evidence that low-income housing leads 

to increased crime rates, and the impact of the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, considering all of the proposed 418 dwelling units, on law 

enforcement services has been fully evaluated in Section 4.12 of the EIR. As is 

currently the process for reporting crimes, in the event of criminal activity in any 

portion of the project site, members of the public would file a report with the Placer 

County Sheriff’s Department. Should members of the public feel that further action 

were needed, concerns could be taken to the Town Council.  

13-5 This comment requests assurance that no Section 8 facilities would be permitted.  

The proposed land uses on the project site are discussed in detail in Section 3.4 of the 

EIR under the subheading Land Use, and are summarized in EIR Table 3-2. The 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would provide single-

family and multi-family residences, and office and commercial space. As discussed in 

Master Response 7, no Section 8 facilities are included in the land use plans for the 

project site.  

13-6 This comment asks why senior housing is not mentioned, and expresses the opinion that 

independent senior living would probably be supported.  

As described in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 4.1, Land Use, the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would construct 294 

single-family units, 7 multi-family units in the mixed-use area, and 117 multi-family 

units in the high-density portion of the site. The housing products would be offered in 

varying price ranges. None are proposed to be designated as low-income housing or 

age-restricted housing. Although the development is not specifically geared toward 

older adults, there would be nothing precluding them from living in the housing 

provided by the project. Further, by developing residences on smaller lot sizes, the 

proposed lots may be more attractive to some older adults, as well as young 

professionals. Whether the project provides age-restricted housing is not an 

environmental issue requiring analysis under CEQA. 

13-7 This comment questions if the need for office space was surveyed, and asks what type of 

offices are being proposed.  

A needs assessment was not conducted for the proposed project, and one is not 

required under CEQA. The project would provide 25,000 square feet of office space 
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in the southwest portion of the site. Tenants for these spaces have not yet been 

identified. The EIR evaluates the physical environmental impacts of constructing the 

proposed office space, and use of the offices as proposed. 

13-8 This comment states that the development has no parking, and no services would 

want to be located in the development since there is no facility for clients to park.  

In Section 4.6.3 under Impact 4.6-7, the EIR evaluates the impact on congestion and 

parking capacity on site and off site under the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative. In addition to guest parking spaces in the western and 

eastern portions of the site, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would provide one parking space for every 250 square feet of office 

space, commercial space, and non-residential space in the mixed-use land district. 

This parking ratio is similar to related ratios in the Town of Loomis Municipal Code. 

For example, for “business, services, or government” office uses, Table 3-7 in the 

Municipal Code requires the same ratio, while for “professional” office uses Table 

3-7 requires one parking space for every 300 square feet of space. As discussed in 

Master Response 5, these proposed parking ratios are sufficient to meet the typical 

parking demands associated with the land uses proposed for the project site. 

13-9 This comment expresses the opinion that more should be done to improve the Town 

core, and big development should be stopped from messing up the Town.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

13-10 This comment states that the commenter would vote for Alternative 1a.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

13-11 This comment gives the commenter’s contact information.  

This comment does not contain any comments on the Draft EIR; therefore, no 

response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 14 

Tracy Baker 

June 16, 2016 

14-1 This comment states that a comment card regarding the project is attached.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

14-2 This comment expresses opposition for the project and concern for losing the small-

town country feel due to a large development.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

14-3 This comment asserts that noise levels will increase with more traffic and pollution.  

The project’s impact on noise levels in the vicinity are evaluated in Section 4.7 of the 

EIR. Specifically, Impact 4.7-2 examines if the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would expose people within the project site to traffic noise 

that exceeds the established noise standards. The EIR concludes that, with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7b through 4.7e, which include various 

noise attenuation measures, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact. The full text of these 

mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.7.4 of the EIR and in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J. Project impacts related to traffic 

and air pollution are thoroughly addressed in EIR Sections 4.6.3 and 4.8.3, 

respectively. The EIR examines eight potential impacts to traffic and circulation, and, 

of those impacts, five would be less than significant or no impact, and two would be 

reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. Under the proposed 

project, the traffic generated by the project would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact in the cumulative scenario due to increased traffic volumes at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection and the project’s contribution to traffic 

volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, as discussed in Impact 4.6-8. 

Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, the impact at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection would be avoided but the impact due to the project’s 

contribution to traffic volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road would 

remain significant and unavoidable. As stated in Impact 4.6-8, “the project would 

increase the daily traffic volumes on I-80 west of the Horseshoe Bar Road 

interchange by 1.3%.” This segment is predicted to operate at LOS F conditions with 
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and without the project. Since the project would increase traffic volumes on this 

segment that is expected to operate an at unacceptable LOS, the project would have a 

significant cumulative impact on this segment. Due to the project site location, it is 

reasonable to expect that any development on this site would generate traffic on the 

segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be feasible to avoid 

this impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives. The impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed in response 8-6 and reflected in a technical memo provided in Appendix 

F, additional monitoring and analysis of potential noise impacts from the 

Transportation Alternative at the Webb Street/Gates Drive intersection was 

completed after public review of the Draft EIR. This analysis demonstrates that the 

increase in noise generated under the Transportation Alternative at this location 

would not exceed the Town’s standards and thus the previously identified Significant 

and Unavoidable impact has been revised to less than significant.  

Impacts to air quality are evaluated in Section 4.8. The EIR concludes (under Impact 

4.8-1) that impacts associated with air pollutant emissions during construction would 

be significant and unavoidable, but that impacts from operation of the project, under 

either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, would be less 

than significant. The EIR also finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

4.8b and 4.8c, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with the Air Quality Element 

of the Town of Loomis General Plan and the goals of the Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District, and with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8d, the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant 

contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The full text of Mitigation Measures 

4.8athrough 4.8d are provided in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR and the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J.  

14-4 This comment claims that water will become contaminated due to increased pollution 

from vehicle oils and pesticides used on residential and commercial lawns.  

Water quality concerns, including groundwater quality, are examined in Section 

4.11.3 under Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-5 of the EIR. The analysis in Impact 4.11-1 

demonstrates that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact on surface water and groundwater quality, 

noting that state and federal law require the project applicant to prepare a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan that identifies specific best management practices 

that would be implemented on site to ensure that water quality is protected both 
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during and after construction. Impact 4.11-5 determines that the project’s contribution 

to cumulative violations of water quality standards, under either the proposed project 

or the Modified Transportation Alternative, would be less-than-significant. Refer to 

Section 4.11.3, Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-5 in the EIR for additional information.  

14-5 This comment states that large “for lease” banners will replace the current natural views.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative propose adoption 

of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan. This 

document identifies the development standards that would apply to the project site. 

The proposed development standards rely on the signage standards of the Town’s 

sign ordinance, which is found in Section 13.38 of the Town of Loomis Municipal 

Code. As stated in that section, one purpose of the sign ordinance is to “Promote the 

aesthetic and environmental values of the community by providing for signs that do 

not impair the attractiveness of the town as a place to live, work, and shop.” The 

ordinance requires that a sign permit be obtained before any signs are installed, 

constructed, or altered. Additionally, Section 13.38.070.C specifically regulates 

temporary signs, such as “for lease” banners. It provides that temporary banners and 

pennants may be allowed as part of an approved master sign plan for a site, and 

requires that they “be in place for no longer than thirty days, and shall be limited to 

the height of the building, or mounted upon on-site outdoor lighting fixtures, as 

specifically authorized by the review authority.” 

Moreover, a detailed analysis of the change in the project site’s visual resources is 

presented in EIR Section 4.3, Impact 4.3-1. Although the analysis does not 

specifically address the presence of “for lease” banners at the site, it documents the 

existing views from 10 key viewpoints, and describes how those views would change 

as a result of the proposed development. The EIR concludes that the change in visual 

character would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment Letter 15 

Donna Barrett-Martinez 

June 16, 2016 

15-1 This comment states that the following are comments concerning the adequacy of the 

EIR prepared for the project.  

All comments referred to in this comment letter are responded to below in responses 

15-2 through 15-16.  

15-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address the project’s fundamental flaw 

of being completely inconsistent with the Town of Loomis General Plan.  

The EIR addresses the potential for the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative to conflict with land use plans, policies, and regulations in 

Section 4.1.3 under Impact 4.1-1. The EIR concludes that, with applicable mitigation 

measures as discussed in other technical sections of the EIR, impacts would be less 

than significant. A summary of the potential for either of these project alternatives to 

be inconsistent with individual General Plan policies is provided in EIR Appendix B. 

The summary also identifies the mitigation measures necessary to avoid such 

inconsistencies. Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion regarding 

General Plan consistency.  

15-3 This comment claims that a General Plan amendment and zoning changes are not 

sufficient to address the complete change in character from the planned small-town 

ambiance that is described in the General Plan.  

As stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this EIR, subsequent to public 

circulation of the draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to apply the Town’s 

Planned Development overlay to the project. In contrast, the project design evaluated 

in the Draft EIR would have created four new zoning designations within the Town to 

accommodate the proposed residential densities, lots sizes, and other standards that 

would shape development on the project site. Under Impact 4.1-1 (page 4.1-26), the 

EIR states that, although the project is inconsistent with existing land use and zoning 

designations, the project meets the intent of the General Plan to ensure that future 

development in this area is carefully coordinated and integrated to ensure adequate 

access and circulation are provided, the riparian corridor is protected, and 

development provides a transition to the existing commercial and residential areas. 

Additionally, Impact 4.1-1 identifies the mitigation measures presented throughout 

the EIR that would ensure the project complies with General Plan policies that are 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 3-148 

intended to avoid or reduce physical environmental effects. For these reasons, land 

use impacts related to the project’s inconsistency with the land use and zoning 

designations would be less than significant. Refer to Master Response 2 for additional 

discussion regarding General Plan consistency. 

15-4 This comment states that Section 4.1 should be rewritten to address the change in 

character described in comment 15-3, and that the impact should be significant 

and unavoidable. 

As discussed in response 15-3 and Master Response 2, the EIR analysis demonstrates 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would not be 

inconsistent with the General Plan. Section 4.5 of the EIR considers the impacts of 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative to visual resources. 

This includes Impact 4.5-2, which evaluates whether the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would “degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the project area and its surroundings.” On page 4.5-12, the EIR recognizes 

that “the project seeks to maintain Loomis’s small town character by developing a 

village-themed retail center, pedestrian-oriented layout, and houses that incorporate 

the architectural styles of the town.” However, the EIR also recognizes that the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would result in a 

significant change in the visual character of the site as seen from several of the key 

viewpoints. Based on these significant changes, the EIR concludes that the impacts to 

the site’s visual character under either the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would be significant and unavoidable because it would 

“permanently alter the visual environment of this portion of the Town, eliminating the 

majority of native woodland, grassland, and topography on site.” 

15-5 This comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 completely ignores the issue of 

General Plan land use compatibility, and fails to offer meaningful mitigation.  

The commenter incorrectly states that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 ignores the issue of 

General Plan land use compatibility. The EIR does not include a Mitigation Measure 

4.1-1. Instead, in Section 4.1, Land Use, the mitigation measures identified under 

Impact 4.1-1 are found in other technical sections of the EIR, and would ensure 

consistency with General Plan policies related to public services and utilities, air 

quality, traffic, biological resources, and noise. General Plan policies related to each 

of these areas are presented under “Regulatory Setting” of the appropriate technical 

section of the EIR, and project-specific impacts are evaluated in the impact 

assessment of each issue area.  
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15-6 This comment states that the creation of six new land use districts is indicative of the 

project’s incompatibility with the General Plan, and policy changes should represent 

land use impacts, not mitigation measures.  

The use of the term “land use districts” in the Project Description (Chapter 3 of the 

EIR) does not indicate the project proposes to create six new General Plan 

designations. Rather, the land use districts identify the general themes around which 

each individual neighborhood within the proposed project are designed. It is noted 

that subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the applicant proposed to 

implement measures that would development the site under the Town’s Planned 

Development ordinance. As part of the planning process under the Planning 

Development ordinance, the project has been delineated with eight land use districts, 

as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 4.1, Land Use. 

As discussed in response 15-3 above, subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, 

the project applicant proposed to apply the Town’s Planned Development overlay to 

the project. In contrast, the project design evaluated in the Draft EIR would have 

created four new zoning designations within the Town to accommodate the proposed 

residential densities, lots sizes, and other standards that would shape development on 

the project site. The proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan includes project-specific development standards, including 

allowable land uses, lot sizes, setbacks, and height and coverage limits. The proposed 

development standards for each neighborhood within the project site are described 

throughout EIR Impact 4.1-1. Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of 

General Plan consistency, and Master Response 3 for additional discussion of the 

Draft EIR analysis related to development under the proposed Village at Loomis 

Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan zoning. 

15-7 This comment states that the mitigation measures contained in other resource chapters 

and referenced under Impact 4.1-1 do nothing to address the project’s conflict with 

the General Plan land use policies, which do not allow for the type of intensive 

suburban development proposed by the project.  

Please refer to responses 15-3 and 15-5, above, and Master Response 2.  

15-8 This comment states that the land use analysis in EIR Appendix B does not address 

the project’s incompatibility with the established small-town growth policies, and that 

the project is currently incompatible with the General Plan and would require new, 

previously unexamined land use categories to be created in order to be compatible.  
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The table in Appendix B evaluates the potential for the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative to be inconsistent with land use policies, 

including those related to residential areas, the downtown area, Special Area 2, 

commercial and industrial areas, and community design and character. The comment 

does not identify any particular policies with which the commenter believes the 

project to be inconsistent. As discussed in response 15-6, the EIR provided a 

thorough analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed new land use and 

zoning designations. Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion related to 

General Plan consistency.  

15-9 This comment states that since the proposed land use categories do not currently exist 

in the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance, the project would severely conflict with 

land use policies and have a significant and unavoidable impact to land use.  

Please refer to response 15-6, above, and Master Response 2.  

15-10 This comment states that amending the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance to provide 

post-EIR compatibility is not adequate mitigation under CEQA, and proper mitigation 

would require the project to broadly comply with existing land use policies.  

As discussed in Master Response 2, CEQA does not require a project that proposes to 

alter General Plan and/or zoning designations to be found inconsistent with the 

General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. As discussed in response 15-8, above, the EIR 

includes a summary of the proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential inconsistencies with existing land use policies, and identifies 

mitigation measures, where necessary, to ensure that the project does not conflict with 

policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding physical environmental impacts.  

15-11 This comment states that reliance on the creation of new land use designations that do 

not currently exist in order to mitigate land use impacts would be deferral of 

mitigation, which is not allowed under CEQA.  

As described in EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, and Chapter 3, Project Description, 

subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to 

implement measures that would provide for development of the site under the Town’s 

Planned Development ordinance. This requires the Town to adopt the proposed The 

Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan, which 

includes project-specific development standards. With this approach, the project no 

longer proposes to create new land use designations within the Town’s General Plan.  
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The comment is correct that CEQA prohibits deferral of mitigation; however, the 

requirement for a future action to be taken is not deferral of mitigation. Rather, 

deferral of mitigation occurs when a CEQA compliance document relies on 

mitigation that requires future actions that have not been clearly defined or do not 

have clear performance standards. In the case project-specific development standards, 

these have been defined in the project application materials and described in EIR 

Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 4.1, Land Use. The environmental effects 

of these development standards are evaluated in the applicable sections throughout 

the EIR. Further, adoption of the proposed development standards is considered part 

of the proposed project rather than a mitigation measure.  

15-12 This comment states that there is no analysis to support the claim that new intensive 

General Plan designations would be compatible with the General Plan, and that those 

designations would likely be found to not be suitable policies.  

Refer to response 15-11 above. Subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the 

project applicant has proposed that the project be processed under the Town’s 

Planned Development ordinance, including through the adoption of project-specific 

development standards, instead of the prior proposal to adopt two new General Plan 

designations. The summary of potential inconsistencies with the General Plan 

provided in Appendix B of the EIR is based on the proposed land uses on the project 

site and reflects the proposed development standards. This table and the analysis 

under Impact 4.1-1 in the EIR demonstrate that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, including the project-specific development standards, 

would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with the General Plan. 

Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of General Plan consistency. 

15-13 This comment states that the EIR should analyze the project in the context of the existing 

General Plan rather than improperly stating that impacts would be less than significant 

after adopting a new series of land use policies.  

The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative do not include 

adoption of new land use policies. As discussed in response 15-6, above, the project 

no longer proposes to create new land use designations. Instead, the project would 

require adoption of Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan, which includes project-specific development standards. Impact 

4.1-1 evaluates the consistency of the project, under both the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative, with applicable General Plan policies. Please 

refer to Master Response 2.  
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15-14 This comment states that if the developer wants to introduce six new land uses to the 

project site, then these changes should be properly addressed in a comprehensive 

General Plan update and EIR process.  

As discussed in response 15-6, above, the project no longer proposes to create two 

new land use designations. Instead it is proposed as a Planned Development and 

would require adoption of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan, which includes project-specific development standards, and the 

EIR adequately evaluates the potential environmental effects associated with the 

requested development entitlements. The project does not propose any revisions to 

General Plan policies. Further, addition of new land use designations to the General 

Plan or other modifications to the General Plan would not require a comprehensive 

General Plan update.  

15-15 This comment states that, as currently written, the EIR is attempting to fit a 

programmatic General Plan land use analysis into a project-level EIR, which simply 

does not fit.  

The comment is not correct that the EIR includes or should include a programmatic 

analysis of General Plan land use designations. The proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative do not propose a comprehensive General Plan update. While 

analysis in the Draft EIR included consideration of the proposal to create two new land 

use designations and apply them to specific parcels within the project site, subsequent 

to public review of the Draft EIR the project applicant has proposed to process the 

project as a Planned Development. This requires adoption of the Village at Loomis 

Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan, which includes project-specific 

development standards. The proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would not result in application of the proposed development standards to 

any property outside of the project site. Further, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative do not propose to alter any of the goals, policies, or 

implementation measures of the General Plan. Thus, there is no need for a 

programmatic environmental analysis of the General Plan. The EIR appropriately 

focuses on the physical environmental effects of the proposed project. Please refer to 

Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan.  

15-16 This comment requests that the EIR be revised to accurately address the land use 

issues of the project consistent with CEQA requirements and the General Plan as 

currently written.  
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As discussed in responses 15-2 through 15-15 and Master Response 2, the EIR 

provides a thorough analysis of the potential for the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative to result in adverse physical environmental 

effects and whether those effects would violate applicable General Plan policies. 

Section 4.1, Land Use, of the EIR includes analysis of the proposed project’s and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan (Impact 

4.1), and concludes that impacts would be less than significant with implementation 

of mitigation. This section also includes analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s compatibility with surrounding land uses 

(Impact 4.2), and concludes that they would not result in physical disturbance to the 

land uses in the project vicinity. No revisions to the EIR analysis of land use issues 

are warranted. 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 

Heidi Brink-Malbrough 

No Date 

16-1 This comment asks what comments were provided by the Placer County Sheriff’s 

Office and the Town of Loomis (Town) fire and school districts regarding the 

increase in population that would result from the proposed project.  

Project plans were submitted to each of these agencies as part of the Town’s project 

review process. The Placer County Sheriff’s Office identified no concerns with the 

proposed project design. As stated in Section 4.12, Public Services and Utilities, in 

the EIR under Impact 4.12-19, based on the population that could be supported at the 

project site, under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, the project would generate the need for two new sheriff’s officers. The 

Loomis Fire Protection District (FPD) Chief also reviewed the proposed project 

plans. Upon initial review, the FPD identified concerns regarding the width of the 

proposed alleys and the ability of fire engines to turn around within those alleys. 

Revisions were made to the proposed plans to incorporate hammerhead 

configurations and adequate turning radii to provide enough space for engines to turn 

around and turn corners. These revised plans were reviewed and evaluated in the 

Draft EIR. The Loomis Union School District Superintendent was consulted 

regarding the anticipated student generation from the proposed project, and the ability 

of the school district to accommodate new students, as discussed under Impacts 

4.12-9 and 4.12-10 in the EIR. The Draft EIR was circulated to these agencies, and 

none of them provided written comments during the comment period, although the 

school district superintendent spoke at the Town Council public hearing. His remarks 

are presented in this Final EIR in comment 72-6.  

16-2 This comment inquires what other developers or projects have been proposed for this 

site.  

CEQA does not require descriptions or consideration of any prior development 

proposal for a project site. However, this response is provided for informational 

purposes. A development application for 54 acres of the 66-acre project site was 

submitted to the Town in 2007. This prior proposal included similar land uses as are 

currently proposed, but excluded the northeastern-most portion of the project site; 

thus, it cannot be directly compared to the currently proposed project. The prior 

proposal included 352 single-family and 77 multi-family dwelling units, which is a 

higher overall density than the current proposal. Development of the project site was 
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first conceptualized under the Town Center Master Plan prepared in 2001. Those 

initial concepts for site development are summarized in the General Plan discussion 

of Special Area 2, which is presented in Section 4.1.2, Land Use Regulatory Setting, 

of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 17 

Rochelle Byers 

June 16, 2016 

17-1 This comment expresses the opinion that this project is too much for the size of the 

Town of Loomis (Town).  

The EIR provides a thorough analysis of the impacts of the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative as proposed. The comment does not identify any 

errors or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR analysis of the project’s impacts.  

17-2 This comment states that schools, law enforcement, and traffic lanes in the Town have 

not been prepared for a project of this size.  

Project-related impacts to schools are evaluated in EIR Section 4.12 under Impacts 

4.12-9 and 4.12-10. This analysis demonstrates that although the project would 

generate students that may exceed the current capacity of the Loomis Grammar 

School, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would pay 

development impact fees sufficient to ensure that the Loomis Union School District 

has the resources necessary to undertake school improvements that would 

accommodate the increased student population. As mandated by the California 

Education Code, the EIR concludes that payment of the development impact fees is 

sufficient to ensure that impacts to schools would remain less than significant.  

Impacts to law enforcement are evaluated in EIR Section 4.12 under Impacts 4.12-18 

through 4.12-20. This analysis demonstrates that the population increase associated 

with the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would increase 

demands for law enforcement services in the Town, but would not require expansion 

of existing Sheriff’s facilities and would not introduce any physical barriers to 

provision of law enforcement services. Impacts to law enforcement were determined 

to be less than significant. As discussed in Master Response 6 and response 8-8, 

above, traffic-related impacts are thoroughly evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR. 

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the EIR analysis of these impacts 

or provide any evidence that contradicts the EIR conclusions. 

17-3 This comment expresses the opinion that only a few people will profit from this 

project, and most people will be inconvenienced.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 
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17-4 This comment states that the increase in traffic will likely cause local residents to stop 

elsewhere to shop on their way home from work.  

This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the EIR analysis. As discussed in 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8, although the project would increase traffic on 

roadways within the Town, the project would not contribute to substantial congestion 

that would interfere with shopping activities in the Town. Specifically, the level of 

service (LOS) on roadway segments would not decrease to unacceptable levels. 

Taylor Road currently operates at an unacceptable LOS F. As shown in Table 4.6-11, 

with the addition of the proposed project, the LOS would remain at F on Taylor Road 

between Horseshoe Bar Road and Webb Street and between Webb Street and King 

Road even though the proposed project would divert ±1,500 daily trips from each 

segment. As shown in Table 4.6-15, with the addition of the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, the segment of Taylor Road between Horseshoe Bar Road and Webb 

Street would be improved to an LOS D through the diversion of ±6,887 daily trips 

and the segment of Taylor Road between Webb Street and King Road would remain a 

LOS F regardless of the diversion of ±1,664 daily trips. These diversions would be 

the result of the proposed Webb Street Extension or the extension of Doc Barnes 

Drive through the project site. 

17-5  This comment expresses the opinion that the project has no up-side for the Town.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 18 

Sandra Calvert 

June 16, 2016 

18-1 This comment expresses concern about the proposed project.  

This comment does not address any specific environmental issues and does not 

question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR. 

18-2 This comment states that many people within the Town of Loomis (Town) who are 

voting in favor of the project have not disclosed their financial interests and have not 

recused themselves from voting.  

This comment does not address any specific environmental issues and does not 

question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, therefore, no 

response is required.  

18-3 This comment expresses the opinion that the proposed high-density buildings are not 

in the Town’s best interest.  

The EIR provides a thorough analysis of the impacts of the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative as proposed, including the proposed residential 

densities throughout the site. This comment does not identify any inadequacies or 

inaccuracies in the EIR analysis of the project’s impacts.  

18-4 This comment lists Impact 4.3-6, which considers whether the project would cause a 

cumulative loss of wildlife habitat.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that this 

impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

18-5 This comment lists Impact 4.4-1, which considers whether the project would have an 

adverse change in historical resources.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.4.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that this would 

be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

18-6 This comment lists Impact 4.5-2, which considers whether the project would cause an 

adverse change in degradation of existing visual character.  
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The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.5.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that this would 

be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

18-7 This comment lists Impact 4.6-8, which considers whether the project would 

contribute to cumulative increases in traffic.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that the 

proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact due to 

increased congestion at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection and on the 

segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. 

As stated in EIR section 1.4 and discussed throughout this Final EIR, subsequent to 

public circulation of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to implement 

measures to reduce the impacts to biological resources under the Transportation 

Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIR. The EIR has been edited to reflect the impacts 

of the Modified Transportation Alternative. This alternative includes construction of 

the Webb Street extension through the project site, its associated roundabouts, and 

construction of Doc Barnes Drive. These improvements are expected to divert traffic 

away from segments of Taylor Road and thus decrease traffic volumes through the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road. This would improve the LOS at this intersection 

under existing plus project conditions from LOS C to B in the AM peak hour and 

from LOS F to D in the PM peak hour. Because the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would improve LOS at this intersection, under this alternative the 

impact at this intersection would be less than significant. The Modified 

Transportation Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable as 

the proposed project due to the project’s contribution to cumulative traffic volumes 

on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. 

18-8 This comment lists Impact 4.8-1, which considers whether the project could result in 

construction-related air quality emissions that exceed the Placer County Air Pollution 

Control District’s emissions thresholds.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that it would 

be significant and unavoidable. 

18-9 This comment lists Impact 4.9-1, which considers whether the project would have a 

significant impact related to generation of greenhouse gas emissions.  
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The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact was evaluated in Section 4.9.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that it would 

be significant and unavoidable. 

18-10 This comment lists Impact 4.9-2 related to conflicts with an applicable greenhouse 

gas emissions plan.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.9.3 of the EIR, and the EIR concludes that it would 

be significant and unavoidable.  

18-11 This comment expresses the opinion that zoning changes to accommodate the density 

of housing at the project site should not be allowed, and that the current zoning 

should remain in place.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed, including the proposed project-specific development standards that 

would be adopted as part of the proposed The Village at Loomis Planned 

Development Preliminary Development Plan. The EIR has been edited to reflect the 

proposed processing of the project as a Planned Development instead of by adopting 

new General Plan and zoning designations, as was evaluated in the Draft EIR. The 

impact analysis in the EIR considers effects associated with the proposed residential 

density and total number of dwelling units. This comment does not identify any 

inadequacies or inaccuracies in the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts. Please refer to Master Response 2 

regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

consistency with the General Plan and Master Response 3 regarding the project’s 

proposed use of the Town’s Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan.  
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Response to Comment Letter 19 

Dennis M. Carroll 

June 14, 2016 

19-1 This comment expresses the opinion that the growth in the Town of Loomis (Town) 

has been just right according to the General Plan for the past 39 years.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

19-2 This comment expresses the opinion that the project is “way out of line,” and will 

bring too many people and cars.  

The EIR thoroughly evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, including the anticipated residential population that could be supported 

on site and the increases in traffic volumes that would be generated by the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. This comment does not identify 

any inadequacies or inaccuracies in the EIR analysis of the project’s impacts.  

19-3 This comment states that when the General Plan must be changed, a boundary has 

been crossed.  

Refer to response 15-12 regarding the proposed changes in General Plan designations 

for the project site and Master Response 2 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s General Plan consistency.  

19-4 This comment expresses the opinion that the project should be reduced by two-thirds, 

and requests that the Town listen to the people.  

The comment suggests a potential project alternative. As discussed in Master 

Response 13, CEQA provides that the alternatives selected for analysis in an EIR 

must be feasible alternatives that can achieve most of the basic project objectives. 

Further, an alternative that would reduce the proposed number of dwelling units by 

approximately 20% was given preliminary consideration in Chapter 5, Alternatives, 

but it was determined that such an alternative would not be capable of meeting most 

of the basic project objectives. Thus, that alternative was not subject to further 

analysis in the EIR. The alternative suggested in this comment would reduce the 

number of dwelling units by 67%; such an alternative would also be incapable of 

meeting most of the basic project objectives and, therefore, is not appropriate for 

inclusion in the EIR alternatives analysis.  
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Response to Comment Letter 20 

Viki A. Carroll 

June 14, 2016 

20-1 This comment expresses opposition to the project because it would result in the loss 

of the slow growth and small-town feel of Loomis.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative at their proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a 

discussion of General Plan consistency.  
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Response to Comment Letter 21 

Todd Chambers 

June 16, 2016 

21-1 This comment states that comments in this letter are suggestions for minor edits to the 

Draft EIR.  

This comment provides introductory language, and all comments in the remainder of 

this letter are addressed below in responses 21-2 through 21-27. 

21-2 This comment suggests that the term “foothill woodland” in Section 1.2 of the Draft 

EIR be revised to read “valley oak and interior live oak woodland” for consistency with 

the terminology used in Section 4.3.  

This change has been made, as shown in the image of revised EIR text following 

response 21-4 and in Chapter 1 of this Final EIR. This change does not affect the 

impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

21-3 This comment suggests that references to California red-legged frog be removed from 

Section 1.2 due to a low potential to occur.  

This change has been made, consistent with the information and analysis presented in 

Section 4.3, as shown in the image of revised EIR text following response 21-4 and in 

Chapter 1 of this Final EIR. This change does not affect the impact analysis, 

conclusions, or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

21-4 This comment suggests that the number of trees in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIR be 

revised from 1,767 to 1,945, consistent with the discussion in Chapter 3 of the Draft 

EIR.  

The text in Section 1.2 has been revised consistent with the revisions made to Impact 

4.3-5 Conflict with the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance in Section 4.3 of the 

EIR. This analysis has been updated based on a review of the arborist’s inventory 

data, which is provided in Appendix C of the EIR, and the implementation of the 

measures proposed by the project applicant subsequent to public review of the Draft 

EIR. These measures would reduce impacts to biological resources by omitting 8 

dwelling units from the project, which would reduce the extent of tree removal 

necessary as part of project construction. Based on the review of the arborist’s 

inventory data conducted by Dudek’s registered professional forester, the data 

identifies a total of 1,921 trees within the portion of the site proposed for 
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development under the proposed project. Text edits have been made in Section 1.2 

and Section 4.3-1 of the EIR to correct this information, as shown below and in the 

EIR text. This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation 

measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

Pages 1-1 and 1-2 
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Page 4.3-6 

 

21-5 This comment suggests that the acreage of waters of the U.S. within the project site 

be revised in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIR to be consistent with the acreage identified 

in Section 4.3.   

This change has been made, as shown below and in Section 1.2 of this Final EIR. 

This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-6 This comment suggests that a brief discussion of EIR Certification be included, 

consistent with Table 1-1 in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR.  

This discussion has been added to EIR page 1-6, as shown below and in Chapter 1 of 

this Final EIR. This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or 

mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 3-184 

21-7 This comment suggests that the acreage of wetland resources within the project site 

be revised in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIR to be consistent with Section 4.3.  

This change has been made and text added to specify the extent of the project’s 

anticipated impact to wetland resources, as shown below and in Chapter 1 of this 

Final EIR. This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation 

measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-8 This comment suggests that the word “sewer” be added to the first sentence under 

Utilities in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR as one of the utilities to serve the new 

development.  

This change has been made, as shown below and in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. This 

change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

21-9 This comment suggests that since the South Placer Municipal Utility District 

(SPMUD) has included the extension of the Loomis Diversion Line under Interstate 

80 (I-80) as part of SPMUD’s overall construction project, this improvement would 

not be the responsibility of the applicant, and the Draft EIR should be revised 

accordingly.  

This change has been made, as shown below and in Chapter 1 and Section 4.12 of this 

Final EIR. This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation 

measures identified in the Draft EIR. 
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21-10 This comment suggests that the discussion in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR should 

include the General Plan Amendment adopted by the Town Council on February 11, 

2014, applicable to the residential high-density overlay.  

 On February 11, 2014, the Town Council adopted the updated Housing Element but 

did not update the General Plan Land Use Designations map. The General Plan 

Amendment to update the land use map was made in October 2014. A brief 

discussion regarding this amendment has been added to the Draft EIR, as shown 

below and in Section 4.1.2 of this Final EIR. This change does not affect the impact 

analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-11 This comment provides information regarding the General Plan Amendment that is 

pertinent to the project site.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

21-12 This comment suggests that the discussion in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR should 

include the rezone adopted by the Town Council on October 14, 2014, in 

conformance with the General Plan Amendment referenced in response 21-10, above.  

A brief discussion regarding the rezoning adopted in 2014 has been added to the Draft 

EIR, as shown below and in the Section 4.1.2 of this Final EIR. This change does not 

affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures identified in the Draft 

EIR. 
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21-13 This comment provides information regarding the rezone that is applicable to the 

project site.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this 

Final EIR and discussed in Master Response 3, subsequent to public circulation of the 

draft EIR, the Town adopted a Planned Development ordinance that provides a 

mechanism by which project applicants can propose unique development standards 

for a given site. The Village at Loomis project applicant proposed to utilize the 

Planned Development ordinance through the adoption of the Village at Loomis 

Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan rather than create new zoning 

districts specific to the project site. 

As evaluated in the Draft EIR, the project proposed to create new zoning designations 

to accommodate the proposed residential densities, lots sizes, and other standards that 

would shape development on the project site. The project now proposes to rely upon 

the Planned Development provisions in Chapter 13.29 of the Town’s Municipal Code 

to allow use of project-specific development standards. As identified in the proposed 

Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan and in EIR 

Impact 4.1-1, these standards include allowable land uses, minimum lot sizes, 

maximum lot coverage, setbacks, and parking. While the zoning designation 

proposed for the project site has changed, the development standards for the proposed 

project remain largely the same, while the Modified Transportation Alternative 

includes some changes to minimum lot sizes, as reflected in Section 4.1 of the EIR.   

21-14 This comment references the statement in Impact 4.2-1 that the project would be 

required to construct a portion of the Loomis Diversion Line. The comment states that 

SPMUD has indicated that it would construct the overall Loomis Diversion Line, and 

the project applicant would not be responsible for this.  

 The discussion of construction of the Loomis Diversion Line in Impact 4.2-1 has been 

modified, as shown below and in Section 4.2 of the EIR. The comment is correct that 

SPMUD will be responsible for construction of this line. Further, the EIR has been 

updated to reflect that construction of the line began in June 2017 and is expected to 

be complete in 2018.This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or 

mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 
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21-15 This comment references Impact 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR, and suggests that the 

number of trees requiring mitigation be revised from 831 to 619, since dead or 

dying trees, and trees affected because of the need to accommodate construction 

along Doc Barnes Drive are exempt under the Town’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.   

As stated in response 21-4, the analysis of Impact 4.3-5 Conflict with the Town’s 

Tree Conservation Ordinance has been updated based on a review of the arborist’s 

inventory data, which is provided in EIR Appendix C. After accounting for the 

removal of eight dwelling units from the project subsequent to public circulation of 

the Draft EIR as well as dead trees, which are not protected under the Tree 

Conservation ordinance, and exempt Protected Trees as defined in the conservation 

ordinance (particularly those trees that meet the minimum tree size standards for 

which mitigation is required but are exempt from the ordinance’s mitigation 

requirements due to poor health and structure), the EIR analysis has been revised to 

state that the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

impact 470 protected trees for which mitigation would be required. Edits have been 

made throughout the impact analysis to correctly reflect the arborist’s inventory 

data, as shown in Section 4.3 of this Final EIR. The edited EIR text shown below 

identifies the total number of protected trees included in the inventory, the total 

number that would be removed, the portion of the trees to be removed that would be 

exempt from the Tree Conservation Ordinance requirements, and the portion that 

would require mitigation.  
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The revisions to the impact analysis show that the severity of the project’s impact is 

reduced compared to the impact evaluated in the Draft EIR. These revisions do not 

change the conclusions or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-16 This comment suggests that Table 4.3-6 of the Draft EIR be revised to indicate that 

619 trees, not 679 trees, that are proposed for removal require mitigation.  

 As stated in response 21-4, the analysis of Impact 4.3-5 Conflict with the Town’s 

Tree Conservation Ordinance has been updated based on a review of the arborist’s 

inventory data, which is provided in EIR Appendix C. The edits made to Impact 4.3-5 

include revising Table 4.3-6 to correctly reflect the arborist’s inventory data. As 

stated above, the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would 

result in impacts to 470 protected trees for which mitigation would be required. Refer 

to Section 4.3 of this Final EIR for the full text of the impact analysis. The revisions 
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to the impact analysis show that the severity of the impact under the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative is less than the impact evaluated in the 

Draft EIR. These revisions do not change the conclusions or mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

21-17 This comment references Table 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR and suggests that it be revised to 

show that 212 trees are proposed for removal along Doc Barnes Drive, consistent with 

the discussion in the impact assessment.  

 As stated in response 21-4, the analysis of Impact 4.3-5 Conflict with the Town’s 

Tree Conservation Ordinance has been updated based on a review of the arborist’s 

inventory data, which is provided in Appendix C of the EIR. The edits made to 

Impact 4.3-5 include showing that 270 trees would be removed due to construction of 

Doc Barnes Drive as proposed. This change has been made, as shown in Section 4.3 of 

this Final EIR. As discussed in response 21-4, the arborist’s data indicates that fewer trees 

would be removed due to the project than was evaluated in the Draft EIR. Although the 

number of trees that are exempt from the mitigation requirements of the Tree 

Conservation Ordinance is greater than was evaluated in the Draft EIR, the total number 

of trees that would be removed is less. Therefore, the overall impact is less severe than 

the impact evaluated in the Draft EIR. This change does not affect the conclusions or 

mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. 

21-18 This comment references Mitigation Measure 4.3d in the Draft EIR, and suggests that 

since the Biological Opinion provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service outlines 

compensation for the loss of valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and this compensation 

requirement will be included in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit that the 

project must comply with, no additional survey is required.  
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 Mitigation Measure 4.3d has been revised to be consistent with the requirements 

identified in the Biological Opinion, as shown below and in Section 4.3 of this Final 

EIR. This change does not affect the impact analysis or conclusions identified in the 

Draft EIR. A copy of the Biological Opinion was also submitted with the comment 

letter and has been added to EIR Appendix C.  

 

21-19 This comment suggests that the level of service (LOS) during the PM peak hour for 

cars waiting to turn onto Taylor Road at the Taylor Road/Webb Street intersection be 
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revised for consistency, since the Draft EIR states LOS F in the text but Table 4.6-2 

indicates LOS D.  

 This change has been made, as shown below and in Section 4.6 of this Final EIR. 

This change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-20 This comment suggests that the Draft EIR be revised to reflect consistency of the 

LOS for I-80, since it is mentioned as having both LOS D on page 4.6-8 and LOS F 

on page 4.6-9.  

 No change in the EIR text is warranted. As noted in the EIR on page 4.6-8 and in 

Table 4.6-3, the existing condition on I-80 through the study area is LOS D. In the 

Regulatory Setting on page 4.6-9, the EIR references the Transportation Corridor 

Concept Report for I-80, which identifies a concept LOS for the entire segment of I-

80 from Sierra College Boulevard to the Nevada state line of LOS F, assuming the 

six-lane facility remains. The concept LOS is the anticipated LOS for the segment in 

the cumulative condition. 

21-21 This comment suggests that the text of Mitigation Measure 4.6a in the Draft EIR 

should state that payment of the Town’s traffic impact fee constitutes the project’s 

fair-share amount.  

 The Town’s Traffic Impact Fee does not include the full extent of improvements 

needed at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Laird Road intersection under the existing plus 

project condition, thus additional funding is needed to constitute a full fair-share for 

improvements at this location. This is reflected in the analysis in Impact 4.6-1, which 

states, “Under the Town’s traffic impact fee program, the project applicant would be 

required to pay the Town’s traffic impact fee at building permit issuance, which 

constitutes a portion of the project’s fair share contribution toward the cost of this 

signal. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6a requires that the project applicant 

contribute additional funds to installation of this traffic signal sufficient to meet the 

project’s fair share of the total cost.” This mitigation measure is applicable to both the 
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proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. No revision to the EIR 

is warranted.  

21-22 This comment suggests that the text of Mitigation Measure 4.6g in the Draft EIR 

should state that payment of the Town’s traffic impact fee constitutes the project’s 

fair-share amount.  

The Town’s Traffic Impact Fee does not include the full extent of improvements 

needed at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Laird Road intersection under the cumulative plus 

project condition. This is reflected in the analysis of Impact 4.6-8, which states, “The 

Traffic Impact Analysis finds that LOS C conditions could be achieved at this 

intersection with the addition of a separate eastbound right-turn lane. Mitigation 

Measure 4.6a requires that the project applicant provide a fair-share contribution 

toward the planned installation of a traffic signal at this location and Mitigation 

Measure 4.6g requires that the project applicant provide a fair-share contribution 

toward construction of this additional improvement and modification of the signal 

timing to allow overlapped phasing. The measure also notes that this additional 

improvement should be added to the Town’s traffic impact fee program.” This 

mitigation measure is applicable to both the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative. No revision to the EIR is warranted. 

21-23 This comment suggests that a discussion of the Loomis Union School District’s 

concern over declining enrollment in younger grade levels be included in Section 

4.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  

A statement regarding the District Superintendent’s statements has been added to 

page 4.12-6 of the EIR as shown below and in Section 4.12 of this Final EIR. This 

change does not affect the impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

 

21-24 This comment suggests that the number of students attending Del Oro High School 

from outside of the Loomis Union School District be clarified and included in Section 

4.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  
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The Placer Union High School District has adopted Policy 5116.1, which limits the 

use of interdistrict transfers for students who cannot demonstrate a hardship. This 

change in district policies is anticipated to alleviate the over-capacity conditions at 

Del Oro High School. However, this change does not affect the impact analysis, 

conclusions, or mitigation measures identified in the EIR and no revisions to the EIR 

are warranted. Refer to Master Response 9 for additional discussion of potential 

impacts to schools under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative. 

21-25 This comment references comments 21-23 and 21-24 stating that these changes 

should also apply to Impact 4.12-9 of the Draft EIR.  

Text has been added to Impact 4.12-9 of the EIR as shown below consistent with the 

revision discussed in response 21-23.  

  

21-26 This comment questions if the student household generation rate for single-family 

and multi-family homes is the same, and, if not, suggests that this information be 

clarified.  

As there are few multi-family dwelling units within the Loomis Union School District 

boundaries, this district does not have separate student generation rates for single-

family and multi-family residences.  

21-27 This comment expresses appreciation for consideration of the above comments.  

This comment provides closing remarks, and does not question the adequacy or 

accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 22 

Holly and Eric Enberg 

No Date 

22-1 The commenters submitted a comment card but did not provide any comments within 

the blank section of the card. 

No response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 23 

Christine Gatz 

June 16, 2016 

23-1 This comment states that the commenter moved to the Town of Loomis (Town) for 

the “rural country feel,” and is “disheartened” that such a large project is proposed.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR. As discussed in response 15-4, the potential effect from the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative on the visual character of the project site and 

its surroundings is evaluated in Impact 4.5-2. In this analysis, the EIR recognizes that 

“the project seeks to maintain Loomis’s small town character by developing a village-

themed retail center, pedestrian-oriented layout, and houses that incorporate the 

architectural styles of the town.” However, the EIR also recognizes that the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative would result in a significant change 

in the visual character of the site as seen from several of the key viewpoints. Based on 

these significant changes, the EIR concludes that the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s impacts to the site’s visual character would be 

significant and unavoidable because it would “permanently alter the visual 

environment of this portion of the Town, eliminating the majority of native woodland, 

grassland, and topography on site.”  

23-2 This comment expresses concern for where all the wildlife would be driven due to 

construction of the project.  

Impacts to wildlife habitat and wildlife movement corridors are evaluated in Section 

4.3.3 of the EIR under Impacts 4.3-1, 4.3-3, 4.3-4, and 4.3-6. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-

than-significant impact on the reduction in habitat for plants and animals with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3a, 4.3b, and 4.3c. In addition, the EIR 

concludes that impacts to special-status species would be less than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3a, 4.3b, 4.3d, 4.3e and 4.3f. The EIR also 

concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact on interference with resident or migratory 

wildlife movement. Lastly, the EIR concludes that the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact 

on the cumulative loss of habitat for common and special-status species. The full text 

of the mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR and in the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J to the EIR. CEQA does 
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not require analysis of impacts to common wildlife species such as squirrels and deer, 

outside of concerns related to wildlife movement. 

23-3 This comment references the project as “invasive building” and questions if this is 

against the community’s small-town feel, which it prides itself on.  

The project’s consistency with the General Plan is evaluated in Section 4.1.3 of the 

EIR. The EIR concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on conflict with the principals 

of the General Plan. The full analysis is provided in EIR Section 4.1.3 under Impact 

4.1-1, and a summary of the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s consistency with General Plan policies is included in Appendix B. Refer 

to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of General Plan consistency. 

23-4 This comment asks what the suggestions are for the major increase in traffic that 

would be experienced in the Town.  

Traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and mitigation measures to 

reduce traffic impacts are provided in Section 4.6.4. As discussed in Master Response 

6 and response 8-8, the EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would be 

reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures 

identified in the EIR, except for the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase 

in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), which 

would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and 

the cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe 

Bar Road, which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under both the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative.  

The requirements under Mitigation Measures 4.6a through 4.6g include fair-share 

contributions to roadway and intersection improvements in the Town, installation of 

traffic signals, signage, and implementation of roadway design measures to assure 

safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR 

Section 4.6.3. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion 

of the project’s traffic impacts and mitigation measures. 

23-5 This comment requests that in-depth thought go into what environmental impacts the 

project would have on the Town.  

 The EIR thoroughly evaluates the physical environmental impacts of the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative and found that seven of the 

project’s impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. These impacts will be 
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considered by the Town Council as part of their deliberations regarding the project. 

This comment does not identify any inadequacies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR’s 

analysis of the project’s impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter 24 

Hazel W. Gilbert 

June 16, 2016 

24-1 This comment expresses disapproval with the amount of small lots proposed, and 

concern that the project would add too much traffic to Horseshoe Bar Road, King 

Road, and downtown Loomis.  

The project’s traffic impacts to the study intersections are evaluated in Draft EIR 

Section 4.6.3 under Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8. The EIR demonstrates that the project 

impacts under existing-plus-project conditions on all study intersections and roadway 

segments, including those along Horseshoe Bar Road and King Road, would be less 

than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6a through 4.6d. In the 

cumulative scenario, the EIR determines that the impacts to all roadway segments and 

intersections would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 4.6a through 4.6g, with the exception of a significant and unavoidable 

impact to the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8). In the 

cumulative condition, the Modified Transportation Alternative would avoid the 

increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection. Additionally, 

both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would result in 

a significant and unavoidable impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative 

increases in traffic volumes on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar 

Road (Impact 4.6-8). The intersections in the study area are listed in Section 4.6.1, 

and the full text of all mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR and 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in EIR Appendix J. 

Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of traffic 

impacts and mitigation measures. 

24-2 This comment expresses concern that the project would cause “bad” air quality.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of air 

quality impacts, which is presented in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR. The EIR concludes 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would generate 

temporary construction emissions above the Placer County Air Pollution Control 

District’s thresholds, which would be a significant and unavoidable impact despite 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8a and 4.8b. The proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact during 

project operation with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8c, and would have a 

less than significant contribution to cumulative impacts with implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure 4.8d. The full text of the mitigation measures is provided in 

Section 4.8.4 of the EIR and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in 

Appendix J.  

24-3 This comment expresses concern about the project’s water and sewer treatment demands.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR. The project’s 

impact to public utilities and infrastructure is evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR. 

Specifically, the project’s effects related to water supply and water infrastructure are 

evaluated under Impacts 4.12-1 and 4.12-2. In both impacts, the EIR determines that 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-

than-significant impact related to exceeding existing water supply entitlements and 

infrastructure in both the project scenario and the cumulative scenario. The project’s 

impact on sewer supply is evaluated under Impacts 4.12-3 and 4.12-4. The EIR 

concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact on exceeding the collection, treatment, and 

disposal capacity of wastewater infrastructure with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.12a for the project scenario, and a less than-significant-impact in the 

cumulative scenario. 

24-4 This comment expresses the opinion that growth is not bad, but that the lots for the 

project are too small and too many people would be crowded into a small area.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed, including the proposed lot sizes and population density. This comment 

does not identify any inadequacies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR’s analysis of the 

project’s impacts.  

24-5 This comment expresses disapproval of the low-income housing aspect of the project, 

but expresses support for a senior living facility.  

Chapter 3, Project Description, identifies all of the major components of the project. 

As discussed in Master Response 7, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative do not propose any low-income housing, although the 

Village High Density Planned Development District could accommodate low-income 

housing when a specific proposal to construct that portion of the project is made. 

Further, if a proposal to construct low-income housing in that portion of the project 

site is made, it is not expected that such a proposal would result in any different 

physical environmental effects than have already been evaluated in the EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 25 

James Gilbert 

June 16, 2016 

25-1 This comment expresses the opinion that the density of the residential units is too 

high and that the project would be more acceptable if it reduced the number of units 

by one-half to two-thirds.  

Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the alternatives 

analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The alternative suggested in this comment would 

reduce the project by 50% to 67%. Such a substantial reduction in the amount of 

development would result in a project that would not be capable of meeting most of 

the basic project objectives and, thus, is not required to be evaluated in the EIR.  

25-2 This comment expresses the opinion that the high-density units are too small, and the 

smallest units should be for senior housing and not low-income housing.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed, including with the proposed lot and dwelling unit sizes. Under both the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative, the Village High 

Density Planned Development District is planned to accommodate a maximum of 117 

multi-family dwelling units on 4.69 acres of the site, yielding a density of 24.9 

dwelling units per acre. Building plans have not been proposed for this district, thus 

the sizes of the individual dwelling units in this area are not known.  

As discussed in Master Response 5 and response 24-5, the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative do not propose to construct any low-income 

housing, although the multi-family residential development could accommodate low-

income housing when a specific proposal to construct that portion of the project is 

made. Development of low-income housing on site is not expected to result in any 

different physical environmental effects than have already been evaluated in the EIR.  

25-3 This comment states that traffic flow is not adequately addressed.  

The comment does not specify in what way the commenter believes the analysis of 

traffic impacts is deficient. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for a 

summary of the project’s traffic impacts as evaluated in the EIR. The EIR concludes 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have a 

less-than-significant impact on delays and congestion at all intersections within the 

study area with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6a through 4.6d. Under the 
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proposed project, the traffic generated by the project would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact in the cumulative scenario due to increased traffic volumes at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection and the project’s contribution to traffic 

volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, as discussed in Impact 4.6-8. 

Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, the impact at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection would be avoided but the impact due to the project’s 

contribution to traffic volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road would 

remain significant and unavoidable. As stated in Impact 4.6-8, “the project would 

increase the daily traffic volumes on I-80 west of the Horseshoe Bar Road 

interchange by 1.3%.” This segment is predicted to operate at LOS F conditions with 

and without the project. Since the project would increase traffic volumes on this 

segment that is expected to operate an at unacceptable LOS, the project would have a 

significant cumulative impact on this segment. Due to the project site location, it is 

reasonable to expect that any development on this site would generate traffic on the 

segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be feasible to avoid 

this impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives. The impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

25-4 This comment expresses concern for impacts to the water and sewer infrastructure in 

the Town of Loomis.  

The comment does not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR analysis. As discussed 

in Section 4.12 of the EIR, Impact 4.12-1 found that the project would create a 

demand for approximately 141 acre-feet per year of water, and the Placer County 

Water Agency’s Urban Water Management Plan assumed that future development at 

the project site would require 165 acre-feet per year. The actual water demand of the 

project would be slightly less than evaluated in the Draft EIR as a result of the 

applicant’s proposal to implement measures that would reduce the project’s impacts 

to biological resources by omitting eight dwelling units from the project. Under both 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative, the project would 

develop 418 dwelling units rather than the 426 units evaluated in the Draft EIR. Thus, 

the EIR concludes that there is sufficient water supply to serve the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

Refer to response 11-26 regarding the EIR’s consideration of impacts related to sewer 

infrastructure. The EIR concluded that, with South Placer Municipal Utility District’s 

completion of the Lower Loomis Diversion line, there would be adequate capacity in 

the sewage conveyance infrastructure to serve the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative. 
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Response to Comment Letter 26 

Irene Hape 

No Date 

26-1 This comment expresses concern for a large new development that would bring in 

approximately 22% more residents.  

In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1, the Draft EIR found that the project would 

support a residential population of approximately 1,231 new residents. As stated in 

Section 1.4 of the EIR and discussed throughout this Final EIR, subsequent to public 

review of the Draft EIR, the applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce the 

project’s impacts to biological resources by omitting eight dwelling units from the 

project. Thus this Final EIR states that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would add approximately 1,208 new residents to Loomis. 

In Impact 4.2-1, the EIR concludes that a conservative estimate for growth would be 

an 18% increase over 2014 levels, which would not represent a significant impact 

because this is consistent with the growth anticipated and accommodated for in the 

General Plan. As shown in Table 1-1 of the General Plan, it is expected that the 

Town’s population will increase to 10,300 people by 2020. The Town’s population in 

2014, which is when the Notice of Preparation for this EIR was circulated, was 6,688 

people. This would increase to 7,896 people following full occupation of the 

proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative. Additional information 

is provided in the full analysis in Section 4.2.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.2-1. 

26-2 This comment expresses concern that the project would bring more traffic, noise, 

pollution, litter, and crime.  

This comment does not detail specific concerns regarding these resource areas, and 

does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR. Refer to response 8-8 for a 

summary of the EIR analysis of traffic, noise, and pollution impacts, and refer to 

Master Response 5 for additional discussion of the project’s traffic impacts.  

Although it is possible that residents of and visitors to the site may litter, which could 

contribute to adverse visual impacts, there is no evidence that there would be an 

excessive or unusual amount of litter at the project site. The EIR evaluates the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s potential visual impacts 

in Section 4.5 and finds that the project would have a significant and unavoidable 

impact due to changes in the visual character of the site. Litter within the project site 

would contribute to this impact but would not increase the severity of the impact 

beyond the level identified in the EIR.  
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An increase in population can reasonably expect to produce a net increase in crime 

simply due to an increase in the number of people in the area. The EIR evaluates the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effect on law 

enforcement and concludes that impacts would be less than significant. The comment 

does not provide any evidence that suggests there would be an increase in the per-

capita level of crime in the project area or that the Draft EIR analysis regarding law 

enforcement is incorrect.  

26-3 This comment states that traffic along Taylor Road is predictable, and that the traffic that 

occurs around 5 p.m. on weekdays and a little earlier on Fridays will become the norm.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic 

imapcts. Refer to Master Response 6 for a summary of the traffic impacts anticipated 

under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative and to 

response 11-18 regarding the project’s potential to increase congestion on Taylor 

Road. As discussed in those responses, the proposed project is anticipated to reduce 

traffic volumes on Taylor Road, as some trips currently using Taylor Road would 

divert to the extension of Doc Barnes Drive that would be constructed as part of the 

proposed project. There are three segments of Taylor Road evaluated in the EIR. 

Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8 provide detailed analysis of the project’s traffic impacts and 

reach the following findings for the analyzed segments on Taylor Road: 

Oak Street to Horseshoe Bar Road: The level of service (LOS) under existing 

conditions is C. The volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio (a measurement of the traffic 

volume compared to the roadway capacity, where lower v/c ratios indicate less 

congestion) would increase slightly from 0.71 to 0.78, resulting in continued LOS C 

operations under both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative (EIR Tables 4.6-11 and 4.6-15). The anticipated LOS under cumulative-

no-project conditions is D, with a v/c ratio of 0.89. The v/c ratio would increase to 

0.92 and the LOS would drop to E under cumulative-plus-proposed-project 

conditions (EIR Table 4.6-8) while under the Modified Transportation Alternative the 

v/c ratio in the cumulative scenario would increase to 0.84, retaining the LOS D 

operations (EIR Table 4.6-21).  

Horseshoe Bar Road to Webb Street: The level of service (LOS) under existing 

conditions is F. With the addition of the proposed project to the existing conditions, 

the v/c ratio would decrease slightly from 1.27 to 1.21, resulting in continued LOS F 

operations (EIR Table 4.6-11). Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, the 

v/c ratio would decrease to 0.86, resulting in LOS D conditions (EIR Table 4.6-15). 

The anticipated LOS under cumulative-no-project conditions is F, with a v/c ratio of 
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1.58. The v/c ratio would decrease to 1.55 and the LOS would remain at F under 

cumulative-plus-proposed-project conditions (EIR Table 4.6-8) while under the 

Modified Transportation Alternative the v/c ratio in the cumulative scenario would 

decrease to 1.01 (EIR Table 4.6-21). This would also continue the LOS F operations 

on this segment but indicates slightly less congestion than under the cumulative-no-

project and cumulative-plus-proposed-project conditions.  

Webb Street to King Road: The level of service (LOS) under existing conditions is 

F. With the addition of the proposed project to the existing conditions, the v/c ratio 

would decrease slightly from 1.09 to 1.04, resulting in continued LOS F operations 

(EIR Table 4.6-11). Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, the v/c ratio 

would decrease to 1.02, also resulting in LOS F conditions (EIR Table 4.6-15). The 

anticipated LOS under cumulative-no-project conditions is F, with a v/c ratio of 1.22. 

The v/c ratio would decrease to 1.20 and the LOS would remain at F under 

cumulative-plus-proposed-project conditions (EIR Table 4.6-8) while under the 

Modified Transportation Alternative the v/c ratio in the cumulative scenario would 

decrease to 0.89 (EIR Table 4.6-21). This would improve the operations on this 

segment to LOS D.  

26-4 This comment states that many of the buildings and new strip malls in Rocklin and 

Roseville, such as on Granite Drive, have sat empty for years.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required.  

26-5 This comment expresses the opinion that the draw to the Town of Loomis (Town) is 

due to the small-town feeling, and asks that developers not be allowed to come in and 

spoil the Town.  

 Refer to Master Response 2 for discussion of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to 

maintain the Town’s character, and response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s significant and 

unavoidable impacts on the visual character of the project site and its surroundings. 

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s 

impact on community character but does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the 

content of the Draft EIR. 

26-6 This comment recognizes that the project would bring money to the Town, but also 

expresses the opinion that the cost in terms of increased traffic, crime, pollution, and 

litter would be too high.  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-218 

 This comment provides closing remarks and raises an objection to the project 

based on concern over the project’s environmental effects but does not question 

the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR; therefore, no response 

is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 27 

Steve Hape 

No Date 

27-1 This comment states that traffic and quality of life issues are going to be created due 

to development of the project, and too often cities and towns will jump at the chance 

for development without realizing the negative impacts of those decisions.  

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s 

traffic impacts but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for a summary of the EIR analysis of 

traffic impacts.  

27-2 This comment expresses the opinion that one of the big negative impacts would be to 

the small-town feel of the Town of Loomis (Town).  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

27-3 This comment states that the Interstate 80 corridor is quickly becoming a series of 

strip malls and traffic problems, and expresses the opinion that new shopping is not 

needed in Loomis.  

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s 

traffic impacts and a perceived lack of need for commercial space but does not 

question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8 for a summary of the EIR analysis of traffic impacts.  

27-4 This comment states that the number of housing units represents a large increase in 

the population and would add way too many people.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. The analysis of population and housing impacts is 

presented in Section 4.2 of the EIR. As discussed in response 26-1 above, this 
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analysis found that although the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would cause an approximately 18% increase in population relative to the 

population of the Town in 2014, this population growth would represent a less-than-

significant impact because it is within the anticipated growth of the Town, the growth 

would occur in a location planned for development, and public services and utilities 

are available. 

27-5 This comment suggests that no development should be large enough to cause an 

increase in population that would destroy the small-town feel.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 28 

Michael Hogan 

June 14, 2016 

28-1 This comment states that the following comments in this letter pertain to the Draft 

EIR for the Village at Loomis Project.  

All comments made in the remainder of this letter are responded to in responses 28-2 

through 28-20, below. 

28-2 This comment states that the numerous revisions to the General Plan should be a 

significant impact by definition, even though the Draft EIR lists them as less than 

significant.  

As stated in Section 1.7 of the EIR, the revision to the General Plan would consist of 

re-designating the land throughout the project site to be consistent with the proposed 

land uses. The existing and proposed land use designations are shown in EIR Figure 

3-5. Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan.  

28-3 This comment states that some of the mitigation proposed for habitat loss, such as 

conservation easements and compensation habitat, do not mitigate impacts within 

Loomis or for the residents of Loomis.  

Refer to Master Responses 10 and 11 regarding mitigation for impacts to oak trees 

and valley oak woodland habitat. The impact of habitat loss is concerned with the 

ability of plant and wildlife species to exist in the region. Thus, mitigation for such 

impacts can occur outside the jurisdiction of the Town and still provide value as a 

component of the region’s biological resources. From a biological resource 

perspective, there is no need to keep conservation and compensatory habitat within 

the Town limits. However, as discussed in Master Response 10, mitigation for the 

loss of individual oak trees is required to occur within the Town’s limits. Individual 

oak trees have limited habitat values or functions compared to oak woodland 

vegetation communities, but they provide many multi-disciplinary benefits, such as 

their aesthetic value, stormwater filtration and detention, soil retention, and provision 

of shade to reduce heat effects and energy consumption when trees are near homes.  

28-4 This comment states that the General Plan revisions required by the project should 

precede the certification of the EIR and be subject to separate environmental review.  
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Although the strategy suggested in this comment could be a viable approach for 

adopting new General Plan land use designations, there is no requirement under state 

law, the Town’s General Plan, or the Town’s Municipal Code that would require such 

an approach. Rather, the Town is required to process project applications at the time 

that the Town determines the application to be complete. Further, while the project as 

evaluated in the Draft EIR included a proposal to add two new land use designations 

to the General Plan and apply those designations to portions of the project site, as 

discussed in Master Response 3 and in the text added to EIR Section 2.1, subsequent 

to public circulation of the draft EIR, the Town adopted a Planned Development 

ordinance that provides a mechanism by which project applicants can propose 

unique development standards for a given site. The Village at Loomis project 

applicant proposes to utilize the Planned Development ordinance through the 

creation of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development 

Plan, which includes site-specific development standards, rather than create new 

General Plan designations specific to the project site. Similar to the initially 

proposed new General Plan designations, the proposed development standards would 

not be applied to any other property in Town. Further, no modifications to General 

Plan goals, policies, or implementation measures are proposed. Thus, the proposed 

General Plan amendment would not affect any property outside of the project site, 

and a separate environmental review of the General Plan amendment is not necessary. 

28-5 This comment indicates that the following comments relate to Impact 4.1-1, which 

evaluated General Plan consistency.  

 The comment references Table 1-2 of the Draft EIR. Table 1-2 lists all of the 

project’s impacts in the first column, followed by the significance before mitigation, 

the applicable mitigation measures necessary to ensure the project is consistent with 

the General Plan, and the significance after mitigation. This comment does not 

address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR, but serves as an introduction to 

the following comments, which are addressed in responses 28-6 through 28-13. 

28-6 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure 4.3a and says that conservation 

easements up to 10 miles from Loomis would not mitigate impacts within the Town, 

and questions if this type of land banking is recognized by prior Town policies.  

 Refer to Master Response 11, which discusses the analysis of loss of valley oak 

woodland and the effectiveness of the mitigation measure identified for this impact. 

Also refer to response 11-16 regarding the appropriateness of the 10-mile radius 

within which to acquire a conservation easement. Conservation of oak woodland 
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habitat is necessary to protect biological resources in the region; it is not necessarily 

intended to provide benefits to the Town or its residents.  

28-7 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure 4.3c and alleges that off-site mitigation 

has not been previously acceptable, since it does not mitigate impacts to residents, 

and that the replacement ratio of 1:1 is inadequate. Additionally, the comment states 

that no destruction of wetlands should be allowed.  

 As stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this EIR, subsequent to public 

circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce 

the project’s impacts to biological resources by omitting eight dwelling units from the 

project. This resulted in a decrease in the project’s impacts to wetlands from the 1.27 

acres reported in the Draft EIR to 0.97 acres. The EIR text has been revised to reflect 

this reduction. As stated in EIR Impact 4.3-2, “The project proposes to retain 5.07 

acres of wetlands and water of the United States, including 4.61 acres of riparian 

wetland and would directly impact 0.054 acres of perennial stream, 0.007 acres of 

drainage ditch, 0.016 acres of seasonal wetland, 0.238 acres of wetland swale, and 

0.652 acres of riparian wetland.” These impacts would occur in association with the 

construction of Doc Barnes Drive, the detention basin in the northeast corner of the 

site, and houses and other site improvements throughout the site. In Chapter 5, 

Alternatives, the EIR considered a project alternative that would avoid all impacts to 

biological resources, including wetlands. This alternative was rejected from further 

analysis because it was found to be incapable of meeting most of the basic project 

objectives.  

 It is common for development projects to result in impacts to wetlands and for such 

projects to compensate for those impacts with off-site conservation and/or habitat 

restoration and creation. Neither the Town nor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps) prohibits impacts to wetlands or mandates on site mitigation for such 

impacts. As mentioned in the text of Mitigation Measure 4.3c, the replacement of or 

compensation for loss of wetlands would be at a minimum ratio of 1:1, but plans for 

replacement and compensation would require approval from the Corps to ensure that 

the replacement achieves the Corps’ no-net-loss standard. This would also ensure that 

replacement and/or compensation occurs at a ratio that is adequate to achieve the no-

net-loss policy of the Town. Additionally, the project would require a Section 404 

permit from the Corps, which would define specific requirements for the replacement 

or compensation of wetlands. These requirements are standard for projects that 

require a Section 404 permit. The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.3c is provided in 

Section 4.3.4 of the EIR and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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provided in Appendix J. Refer to Master Response 2 for discussion of wetland 

impacts and mitigation in relation to applicable General Plan policies.  

28-8 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure 4.3f and says that the Town previously 

had a public tree education program, but it was not well attended, and since this 

information is available for the public from a number of other sources, this is not 

adequate mitigation.  

 Note that a new mitigation measure 4.3c was added to Section 4.3 as part of the edits 

completed for this Final EIR. The oak tree mitigation measure has been renumbered 

as Mitigation Measure 4.3g. Further, Mitigation Measure 4.3g has been revised to 

ensure full consistency with the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance.  The measure 

no longer includes tree education programs. As discussed in response 12-13, since the 

it would not be feasible to replant the total number of trees required under the Town’s 

Tree Conservation Ordinance on site to fully mitigate for the loss of trees, this 

measure also requires the property owner to pay the Town’s in-lieu fee for oak tree 

impacts when the tree impacts cannot be adequately mitigated through replanting 

within the Town.  

28-9 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure 4.3f and states that previous tree planting 

programs had been implemented without success since adequate land available for 

tree planting is very limited and there is already a backlog of unplanted trees from 

prior projects that have no place to be planted.  

 As noted in response 28-8, Mitigation Measure 4.3f has been renumbered as 

Mitigation Measure 4.3g and revised to ensure consistency with the Town’s Tree 

Conservation Ordinance. The ordinance requires the project applicant to replant trees 

within the project site or elsewhere in the Town subject to approval from the Town 

Manager.  Town staff would compare the number of trees planted with the total tree 

replacement requirements for the project. Any unmet replacement requirements 

would then be met by the project applicant paying the Town’s in-lieu fee for tree 

impacts.  The Tree Conservation Ordinance allows the Town wide latitude in using 

the in-lieu fees in a variety of ways to reduce or compensate for impacts to trees that 

cannot be mitigated through replanting.  As described in section 13.54.100 of the 

ordinance, uses of the in-lieu fee may include “planting or propagation, purchasing, 

maintenance, preservation programs (including, but not limited to, land purchase 

and/or conservation easements), public education programs regarding trees which 

support the purposes of this chapter (e.g., workshops on proper pruning), and 

activities in support of the administration” of the Tree Conservation ordinance. The 

mitigation no longer includes community tree planting events specifically and does 
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not require the Town to undertake tree planting, thus any existing backlog of trees to 

be planted would not impede implementation of this mitigation measure. Rather, the 

measure allows the Town Manager to determine the most appropriate use of any in-

lieu fees collected from the project to reduce or compensate for impacts. 

28-10 This comment states that the proposed re-zoning of commercial land to residential 

land will not allow for the creation of enough jobs, as intended by the existing zoning, 

causing people to have to drive to work elsewhere.  

 The Town’s Housing Element reported that the mean travel time to work for Town 

residents was 26.7 minutes. This indicates that residents are likely traveling into the 

City of Sacramento and other neighboring areas rather than finding jobs closer to the 

Town. Thus, the proposed project would not substantially alter the existing condition 

related to residents commuting to work. The comment is correct that, with more non-

residential development on site, as could occur under the existing General Plan and 

zoning designations for the site, there would be more opportunity for residents to 

shorten their commute time. The EIR provides a thorough analysis of the trip 

generation and distribution associated with the proposed project, and the 

quantification of traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions associated with motor 

vehicle trips accurately reflects the proposed project. Additional information can be 

found in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR under the subheading Trip Generation. As discussed 

in section 2.1 and Master Response 3 of this Final EIR, the project now proposes to 

rezone the entire project site to the Planned Development zone district. However, this 

change does not affect the total amount of commercial space that would be developed 

under the proposed project. The Modified Transportation Alternative would develop 

7,000 fewer square feet of commercial space than the proposed project.  

28-11 This comment states that the impacts the re-zone would have on traffic are not 

adequately addressed.  

The comment does not offer evidence to support this assertion. The trip generation 

and distribution assumptions documented in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR are based on the 

mix of land uses proposed for the project site, and do not reflect the existing land use 

and zoning designations for the project site. Thus, the traffic volumes anticipated to 

be generated by the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

reflect the proposed land uses, including the number of trips made by employees 

commuting to work outside of the Town. Additional information is provided in 

Section 4.6.3 of the EIR.  
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28-12 This comment states that residential housing does not generate adequate tax revenue 

to maintain the public infrastructure required over the long term.  

Tax revenue generation of a proposed project is considered a social and economic 

impact and is not required to be analyzed under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the 

content of the Draft EIR. It is noted that maintenance of public infrastructure can be 

funded in a variety of ways, including fees for service, bond measures, and tax 

assessment districts. The Development Agreement between the Town and the 

developer includes provisions requiring the developer to establish a funding 

mechanism, which could include a special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos 

Community Facilities Act of 1982, to provide a permanent source of funding to cover 

increased costs incurred by the Town for providing public safety services.  

28-13 This comment states that the impact of the proposed rezone is not adequately 

addressed or mitigated, including the loss of potential tax revenue from re-zoning 

commercial to residential.  

This comment addresses impacts that are outside of the consideration of CEQA. 

According to Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, economic and social effects of 

a project are not treated as significant effects on the environment. 

28-14 This comment states that six new zoning designations are proposed to be added to 

the General Plan after the EIR is certified, and expresses the opinion that the 

General Plan revisions should require separate environmental review before the 

EIR is certified.  

Under Impact 4.1-1, the EIR states that there are currently four land use designations 

applied to the project site: Office Professional, General Commercial, Residential 

Medium Density, and Central Commercial. Additionally, there are two parcels with a 

High Density Overlay, which permits development of high-density residential uses 

instead of the primary designated land use. As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 

and discussed in Master Response 3 in this Final EIR, subsequent to public 

circulation of the draft EIR, the Town adopted a Planned Development ordinance 

that provides a mechanism by which project applicants can propose unique 

development standards for a given site. The Village at Loomis project applicant 

proposed to utilize the Planned Development ordinance through the creation of the 

Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan, which 

includes project-specific development standards, rather than create new General Plan 

designations specific to the project site. 
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 Refer to response 28-4 regarding the suggestion that the proposed General Plan 

amendments be made prior to consideration of the proposed development project, and 

refer to Master Response 3 regarding the proposal to apply the Town’s Planned 

Development zoning designation to the project site. 

28-15 This comment states that numerous other General Plan revisions would be made, such 

as lot sizes, fronting, and street sections, and these General Plan revisions require 

separate environmental review prior to certification of the EIR.  

Please refer to responses 28-4 and 28-14, above. The project proposes to amend 

General Plan text and land use designations to reflect the land uses and development 

standards proposed for the project site. No changes to the goals, objectives, policies 

or other text of the General Plan are proposed. Lot sizes and layout requirements 

(such as setbacks) are defined in the Town’s Zoning Ordinance rather than the 

General Plan. The proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

rely on the Town’s Planned Development requirements within the Zoning Ordinance 

to create project-specific development standards for the project site. The proposed 

General Plan amendments would be specific to the project site and thus an analysis of 

these amendments separate from the analysis of the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative is not necessary. 

28-16 This comment expresses the opinion that alley-loaded residences are a change from 

existing standards, and states that emergency access, parking for guests and residents, 

and overflow parking would not be sufficient.  

Emergency access and parking are both evaluated in the EIR in Section 4.6.3 under 

Impacts 4.6-3 and 4.6-7, respectively. The EIR concludes that impacts to emergency 

access would be less than significant due to construction of an internal circulation 

system that is consistent with the Design and Development Standards for the project, 

which have been reviewed by the Loomis Fire Protection District. The Design 

Standards are also consistent with all federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to 

emergency vehicle access. The EIR also concludes that the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would provide sufficient parking to meet the 

typical parking demands of the proposed land uses and would have a less-than-

significant impact on congestion from parking. Specifically, the project would 

provide a two-car garage for every residence, two additional off-street parking spaces 

on each driveway in the traditional single-family district, on-street parking throughout 

the other residential districts, and one parking space for every 250 square feet of 

office space, commercial space, and non-residential space within the mixed use 

district. Refer to Master Response 4 regarding the proposed alley-loaded residences 
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and Master Response 5 regarding the proposed provisions for parking within the 

project site.  

28-17 This comment states that the General Plan revisions should include the future need 

for additional freeway access at the King Road overcrossing, which would require 

auxiliary lanes between King Road and Horseshoe Bar Road on westbound Interstate 

(I) 80.  

 The comment does not provide evidence to demonstrate that an additional freeway 

access point is needed. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 10-6, which 

summarize the findings of the EIR related to roadway segment levels of service. The 

EIR demonstrates that under the proposed project or the Modified Transportation 

Alternative, levels of service on Horseshoe Bar Road would be equal to or better than 

the no-project conditions. Since Horseshoe Bar Road provides full access to I-80 and 

the project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts to the 

segments of Horseshoe Bar Road that provide access to I-80, the EIR does not find 

that additional freeway access would be warranted. Caltrans submitted a comment 

letter on the Draft EIR (Comment Letter 2) and did not identify a need for an 

additional freeway access point. 

28-18 This comment states that open space is not park space and does not count toward park 

space requirements.  

In Section 4.12.3 under Impact 4.12-13, the EIR states that with the proposed 

development of 418 dwelling units and according to the standards described in the 

Town’s Municipal Code, the project would be required to provide 12.08 acres of 

combined parks and open space lands, which must include 6.04 acres of active 

parkland and 6.04 acres of passive parkland or open space.  

28-19 This comment states that the park space proposed for the project does not meet the 

requirements and is insufficient.  

In Section 4.12.3, under Impact 4.12-13, the EIR discloses that the project would not 

meet the standard for providing active parkland. Subsequent to public circulation of 

the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce the 

project’s impacts related to parks and recreation by changing two of the proposed 

pedestrian trails into fitness trailsby including parcourse stations, as shown in Figure 

4.12-1. The analysis of Impact 4.12-13 has been revised to reflect this change. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.12b has been revised to include a requirement 

that the active parks and fitness course be constructed as proposed. The analysis 

concludes that the proposed project would provide 0.59 acres of active parks and 0.49 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-235 

acres of active recreation trails, for a total of 1.08 acres. The Municipal Code requires 

the project to provide 6.04 acres of active park facilities and thus and would require 

dedication of an additional 4.96 acres of active parks to meet the Town’s parkland 

requirements. Mitigation Measure 4.12b requires the project applicant to pay the 

Town’s in-lieu fees, sufficient to comply with Chapter 12.24 of the Town’s Municipal 

Code. The full text of revised Impact 4.12-13 is provided in Section 4.12 of this Final 

EIR. The revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.12b are shown below. There is nothing in 

the Municipal Code that prohibits counting preserved open space toward the open 

space requirements when that open space contains sensitive resources and may not be 

feasible to develop. In addition, the proposed trails and passive park adjacent to the 

open space would allow for public interaction with this aspect of the project, 

providing public benefit.  

 

28-20 This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to provide comments, and 

expresses the opinion that the development should be brought into conformance with 

the existing General Plan and should be environmentally sound while benefiting the 

residents of Loomis.  
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The comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s 

environmental effects but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the project’s consistency with the 

General Plan. 
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Response to Comment Letter 29 

Alan Holman 

June 7, 2016 

29-1 This comment expresses the opinion that the project size is too large for the small 

Town of Loomis, and asks the Town Supervisors to keep that in mind when 

considering the proposed project.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

General Plan consistency. This comment raises an objection to the project based on 

the project’s size but does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the 

Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 30 

Marcie Holman 

June 15, 2016 

30-1 This comment states that the project does not keep to the mission statement of the 

Town of Loomis (Town) to focus on slow growth, since the project alone would 

increase the population by 20%.  

The comment is correct that the Town’s Mission Statement identifies the Town’s 

commitment to “slow, quality growth.” However, the Mission Statement is not 

contained within the General Plan, Municipal Code or any of the Town’s other 

planning or regulatory documents. The General Plan does not contain a mission 

statement or the phrase “slow growth.” Page 11 of the General Plan does note the 

importance to the community of maintaining the “small town atmosphere” of the 

town and the “desire of residents to maintain the Town’s unique character as a semi-

rural community.” As shown in Table 1-1 of the General Plan, the Town’s population 

is projected to increase to 10,300 people by 2020. In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-

1, the EIR states that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would add approximately 1,208 new residents to the Town. The 

population of the Town in 2014, when the Notice of Preparation for this EIR was 

circulated, was 6,688, as shown on page 4.2-2 of the EIR. The EIR concludes that a 

conservative estimate for growth would be an 18% increase over 2014 levels, which 

would not represent a significant impact because that is consistent with the growth 

anticipated and accommodated for in the General Plan. Additional information is 

provided in the full analysis in Section 4.2.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.2-1. Further, 

the EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General 

Plan consistency. This comment raises an objection to the project based on the growth 

it would support but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft 

EIR. 

30-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not take into account other projects 

currently underway.  

The comment does not identify any projects that the commenter believes to have been 

omitted from the cumulative impact analysis. The EIR evaluates the contribution of 

the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative to cumulative 

impacts for all resource areas evaluated throughout Chapter 4. This includes 

consideration of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
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vicinity, as identified in Table 4.1-4 in the EIR. This analysis of cumulative impacts 

is included under the Impact heading of each technical section of the EIR. Section 2.7 

of the EIR also notes that the cumulative impact analysis is included in the technical 

analysis contained in Chapter 4. 

30-3 This comment states that the increased population of the project site will lead to 

increased traffic and crime.  

Traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR under Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-

8. Refer to response 8-8 for a summary of the identified traffic impacts and mitigation 

measures, and to Master Response 6 for additional discussion of these impacts. The 

EIR concludes that, with implementation of mitigation, the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would each have a less-than-significant impact 

on all intersections within the study area under the existing plus project conditions, 

and would result in one significant and unavoidable impact under the cumulative plus 

project condition. Also refer to response 10-5, which summarizes the EIR’s 

evaluation of impacts to law enforcement, and its conclusion that these impacts would 

remain less than significant. 

30-4 This comment states that local schools are already crowded.  

The EIR discloses that the elementary and high schools that would serve residents of 

the project site are currently at or above capacity. Refer to response 10-5 and Master 

Response 9 for discussion of the EIR analysis of impacts to schools. The EIR 

concludes that, consistent with the requirements of Government Code Section 65996, 

payment of school impact fees at the time building permits are issued would ensure 

that impacts associated with the addition of students to the over-capacity elementary 

and high schools would be less than significant.  

30-5 This comment states that there are already vacant businesses downtown, and building 

additional office and retail space is not going to help, nor is it necessary.  

 The Town’s Loomis Town Center Implementation Plan – Phase 1 report found that 

the Town is subject to a higher amount of “sales leakage” that other cities in the 

region. Sales leakage is when Town residents accomplish their shopping outside of 

the Town and, therefore, limit the amount of sales tax collected by the Town. When a 

jurisdiction has a higher amount of sales leakage than other communities, it indicates 

that there is unmet demand within the jurisdiction for retail space. Additionally, the 

Town of Loomis Chamber of Commerce submitted a comment letter in response to 

the Draft EIR stating that there is a lack of available space for rent (see comment 

9-3). Based on the sales leakage and Chamber of Commerce comment about a lack of 
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space for new businesses, it is not expected that the creation of new office and retail 

space within the proposed project would lead to urban decay, which is when long-

term vacancies in existing commercial space leads to visual blight conditions. 

30-6 This comment says that the project is too dense to maintain the small-town feel of Loomis.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character, and 

response 15-4 regarding the Draft EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the 

visual character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an 

objection to the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community 

character but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 31 

Gary Huntzinger 

June 14, 2016 

31-1 This comment urges the Town of Loomis to consider the significant impacts of the 

project and to deny any permits or approvals for the project.  

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s 

environmental effects but does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content 

of the Draft EIR, or raise any specific environmental issues; no response is required. 

31-2 This comment states that although the Draft EIR determines many impacts to be less 

than significant with mitigation, the proposed mitigation fails to maintain the 

environment of the area, of which nearly 10% is wetland resources.  

This comment does not specify which impacts the commenter believes need more 

sufficient mitigation. All impacts to the biological resources on the project site were 

evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the Draft EIR and found to be mitigated to less-than-

significant levels. The full text of the required mitigation measures for biological 

resources is provided in Section 4.3.4 of the Draft EIR and in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) provided in Appendix J to this Final 

EIR. The comment is correct that approximately 10% of the site supports wetlands. 

The 66-acre project site contains approximately 6.04 acres of wetland resources. The 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would result in filling 

0.97 of those acres, retaining 5.07 acres (84%) of the existing wetlands on-site. The 

proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative also propose to retain 

approximately 9.97 acres of open space, including the majority of the existing 

riparian corridor that bisects the project site.  

31-3 This comment references Impact 4.3-1 and says that the natural vegetation on site 

supports federally and state-listed special-status species. It also states that although 

Mitigation Measure 4.3b addresses migratory birds, no mitigation is offered for other 

special-status species, specifically valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Chinook 

salmon, Central Valley steelhead, and California red-legged frog.  

EIR Table 4.3-2 identifies those special-status species with potential to occur on site. 

It recognizes that valley elderberry longhorn beetle is known to occur on site, 

supported by four elderberry shrubs.  
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As noted in response 21-3, references to California red-legged frog have been 

removed from Table 4.3-2 due to the low potential for the species to occur on the 

project site, which is outside of the species’ range and provides only low-quality 

habitat for this species. The Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the project 

site is provided in EIR Appendix D. It found that there is no suitable habitat for 

Chinook salmon or Central Valley steelhead on site.  

Impacts to special-status species are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR under 

Impact 4.3-3. The EIR demonstrates that impacts to special-status species would be 

reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3a, 

4.3b, 4.3d, 4.3e and 4.3f. These measures provide mitigation to avoid, reduce, or 

compensate for potential impacts to migratory birds, wetlands, elderberry shrubs, 

valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and California black rail. The full text of these 

mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR and in the MMRP 

provided in EIR Appendix J.  

31-4 This comment states that the mitigation for the removal of 1,767 trees on the site is to 

obtain an easement on 2 acres of land within 10 miles of the project site, and 

expresses the opinion that the commenter would rather enjoy the 1.5 acres in Loomis 

than have to drive to Auburn to enjoy that habitat.  

As discussed in responses 11-15 and 11-16, Impact 4.3-1 identifies Mitigation 

Measure 4.3a (requiring a conservation easement on 2 acres of land within 10 miles 

of the project site) to compensate for the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s impacts to valley oak woodlands. This mitigation is 

necessary to ensure that there is sufficient valley oak woodland retained within the 

larger project region to support continued existence of wildlife and plant species that 

rely on this habitat type. It is not necessary to conserve valley oak woodlands within 

the Town limits to ensure that the biological value of this habitat type is protected. 

Please refer to Master Response 11 regarding oak woodland mitigation. 

The impacts related to removal of individual oak trees under the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative are evaluated under Impact 4.3-5, which 

identifies that these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.3g. As discussed in response 21-4, the analysis of Impact 4.3-5 

has been updated based on a review of the arborist’s inventory data, which is 

provided in EIR Appendix C, and the reduction in tree loss due to implementation of 

the measures proposed by the project applicant subsequent to circulation of the Draft 

EIR for public review. The EIR analysis has been revised to account for dead trees, 

which are not protected under the Tree Conservation ordinance, protected trees that 
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are exempt from protection and mitigation requirements as defined in the ordinance, 

and protected trees that would be removed to facilitate construction of Doc Barnes 

Drive. As shown in Impact 4.3-5, the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative would impact 470 protected trees for which mitigation would be required. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3g,  which has been revised to be consistent with the Town’s 

Tree Conservation ordinance, requires the project applicant to replant trees within the 

project site or elsewhere in the Town subject to approval from the Town Manager and 

pay the Town’s in-lieu fee for any tree impacts not mitigated through replanting.  The 

Tree Conservation Ordinance allows the Town wide latitude in using the in-lieu fees 

in a variety of ways to reduce or compensate for impacts to trees.   The full text of 

this mitigation measure is provided in EIR Section 4.3.4 and in the MMRP provided 

in Appendix J. Information regarding the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance is 

provided in Section 4.3.2 under the subheading Local Regulations.  

31-5 This comment references Impact 4.3-2 and states that the unnamed perennial stream 

on the project site supports native Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead. It 

also states that on-site preservation is preferable to the allowance in Mitigation 

Measure 4.3c for on-site replacement or off-site banking to mitigate for impacts to 

wetlands.  

 Note that a new mitigation measure 4.3c was added to Section 4.3 as part of the edits 

completed for this Final EIR. The mitigation measure referenced in this comment, 

which requires the project applicant to provide compensation for loss of wetlands, has 

been renumbered as Mitigation Measure 4.3d. The Biological Resources Assessment 

prepared for the project found that there is no suitable habitat for Chinook salmon or 

Central Valley steelhead on the project site. Specifically, page 1 of Appendix D to the 

Biological Resources Assessment states that the fall/late fall run of Chinook salmon is 

known to occur in Secret Ravine south of Interstate 80, but there is no suitable aquatic 

habitat present within the project site. In addition, there is no suitable aquatic habitat 

for Central Valley steelhead, and the project site is outside the range of the spring run 

of Chinook salmon. The requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.3d are consistent with 

the regulatory requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for mitigating the 

loss of waters of the United States. The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.3d is 

provided in Section 4.3.4 of the EIR, and in the MMRP provided in Appendix J.  

31-6 This comment references Impacts 4.6-1 through 4.6-8 and states that mitigation 

proposes to create traffic signals, pedestrian landings, and crosswalks where none 

existed before to accommodate the influx of vehicles and pedestrians to the 

project vicinity.  
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 This comment summarizes project Alternative 3a, which includes 366 dwelling units, 

rather than the proposed project, which includes 418 dwelling units. As stated in 

section 1.4 of the EIR, after public review of the Draft EIR, the project applicant 

proposed to implement measures to reduce impacts to biological resources by 

removing eight dwelling units from project compared to the 426 dwelling units 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, of the EIR for a 

full description of the proposed project. 

 The traffic impacts of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative are evaluated in Section 4.6 of the EIR and summarized in Master 

Response 6. The EIR examines eight potential impacts to traffic and circulation, and, 

of those impacts, five would be less than significant or no impact, and two would be 

reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. Under the proposed 

project, the traffic generated by the project would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact in the cumulative scenario due to increased traffic volumes at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection and the project’s contribution to traffic 

volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, as discussed in Impact 4.6-8. 

Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, the impact at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection would be avoided but the impact due to the project’s 

contribution to traffic volumes on Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road would 

remain significant and unavoidable. As stated in Impact 4.6-8, “the project would 

increase the daily traffic volumes on I-80 west of the Horseshoe Bar Road 

interchange by 1.3%.” This segment is predicted to operate at LOS F conditions with 

and without the project. Since the project would increase traffic volumes on this 

segment that is expected to operate an at unacceptable LOS, the project would have a 

significant cumulative impact on this segment. Due to the project site location, it is 

reasonable to expect that any development on this site would generate traffic on the 

segment of I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be feasible to avoid 

this impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives. The impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. 

31-7 This comment cites U.S. Census Bureau data for the Town from 2010, and states that 

the project would result in an approximately 23% to 30% increase in population.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. The analysis of population growth is presented in 

Section 4.2 of the EIR. As discussed in response 26-1 above, this analysis finds that 

the project could house approximately 1,208 people, which would cause an 

approximately 18% increase in population relative to the population of the Town in 

2014. The analysis concludes that this population growth would represent a less-than-
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significant impact because it is within the anticipated growth of the Town, the growth 

would occur in a location planned for development, and public services and utilities 

are available. 

31-8 This comment states that the Draft EIR makes no attempt to quantify the number of 

vehicles that would be added to the new and existing roadways.  

 The increase in traffic that is expected to result from the project is quantified in Table 

4.6-5 in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR. According to this table, the project would generate 

395 new trips (i.e., leaving home is one trip, returning is a second trip) during the AM 

peak hour, and 559 new trips during the PM peak hour. As stated in Section 1.4 of the 

EIR and discussed throughout this Final EIR, subsequent to public review of the Draft 

EIR, the applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce impacts to biological 

resources by omitting eight dwelling units from the project. Thus, the trip generation 

of the proposed project would be slightly less than that shown in Table 4.6-5. The 

project applicant also proposed to implement measures under the Transportation 

Alternative that was evaluated in the Draft EIR. The Modified Transportation 

Alternative would develop eight fewer dwelling units and 7,000 fewer square feet of 

commercial land uses than evaluated in the Draft EIR. The Modified Transportation 

Alternative would slightly reduce trip generation from the site, thus impacts of this 

alternative would be slightly less than those reported in Section 4.6 of the EIR. The 

trip generation rates identified in Table 4.6-4 and used to calculate the total traffic 

increase associated with the project shown in Table 4.6-5 are used throughout the 

analysis in Section 4.6.3 to determine the project’s potential impacts on circulation 

and congestion in the intersections in the study area. The intersections in the study 

area are listed in Section 4.6.1 of the EIR. Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 

6 for additional information on the EIR analysis of traffic impacts under the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

31-9 This comment states that traffic-related injuries and fatalities have been rising in 

California, and that 11 traffic-related injuries and one fatality can be expected from 

the additional traffic generated by the project. 

 EIR Impact 4.6-1 identifies a potential pedestrian safety impact at the intersection of 

King Road and Boyington Road. Mitigation Measure 4.6b requires the project 

applicant to construct improvements at this intersection to improve pedestrian safety 

and reduce this impact to less than significant. Impact 4.6-1 also finds that pedestrian 

and bicyclist safety could be adversely affected along the extension of Doc Barnes 

Drive due to anticipated vehicle travel speeds on that roadway. Mitigation Measure 

4.6e requires intersection bulb-outs at all public street intersections on Doc Barnes 
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Drive to calm traffic and ensure that conflicts between vehicles, bicycles, and 

pedestrians are reduced to less-than-significant levels. Finally, EIR Impact 4.6-2 finds 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have no 

impact related to creating a physical roadway hazard, and Impact 4.6-5 finds that the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would not adversely 

affect the safety of alternative transportation facilities. 

31-10 This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the project and 

asks for responses to these comments and information regarding future planning 

related to the project.  

 The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR and no 

response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 32 

Molly Isenberg 

No Date 

32-1 This comment expresses support for commercial land uses but not residential land uses.  

 This comment states an objection to the proposed residential uses within the project 

but does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, or 

raise any environmental issues; no response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 33 

Cozette Koenig 

No Date 

33-1 This comment summarizes the commenter’s concerns for the proposed project, 

including the traffic and proposed traffic solutions, the impact on the wildlife 

population, and the impact of the population increase to local schools.  

This comment serves to introduce the more specific comments that follow. Refer to 

responses 33-2 through 33-7, below, for detailed responses to the identified concerns. 

33-2 This comment states that the addition of two roundabouts in the Town will not 

successfully filter the increase in traffic if the population rises by 19%.  

The proposed project’s traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR under 

Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8. As presented in Chapter 3, Project Description, two project 

alternatives are evaluated at an equal level of detail in this EIR. As shown in Figure 

3.-7, Proposed Site Illustrative, the proposed project would rely on conventional 

intersections throughout the project site while Figure 3-8, Modified Transportation 

Alternative Site Illustrative, shows a project design that incorporates the three 

roundabouts anticipated for the project site under the Town’s General Plan 

Circulation Element. The analysis of the traffic impacts of the Modified 

Transportation Alternative in Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8 demonstrate that construction 

of the Webb Street extension and its associated roundabouts as well as the Doc 

Barnes Drive extension would divert a sufficient volume of traffic from Taylor Road 

and Horseshoe Bar Road to reduce congestion on those roadways and through the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection. Please refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 33-3, below, for a discussion of roundabouts. 

Additionally, refer to response 26-2, which summarizes the EIR conclusions reached 

in Impact 4.2-1 that the project would result in an 18% increase in the Town’s 

population over 2014 levels and that this would not represent a significant impact 

because this is consistent with the growth anticipated and accommodated for in the 

General Plan.  

33-3  The comment states that people often do not know how to use roundabouts, which 

could cause an additional increase in traffic accidents and volume.  

Roundabouts are an increasingly common tool for managing traffic flows. There are 

several roundabouts in surrounding communities, and most drivers are familiar with 
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this type of intersection. In 2014, Caltrans published a Roundabout Inventory Report 

that documents the benefits of the use of roundabouts. One of the benefits of 

roundabouts is the reduction of accidents compared to most types of intersections 

(when there was not a documented reduction, it was because of insufficient data, but 

in essentially no cases were roundabouts found to be more dangerous). The use of 

roundabouts dramatically decreases the amount of conflict points within an 

intersection (8 vs. 32), and none of those conflict points are right angles. This, in 

conjunction with slower speeds, leads to an overall reduction in accidents (35% for 

single-lane roundabouts, 76% for multi-lane roundabouts), and a 90% reduction in 

accident fatalities.  

Roundabouts are also documented to decrease delays, since motorists do not have to 

stop for a stoplight or stop sign, and only need to yield for safety. This decreases 

traffic congestion and increases traffic flow. Please refer to Master Response 6 for 

additional discussion on the use of roundabouts.  

33-4 This comment notes the variety of wildlife in the surrounding area, and questions the 

impact of the proposed project on the wildlife population, and how the loss of habitat 

will be made up.  

Biological impacts are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and mitigation measures 

to reduce impacts to these resources are provided in Section 4.3.4. The EIR concludes 

that all potential impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less than 

significant except for a cumulative loss of habitat for common and special-status 

wildlife species (Impact 4.3-6). Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 

4.3.3, the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.3.4, and the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J. 

33-5 This comment questions how Del Oro and other surrounding schools will be affected 

by the increase in students, and asks what is being done to ensure this population 

increase would not negatively affect the education of current students.  

Refer to response 10-5 for a summary of the project’s effects on area schools, and 

Master Response 9 for additional information. Consistent with the requirements of 

Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of school impact fees at 

the time building permits are issued would ensure that impacts associated with the 

addition of students to the over-capacity elementary and high schools would be less 

than significant. 

33-6 This comment expresses the commenter’s unhappiness with the proposed project, and 

says that it would contradict the Town’s mission statement of “slow quality growth.”  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

July 2017 9-263 

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to response 30-1 regarding the Town’s 

mission statement. Also refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency 

with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character, and response 

15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

33-7 This comment states that the EIR does not evaluate a project alternative that 

encompasses a “low density” option, and that only a “no project” alternative is 

offered.  

 The EIR considers a reduced-density development in the analysis of Alternative 3a, 

and considers a reduced-footprint development in the analysis of Alternative 3b. The 

comment does not define a preferred “low-density” alternative. As discussed in 

response 11-33 and Master Response 13, a project alternative must be capable of 

achieving most of the basic project objectives. The EIR evaluates two project 

alternatives that consider a reduced density compared to the proposed project. A 

project with substantially lower density than proposed would not meet the project 

objectives for providing a pedestrian-friendly, walkable neighborhood, thus, it is not 

necessary to evaluate this type of alternative. 

33-8 This comment expresses the commenter’s appreciation for the opportunity to voice 

her concerns regarding the environmental impact of this project.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 34 

Paula Lanterman 

June 16, 2016 

34-1 This comment describes the dangers of making a left turn from Day Avenue onto 

King Road.  

The project is not expected to increase traffic volumes on Day Avenue, as no road 

connections to Day Avenue are proposed. As shown in Section 4.6 of the EIR, the 

project is expected to reduce traffic on King Road due to the construction of Doc 

Barnes Drive. It is expected that some of the vehicles currently using segments of 

King Road west of Boyington Drive would divert to routes that use Doc Barnes Drive 

through the project site under the proposed project. In the existing plus project 

condition (Table 4.6-11), the project would result in a net reduction in traffic on King 

Road of 1,265 average daily trips, and in the cumulative condition (Table 4.6-8) it 

would reduce traffic on King Road by 370 average daily trips. As the project would 

not increase traffic on King Road or Day Avenue, it would not contribute to any 

safety hazards for vehicles making a left turn from Day Avenue onto King Road. 

Construction of both Doc Barnes Drive and the Webb Street extension under the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would divert a similar amount of traffic from 

King Road in the existing-plus-project conditions (EIR Table 4.6-15) and result in a 

slight increase in traffic on King Road in the cumulative condition (EIR Table 

4.6-21). In the cumulative condition, the Modified Transportation Alternative would 

result in traffic volume increase on King Road by 290 vehicles, which is 

approximately 3% of projected traffic volumes in the cumulative condition. The 

volume to capacity ratio would increase by only 0.02 and the segment would continue 

to operate at level of service (LOS) B. At this volume of traffic, substantial roadway 

capacity would remain to allow for turning movements across King Road and the 

project would not make a substantial contribution to cumulative traffic volumes on 

this segment. 

34-2 This comment notes that Day Avenue has no sidewalks on either side of the street, 

and that it is dangerous for pedestrians. The comment also describes the blind corner 

of Day Avenue and King Road, which exposes pedestrians to safety hazards. The 

comment urges the developers to reconsider using Day Avenue as a pedestrian and 

bicycle connection to the existing neighborhood, unless the developer plans to build 

sidewalks in this area.  
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As discussed in response 34-1, the project is not expected to increase traffic volumes 

on Day Avenue or King Road, thus it would not increase hazards to pedestrians on 

these roads. As discussed in response 31-9, the EIR identifies potential impacts to 

pedestrians and bicyclists due to vehicle speeds along Doc Barnes Drive and crossing 

King Road at Doc Barnes Drive. The EIR finds that these impacts would be reduced 

to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6b and 4.6e. 

The full text of these mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.6.4 of the EIR and 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J. 

34-3 This comment states that the development will be disastrous for the current and 

incoming population because King Road will become the busiest thoroughfare 

through Loomis. This comment also notes the dangers due to the lack of sidewalks on 

the street and the blind hills on King Road.  

Please refer to response 34-2 for information regarding expected traffic volumes and 

operating conditions on King Road.  

34-4 This comment questions the motives of the Town Council in considering the 

proposed project.  

The Town Council has not yet conducted a public hearing to review and consider 

certification of this EIR, and has not yet formally discussed the merits of the proposed 

project. As noted in response 28-4, the Town is required to process project 

applications at the time that the Town determines the application to be complete. This 

comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 35 

Samantha Mallory 

June 16, 2016 

35-1 This comment expresses the opinion that the impact the proposed project will have on 

Loomis will not outweigh the costs.  

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no 

response is required. 

35-2 This comment notes that Loomis’s schools are some of the best based on the smaller 

class size and the family feel of a community; the comment states that the proposed 

project would ruin this.  

Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 for a summary of the EIR analysis 

of potential impacts related to school capacity. Consistent with the requirements 

of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of school impact 

fees at the time building permits are issued would ensure that impacts associated 

with the addition of students to the local elementary and high schools would be 

less than significant. 
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Response to Comment Letter 36 

Connie Mancasola 

May 27, 2016 

36-1 This comment requests Town Council members, the Town Manager, and planning 

commission members to demand that the developer correct his public statements to 

give an accurate portrayal of the project, or that the Town publish a correction article 

in the Loomis News. The comment states that the developer is “spinning” the project 

to play on the emotions of the Town’s population.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, or raise any environmental issues; no response is required. 

36-2 This comment states that the developer did not clarify that the two “active” parks in the 

development would be 0.3 acre, and the rest of the development would be passive park.  

Refer to response 28-19 regarding the proposed provision of parks and open space 

within the project. As discussed in that response, the project has been revised to change 

one of the proposed pedestrian trails into a fitness trail, such as a parcourse and the EIR 

analysis of Impact 4.12-13 has been revised to reflect this change. Additionally, 

Mitigation Measure 4.12b has been revised to include a requirement that the active 

parks and fitness course be constructed as proposed. The analysis concludes that the 

proposed project would provide 1.08 acres of active parks and trails. The Municipal 

Code requires the project to provide 6.04 acres of active park facilities and thus and 

would require dedication of an additional 4.96 acres of active parks to meet the Town’s 

parkland requirements, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.12b.  

36-3 This comment states that the developer was misleading when the number of single-

family homes was reduced and the number of multi-family homes and apartments 

was increased, because it actually increases the project’s population.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative as proposed, including the potential residential 

population of the project based on the average number of persons per household in 

the Town. As there is currently a limited stock of multi-family housing in the Town, 

the average persons per household rate for the Town does not distinguish between 

single-family and multi-family housing.  

36-4 This comment asks when the public workshops were held.  
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A public scoping meeting to receive comments in response to the Notice of 

Preparation for this EIR was held in December 2014. A public workshop to obtain 

comments on the Draft EIR was held at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning 

Commission on May 24, 2016, and a second workshop was held at a special session 

before the Town Council meeting on May 31, 2016. In addition, the project applicant 

held workshops and site tours for the currently proposed project, and for prior 

proposals for a portion of the project site.  

36-5 This comment questions the preservation of the library because there is no guarantee 

that the library will survive. The comment suggests that the developer repair the 

library to ensure it will remain in operation and become the “hub of the community.”  

The library is not part of the project site. In the November 2016 elections, registered 

voters within the Town approved a ballot measure that raises local sales taxes and a 

separate ballot measure that advises the Town Council to allocate revenues from the 

sales tax increment to fund keeping the library open. Refer to response 10-5 for a 

summary of potential impacts to library services. As the project’s impacts would 

remain less than significant, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

36-6 This comment requests a clarification on the provision of low-income housing.  

As noted in Master Response 7, the multi-family component of the project is not 

currently proposed to be developed as either affordable housing or senior housing. 

Furthermore, a specific multi-family housing project for either of those uses would 

require a separate application for that specific use if/when it is proposed. The proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative includes the multi-family land use in 

the General Plan designation and zoning for the project site, and any specific multi-

family housing project would be regulated by the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s design standards. This comment does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 

36-7 This comment urges the Town Council to make sure that project meetings and the 

proposed project are well advertised to ensure that the public has an opportunity to 

voice their concerns.  

Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the public notification procedures 

followed for this project. As discussed in that Master Response, 3,800 notices were 

sent Town-wide, notices were published in the newspaper, and signs were posted at 

the project site. 
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36-8 This comment requests that the Town Council verify the information released by 

Lowell construction to guarantee its accuracy. The comment notes that Lowell 

construction has indicated that the project received a 5-0 vote, and construction could 

begin as early as summer 2016. 

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and does not raise concerns regarding the project’s environmental effects. The 

5-0 vote referenced in the comment was taken in 2007, and simply indicated the 

Town Council’s willingness to consider the General Plan Amendment request in that 

year (the year in which an application for development of 54 acres within the project 

site was filed). That vote was not related to the currently proposed project, and did 

not grant any rights to the project applicant to develop the project site. The statements 

in the EIR that construction could begin in summer 2016 were estimates made at the 

time the EIR analysis was first prepared. As of the preparation of this Final EIR, the 

earliest that construction would begin is in 2017. This change would not alter the 

conclusions of the EIR, and would not create any new or more severe environmental 

effects than what has been evaluated in the EIR. 

36-9 This comment expresses support for a project that celebrates the rural nature of 

Loomis, meaning larger lot sizes. The comment notes that high-density development 

should remain in the area surrounding Brace Road and Sierra College Boulevard.  

Under Impact 4.1-1 (page 4.1-24), the EIR states that, although the proposed project 

and Modified Transportation Alternative would require amendments to the property’s 

land use and zoning designations, the project meets the intent of the General Plan to 

ensure that future development in this area is carefully coordinated and integrated to 

ensure that adequate access and circulation are provided, the riparian corridor is 

protected, and development provides a transition to the existing commercial and 

residential areas. For these reasons, impacts related to the project’s inconsistency with 

the land use and zoning designations would be less than significant. Refer to Master 

Response 2 for a discussion of the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan. Refer to Master Response 3 

regarding the proposed application of the Town’s Planned Development zoning 

requirements to the project site. 

36-10 This comment expresses support for a project that respects the current zoning map of 

Loomis and does not create an urban feel in downtown Loomis.  

As discussed in Master Response 3 and in the text added to EIR Section 2.1, 

subsequent to public circulation of the draft EIR, the Town adopted a Planned 
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Development ordinance that provides a mechanism by which project applicants can 

propose unique development standards for a given site. The Village at Loomis 

project applicant proposes to utilize the Planned Development ordinance through 

the creation of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan, which includes site-specific development standards, rather than 

create new General Plan designations specific to the project site. Similar to the 

initially proposed new General Plan designations, the proposed development 

standards would not be applied to any other property in Town. Further, no 

modifications to General Plan goals, policies, or implementation measures are 

proposed. Thus, the proposed General Plan amendment would not affect any property 

outside of the project site, and a separate environmental review of the General Plan 

amendment is not necessary. 

As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this Final EIR and discussed in Master 

Response 3, subsequent to public circulation of the draft EIR, the Town adopted a 

Planned Development ordinance that provides a mechanism by which project 

applicants can propose unique development standards for a given site. The Village 

at Loomis project applicant proposed to utilize the Planned Development ordinance 

through the adoption of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan rather than create new zoning districts specific to the project site. 

Under both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative, the 

project site would be rezoned to the Planned Development zone district.  In order to 

apply that zone district to the site, the Town Council must also adopt the proposed 

Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan, which 

defines the land use districts that would be developed on site and establishes project-

specific development standards for each district. While the project proposes to rely on 

different land use and zoning mechanisms than described in the Draft EIR, the types, 

sizes, and locations of the proposed land uses have not changed and the proposed 

development standards remain largely the same. Refer to Master Response 2 for 

additional discussion of General Plan consistency, and Master Response 3 for 

additional discussion of the Draft EIR analysis related to development under the 

proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan. 

Further, the EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative under the proposed development standards. Refer to response 15-4 

regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual character of the 

project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to the project 

based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but does not 

identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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36-11 This comment notes that the commenter looks forward to being involved with and 

staying informed of the proposed project.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and does not raise any environmental concerns; no response is required. 

36-12 This comment is Town Manager Rick Angelocci’s response to the commenter’s 

original comment card.  

This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

36-13 This comment states that the proposed project is not in line with the “slow quality 

growth” philosophy in Loomis’s mission statement.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to response 30-1 regarding the Town’s 

mission statement. Also refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency 

with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character, and response 

15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the population growth that would be supported by 

the project but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

36-14 This comment states that the Town should not re-zone the project site or allow 

historical homes to be taken down.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative under the proposed zoning and considers the impact of demolition of 

the two historical resources on site. This comment raises an objection to the 

project based on the proposed rezoning and demolition of historic homes but does 

not identify and deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. Refer to Master 

Response 3 for a discussion regarding use of the Town’s Planned Development 

zoning designation for the project and Master Response 8 for a discussion on the 

historical resources that would be affected by the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. 

36-15 This comment states that the Town does not need “passive parks,” it needs parks with 

baseball and soccer fields for youth to hold their practices.  
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Please refer to Master Response 9 and response 36-2 for further information 

regarding parks for the proposed project. The EIR recognizes that the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative proposes to provide 1.08 acres of 

active parks and trails, which is 4.96 acres below the Town’s standards for provision 

of active parkland. Mitigation Measure 4.12b requires the project applicant to pay the 

Town’s in-lieu fee for parkland dedication to address the on-site shortage of active 

park space.  
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Response to Comment Letter 37 

Donna Martinez 

No Date 

37-1 This comment expresses the opinion that the Town of Loomis (Town) needs slow, 

sustainable growth. This comment states that the Town should focus resources toward 

revamping historic downtown, not building new retail.   

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to response 30-1 regarding the discussion in 

the General Plan about slow growth. Also refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion 

of consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character. 

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the amount of 

growth that the project would accommodate but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

37-2 This comment states that the schools are already at capacity.  

 Refer to response 10-5 for a summary of the EIR analysis of potential impacts related 

to school capacity. Consistent with the requirements of Government Code Section 

65996, the EIR finds that payment of school impact fees at the time building permits 

are issued would ensure impacts associated with the addition of students to the over-

capacity elementary and high schools would be less than significant. Refer to Master 

Response 9 for additional discussion of the EIR analysis of impacts to schools. 

37-3 This comment states that years of construction traffic would negatively impact 

Loomis businesses.  

 Full buildout of the project is anticipated to take between 5 and 10 years. Daily 

construction traffic would typically include passenger cars and trucks used by 

construction workers for their commutes and vendors making material deliveries. 

Heavy equipment would generally be brought to the site at the beginning of the 

construction period and remain on site throughout construction, rather than arrive at 

and leave from the site daily. Construction traffic volumes would be much lower than 

the traffic volumes generated by the project following construction. The CalEEMod 

air quality modeling program provides estimates of construction traffic based on a 

4-year buildout schedule. The modeling completed for the proposed project is 

provided in EIR Appendix G. The modeling shows that during the building 

construction phase, there is expected to be approximately 125 daily construction 

worker trips. This is much less than the daily traffic that would be generated by 
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project operation, and construction traffic is not expected to adversely affect any 

businesses. Because the estimate of construction traffic is based on a shorter 

construction schedule than is anticipated, the modeling assumes a greater amount of 

construction than would typically occur at a single time. Thus, it is expected there 

would be less daily construction traffic than reflected in the modeling.  

37-4 This comment contends that the project will have multiple negative impacts and it 

exceeds the appropriate level of slow growth.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. The analysis of population and housing impacts is 

presented in Section 4.2 of the EIR. As discussed in response 26-1, this analysis 

found that although the project, under either alternative, would cause an 

approximately 18% increase in population relative to the population of the Town in 

2014, this population growth would represent a less-than-significant impact because it 

is within the anticipated growth of the Town, the growth would occur in a location 

planned for development, and public services and utilities are available. 

37-5 The comment asserts that traffic will become far worse both during construction and after.  

 Refer to response 37-3 regarding construction traffic, which would remain well-

below the traffic volumes associated with full build out of the project, and Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8 regarding the operational traffic impacts under the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. The EIR concludes 

that all potential impacts to traffic would be reduced to less than significant except for 

the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact under the proposed project and the project’s contribution to the 

cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar 

Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 

under both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

37-6 This comment purports that crime will increase.  

As discussed in response 26-2, an increase in population can be reasonably expected 

to produce a net increase in crime simply due to an increase in the number of people 

in the area. The EIR evaluates the project’s effect on law enforcement and concludes 

that impacts would be less than significant (Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, and 4.12-20). 

The comment does not provide any evidence that suggests there would be an increase 

in the per-capita level of crime in the project area, and it would be speculative to 
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assume otherwise. The comment does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in 

the Draft EIR.  

37-7 This comment states that schools and youth sports will be impacted.  

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 regarding the project’s impact on 

schools. Consistent with the requirements of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR 

finds that payment of school impact fees at the time building permits are issued would 

ensure impacts associated with the addition of students to the over-capacity elementary 

and high schools would be less than significant.  

Refer to Master Response 12 regarding the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s provision of parks and use of in-lieu fees. As discussed 

on pages 4.12-32 through 4.12-35 of the EIR, the project applicant would be required 

to pay park fees to the Town of Loomis to satisfy the Town’s General Plan and 

Municipal Code requirements, as well as Quimby Act requirements for parkland. 

With payment of the in-lieu fee, the Town would have resources with which to 

develop additional parks and recreation facilities within the Town, which could 

provide facilities needed to support youth sports.  

37-8 This comment expresses concerns over zero lot lines, lack of parking, lack of 6 acres 

of green space on the plans, and the impact of these to public services.  

 The proposed setback requirements for each of the land use districts defined in 

the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan 

are identified in Section 4.1, Land Use. None of the proposed development 

standards would allow for zero-lot-line development, which is when no side yard 

setbacks are required. The proposed development standards would allow for no 

front yard setback for the proposed alley loaded and green court homes, which 

provides for front porches to be placed at the very front of a lot, similar to 

traditional development patterns that help foster a sense of community and 

facilitate casual neighborhood interactions between residents. 

 Refer to responses 11-9 and 11-24 as well as Master Response 5 regarding the 

proposed parking standards for the project. Each residence within the project 

site would include a two-car garage, guest parking would be provided along 

streets within the project site, and parking would be provided for the non-

residential land uses. 

 Refer to Master Response 12 regarding the project’s impacts related to parks. 

The EIR concludes that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12b, 

which requires payment of a parkland dedication fee and a park facilities fee, 
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the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would have 

a less-than-significant impact on parks.  

 Impacts to public services are evaluated in Section 4.12, Public Services and 

Utilities, of the EIR. In that section, 22 potential impacts are evaluated and all are 

found to be no impact or less than significant, or would be reduced to a less-than-

significant level with implementation of the identified mitigation measures. 

37-9 This comment states that the project costs too much and benefits too little.  

The commenter’s opinion is noted. This comment does not question the adequacy or 

accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 38 

Jamin Martinez 

June 16, 2016 

38-1 This comment states that the project is completely and irretrievably inconsistent 

with the Town’s General Plan and would result in a significant change in 

character. The comment states that Chapter 4.1 should be revised to address the 

project’s significant impacts due to change in character, land use conflicts, and 

General Plan policy conflicts. 

 Refer to Master Response 2 regarding General Plan consistency. The Master 

Response states that, as discussed under the “Land Use: Specific Areas 2” section of 

the General Plan, the Town anticipates development of the project site with a range of 

residential and commercial land uses. This is consistent with General Plan Land Use 

Goal 6, which indicates that the Town intends to “focus more intensive land uses near 

the downtown and freeway interchange, while maintaining the predominantly 

agricultural/rural character of Loomis outside the core area.” As discussed in Section 

4.1 of the EIR, the proposed project reflects the land use descriptions included in the 

“Land Use: Specific Areas 2” section of the General Plan. 

 The EIR addresses the project’s potential conflict with land use plans, policies, and 

regulations in Section 4.1.3 under Impact 4.1-1. The EIR concludes that, with 

applicable mitigation measures as discussed in other technical sections of the Draft 

EIR, impacts would be less than significant. 

38-2 This comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 does not address the issue of 

General Plan land use compatibility, and that the mitigation measures for other 

resource areas do not offset land use impacts resulting from the creation of six new 

land use districts.  

As stated in response 15-5, the EIR does not include a Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. 

Instead, in Section 4.1, Land Use, the mitigation measures identified under Impact 

4.1-1 are found in other technical sections of the EIR, and would ensure consistency 

with General Plan policies related to public services and utilities, air quality, traffic, 

biological resources, and noise. Further, as discussed in response 15-6, the project 

would not create six new land use designations – it would create two new land use 

designations. The project design would create six distinct land use districts, but these 

would rely upon four existing and two new General Plan land use designations. Refer 

to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of General Plan consistency, and 

Master Response 3 for additional discussion of the proposed development of the 
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project under the Town’s Planned Development requirements through adoption of the 

proposed The Village at Loomis Preliminary Development Plan. 

38-3 This comment states that Appendix B fails to adequately address the conflicts with 

the General Plan; specifically the analysis for Land Use: Residential Policy 18.  

 Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. The Master 

Responses notes that the Town Council has the discretion to amend all or part of an 

adopted General Plan and that the requirement of Land Use Residential Policy 18 for 

development to be consistent with the General Plan land use designations does not 

bar a property owner from requesting changes to the General Plan designation, nor 

does it prohibit the Town from considering such a request.  

38-4 This comment expresses that amending the General Plan post-EIR does not reflect the 

project’s true impacts and is not adequate under CEQA.  

 As stated in Master Response 2, under CEQA, a project that proposes to change or 

adopt new General Plan designations is not inherently in conflict with the General 

Plan. The EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative as proposed, including development under the proposed 

new land use designations.  

38-5 This comment states that the project relies on new land use designations to mitigate 

land use impacts, expresses the viewpoint that the new land use designations need to 

be reviewed under CEQA separately, and argues the new land use designations need 

to be reviewed under CEQA separately.  

Refer to response 28-4, which discusses that evaluating proposed new land use 

designations in a separate EIR could be a viable approach for adopting new General 

Plan land use designations, but that there is no requirement under state law or the 

Town’s General Plan or Municipal Code that would require such an approach. 

Further, as discussed in Master Response 3 and in the text added to EIR Section 2.1, 

subsequent to public circulation of the draft EIR, the Town adopted a Planned 

Development ordinance that provides a mechanism by which project applicants can 

propose unique development standards for a given site. The Village at Loomis 

project applicant proposes to utilize the Planned Development ordinance through 

the creation of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan, which includes site-specific development standards, rather than 

create new General Plan designations specific to the project site. Similar to the 

initially proposed new General Plan designations, the proposed development 

standards would not be applied to any other property in Town. No modifications to 
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General Plan goals, policies, or implementation measures are proposed. Thus, the 

proposed General Plan amendment would not affect any property outside of the 

project site, and a separate environmental review of the General Plan amendment is 

not necessary. 

38-6 This comment expresses concerns about traffic and public safety. This comment 

also expresses concerns over lack of transparency and states that the commenter 

will be seeking measures to ensure that citizens can adequately address concerns.  

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 6 regarding the EIR analysis of 

the project’s traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to 

traffic would be reduced to less than significant except for the project’s 

contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project, and the 

project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would result 

in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative.  

 Refer to response 10-5 regarding the EIR analysis of potential impacts to 

public safety. Impacts related to provision of fire protection and emergency 

medical services are evaluated under Impacts 4.12-15, 4.12-16, and 4.12-17 

while impacts related to provision of law enforcement services are evaluated 

under Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, and 4.12-20. The EIR concludes that, with 

implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would result in less-than-significant public safety 

impacts.  

 Refer to Master Response 1 regarding public notification and review of the 

Draft EIR. Notifications about the availability of the Draft EIR were published 

in the local newspaper, at the County Clerk’s Office, and through mailers 

delivered to individual residences Town-wide. Furthermore, the Draft EIR 

itself was available online on the Town’s website and in hard copy format at 

the Town Hall office and the Loomis library.  
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Response to Comment Letter 39 

Kristy McCabe 

June 15, 2016 

39-1 This comment states that the project will change the visual character of the Town.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density and the impact analysis reflects consideration of the 

proposed development standards and project design. Refer to Master Response 2 for a 

discussion of consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s 

character and response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the 

visual character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises concern 

over the project’s impact on visual character but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

39-2 This comment states that the project will increase traffic.  

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 6 regarding the EIR analysis of the 

project’s traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would 

be reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to a 

cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection 

(Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the 

proposed project, and the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on 

the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which 

would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative. The comment does not identify any 

deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter 40 

Matthew McCabe 

June 16, 2016 

40-1 This comment states that changing the General Plan designations will change the 

character of the Town of Loomis. This comment also asserts that approving the 

development under the current General Plan designations would change the character 

of the Town.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

 Development under the existing General Plan designations is analyzed under 

Alternative 1B. That analysis shows that development under the current land use 

designations would have a similar level of impact as the proposed project for most 

resources, a slightly reduced level of impact for public services, and greater impacts 

with respect to traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy.  

40-2 This comment describes why the commenter chose to live in Loomis, noting the 

commenter’s appreciation of the Town’s rural character.  

Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with the General Plan, 

which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and response 15-4 regarding the EIR 

analysis of the proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual character of the project site and its 

surroundings. The comment does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Draft EIR. 

40-3 This comment states that the project will increase traffic on Taylor Road and 

Horseshoe Bar Road, and more cars will be going to Loomis Grammar School and 

Del Oro (even though the developer stresses a pedestrian- and bike-friendly project).  

 As discussed in Master Response 6 and response 11-18, the proposed project is 

expected to reduce traffic volumes on the segments of Taylor Road included in the 
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study area due to the construction of Doc Barnes Drive through the project site. This 

would divert traffic from Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road by providing a more 

direct route to King Road. The proposed project would result in increases in traffic 

volumes on Horseshoe Bar Road. The increase would be less than 5% with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3c and 4.3d, which would ensure that the 

impact remains less than significant. The Modified Transportation Alternative would 

reduce traffic volumes on both Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road due to the 

construction of the Webb Street extension and its associated roundabouts as well as 

Doc Barnes Drive.  

The EIR evaluates pedestrian and bicycle safety in Impact 4.6-4 and requires 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6b and 4.6e to ensure these impacts would 

be reduced to a less-than-significant level. The comment does not identify any 

deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. Refer to Master Response 6 

and responses 8-8 and 11-18 for additional discussion of these impacts. 

40-4 This comment states the project will increase traffic on the on-/off-ramps to Interstate 

80 (I-80).  

 The comment is correct that traffic volumes on the I-80 on- and off-ramps would 

increase. The impact of the project on the intersections of Horseshoe Bar Road with 

the on- and off-ramps is evaluated in Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8 of the EIR and the 

effect of the increased traffic is determined to be less than significant with payment of 

the Town’s Traffic Impact Fee as required under Mitigation Measure 4.6a. Payment 

of the Traffic Impact Fee would provide a fair-share contribution towards the cost of 

improvements needed to improve operations at these on- and off-ramp intersections. 

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of this 

potential impact. 

40-5 This comment states that high density does not match the visual character of the Town.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on the Town’s visual character 

but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

40-6 This comment states that there is no need for commercial space.  
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 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no further response is required. 

40-7 This comment states that the project will impact parking at Raley’s, which already 

nears capacity at peak hours.  

 The Raley’s shopping center parking lot meets the Town’s standards for the required 

amount of parking per square foot of building space within the shopping center. As is 

typical for jurisdictions throughout California, the Town’s parking standards are 

based on the size of the land use that requires parking and do not change as a result of 

the proximity and amount of other land uses in the vicinity. Under CEQA, an 

insufficient parking supply is not considered a direct physical environmental effect, 

but it is a condition that could lead to secondary impacts if drivers must circulate 

through the parking lot and onto adjacent streets because of an inability to find an 

acceptable parking space. The Town is not aware of a lack of sufficient parking 

capacity at the Raley’s shopping center currently, and traffic patterns in the vicinity 

do not demonstrate that excess parking demands at the shopping center are currently 

causing secondary environmental effects.  

40-8 This comment states that the project will impact schools, which are already at 

capacity.  

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 for a summary of the EIR analysis of 

potential impacts related to school capacity. Consistent with the requirements of 

Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of school impact fees at 

the time building permits are issued would ensure impacts associated with the addition 

of students to the over-capacity elementary and high schools would be less than 

significant.  

40-9 This comment asserts that the project will lead to an increase in crime.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. An increase 

in population can reasonably be expected to lead to a net increase in crime simply due to 

an increase in the number of people in the area. The comment does not provide any 

evidence to suggest that the average per-capita level of crime is likely to increase. 

40-10 This comment expresses that the project does not fit with the Town of Loomis, and 

urges the Council to defend the small town feel of Loomis.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 
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consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on the Town’s character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 41 

Alyssa McCrary 

No Date 

41-1 This comment states that the commenter opposes the project and argues that schools 

are already crowded, and more students would shift the student to teacher ratio.  

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5, which discuss and summarize the EIR 

analysis of potential impacts related to school capacity. Consistent with the 

requirements of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of school 

impact fees at the time building permits are issued would ensure impacts associated 

with the addition of students to the over-capacity elementary and high schools would be 

less than significant.  

41-2 This comment states that the traffic on Taylor Road is already bad.  

 The commenter is correct that there is substantial congestion on Taylor Road. As 

shown in EIR Table 4.6-3, the existing level of service (LOS) for Taylor Road 

between Horseshoe Bar Road and Webb Street and between Webb Street and King 

Road is LOS F.  As discussed in Master Response 6 and response 11-18, the 

proposed project is expected to reduce traffic volumes on the segments of Taylor 

Road included in the study area due to the construction of Doc Barnes Drive through 

the project site. This would divert traffic from Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road 

by providing a more direct route to King Road. The proposed project would result in 

increases in traffic volumes on Horseshoe Bar Road. The increase would be less than 

5% with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3c and 4.3d, which would ensure 

that the impact remains less than significant. The Modified Transportation Alternative 

would reduce traffic volumes on both Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road due to 

the construction of the Webb Street extension and its associated roundabouts as well 

as Doc Barnes Drive.  

41-3 This comment states that the project would result in an increase in noise levels.  

 Refer to response 8-6 for a summary of the EIR’s analysis of potential increases in 

noise. The analysis found that the project would not substantially increase noise levels in 

the project area outside of the construction period.  

41-4 This comment states that historic monuments can never be replaced.  
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 The EIR recognizes that demolition of the two homes that are potentially eligible for 

listing on the California Register of Historical Resources would result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact. This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy 

of the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. Although Mitigation 

Measure 4.4a is provided to reduce the impact by requiring photographic recordation 

of the buildings, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

result in demolition of two buildings that have been determined potentially eligible 

for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources. The loss of the resources 

cannot be reduced to a less than significant level through mitigation; therefore, the 

impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

41-5 This comment states that the project does not match rural Loomis.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on the Town’s character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 42 

Heather McGargill 

June 14, 2016 

42-1 This comment states that the commenter is opposed to high-density housing that goes 

against the Town’s mission.  

 Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of the project’s consistency with the General 

Plan and response 30-1 regarding the Town’s mission statement. A portion of the project 

site carries a zoning overlay that designates the site for high-density residential 

development, thus the proposed high-density is not inconsistent with the Town’s General 

Plan. This comment raises an objection to the project’s high-density housing but does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

42-2 This comment expresses concern about traffic, increase in pollution, and lack of 

school resources.  

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic, 

pollution, and school impacts. 

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 6 regarding the EIR analysis of 

the project’s traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to 

traffic would be reduced to less than significant except for the project’s 

contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project, and the 

project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would result 

in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative.  

 Refer to response 8-6 regarding the EIR analysis of potential air quality impacts. 

The EIR concludes (under Impact 4.8-1) that impacts associated with air pollutant 

emissions during construction would be significant and unavoidable, but that 

impacts from project operation would be less than significant.  

 Refer to response 10-5 and Master Response 9 regarding the proposed 

project’s and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts on schools. 

Consistent with the requirements of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR 

finds that payment of school impact fees at the time building permits are 

issued would ensure impacts associated with the addition of students to the 

over-capacity elementary and high schools would be less than significant.  
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Response to Comment Letter 43 

Mark Middleton 

June 12, 2016 

43-1 This comment states that the project is inconsistent with the character of Loomis.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

43-2 This comment states that a 17%–22% increase in population is too much from one 

project.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. The analysis of population and housing impacts is 

presented in Section 4.2 of the EIR. As discussed in response 26-1, this analysis 

found that although the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would cause an approximately 18% increase in population relative to the population 

of the Town in 2014, this population growth would represent a less-than-significant 

impact because it is within the anticipated growth of the Town, the growth would 

occur in a location planned for development, and public services and utilities are 

available. Additional information is provided in the full analysis in Section 4.2.3 of 

the EIR under Impact 4.2-1. 

43-3 This comment states that the rapid increase for public services will negatively impact 

the service providers. 

 The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on public 

services is analyzed in Section 4.12.3: Impacts and mitigation measures are discussed 

in Section 4.12.4: Mitigation Measures in Chapter 4.12: Public Services and Utilities. 

The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to public services would be reduced to 

less than significant. Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.12.3, 

and the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.12.4 for additional 

information. The comment does not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR analysis of 

impacts to public services and utilities. It is noted that the EIR analysis considers the 
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public service and utility demands at full buildout of the project. The project is 

expected to take between 5 and 10 years to reach full buildout and the increase in 

service and utility demands would occur incrementally over the construction period. 

43-4 This comment states that the traffic will be unmanageable.  

 Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s operational traffic impacts. The EIR concludes 

that all potential impacts to traffic would be reduced to less than significant except for 

the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar 

Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and 

unavoidable impact under the proposed project, and the project’s contribution to a 

cumulative increase in traffic on the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar 

Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 

under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. The 

comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic 

impacts. 

43-5 This comment states that 1.25 acres of passive parks and 0.6 acre of active parks are 

much too little for a 66-acre property. This comment also states that there would be a 

significant loss of habitat for plants and animals. 

As discussed in sections 1.4 and 2.1 of this EIR, subsequent to public circulation of 

the Draft EIR, the project proposed to implement measures under the proposed 

project and the Transportation Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIR to reduce 

impacts related to parks and recreation by omitting eight dwelling units from the 

project and changing the proposed trails along the eastern and western edges of the 

open space to active use trails (a parcourse trail with stations every 200 to 300 feet 

along the trail). The proposed project includes 0.59 acres of active parkland, 1.25 

acres of passive parkland, 0.49 acres of parcourse trails, 0.74 acres of multi-use trail, 

and 9.97 acres of open space. 

The applicant also proposed refinements to the Transportation Alternative site plans 

that included reconfiguring the active parks proposed within the site; however, the 

total park acreage remained unchanged. The Modified Transportation Alternative 

includes the same amounts of active and passive parkland, trails, and open space.  

The EIR concludes that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12b, which 

stipulates construction of the active parks and trails as described in the EIR and 

requires payment of a parkland dedication fee and a park facilities fee, the project 

would have a less-than-significant impact on parks. The project would require 
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dedication of an additional 4.96 acres of active parks to meet the Town’s parkland 

requirements. Mitigation Measure 4.12b requires the project applicant to pay the 

Town’s in-lieu fees, sufficient to comply with Chapter 12.24 of the Town’s Municipal 

Code. Refer to Master Response 12 and response 8-7 regarding the proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts related to parks. 

Impacts to biological resources are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.3.4. The EIR 

concludes that all potential impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less 

than significant except for a cumulative loss of habitat for common and special-status 

wildlife species (Impact 4.3-6). Refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.3.3, 

and the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.3.4 for additional information. 

The comment does not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to 

biological resources. 

43-6 This comment states that the project should be scaled back significantly.  

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the EIR 

consideration of alternatives to the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative. This comment does not specify the amount of development that would be 

included under a “scaled back” alternative. As discussed in response 8-8 and Master 

Response 13, the EIR evaluates a Reduced-Density Alternative (Alternative 3a and 

3b) and a Reduced Footprint Alternative (Alternative 4a and 4b), both of which could 

be considered “scaled back” alternatives.  
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Response to Comment Letter 44 

Hlina and Ray Miller 

June 16, 2016 

44-1 This comment states that project conflicts with land use plans and regulations, and 

that Impact 4.1-1 does not address the fact that the proposed project is incompatible 

with the Town’s General Plan and community character. This comment also states 

that the project would not be consistent with the Town’s focus on slow growth, and 

notes concern regarding impacts to biological resources.  

The EIR analysis of Impact 4.1-1 considers the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential to be inconsistent with General Plan policies 

and identifies those mitigation measures that are found in other technical sections of 

the EIR that would ensure consistency with General Plan policies related to public 

services and utilities, air quality, traffic, biological resources, and noise. Refer to 

Master Response 2 for additional discussion of General Plan consistency. 

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR found that although the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative would cause an approximately 18% increase 

in population relative to the population of the Town in 2014, this population growth 

would represent a less-than-significant impact because it is within the anticipated 

growth of the Town, the growth would occur in a location planned for development, 

and public services and utilities are available. 

The proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s potential 

impacts to biological resources are evaluated in Section 4.3 of the EIR. The comment 

notes concern over these impacts but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inadequacies in the Draft EIR analysis of these impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter 45 

Susanne Moen 

June 16, 2016 

45-1 This comment expresses that traffic in the area is already horrible and the project will 

greatly impact that.  

 Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 regarding the project’s operational 

traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would be 

reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to a cumulative 

increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), 

which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed 

project, and the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on the 

segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. The comment does not identify any deficiencies 

in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 

45-2 This comment states that project will be approved for money and not for what is in 

the best interest of the Town or the area.  

This comment raises an objection to the project based on the commenter’s opinion 

that the project would not be in the best interest of the Town or the area but does not 

identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

45-3 This comment states that a large-scale development does not match small Town of Loomis.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the project’s significant and unavoidable 

impacts on the visual character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment 

raises an objection to the project based on concern over the project’s impact on 

community character but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 46 

Jesika Moore 

June 16, 2016 

46-1 This comment states that the commenter and her family have lived in Loomis for 

years and are concerned about the project.  

 This comment indicates concerns about the project but does not raise any specific 

environmental issues or identify any discrepancies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR, 

and no further response is required. 

46-2 This comment states that, in regards to Impact 4.3-6, longhorn beetle has been on the 

threatened list since 1980, and it is important to avoid impacts to them.  

 Biological resource impacts are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts to biological resources are provided in Section 4.3.4. The 

EIR recognizes that the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would remove the existing four elderberry shrubs on site, which could adversely affect 

the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Mitigation Measure 4.3e identifies requirements to 

transplant these shrubs and purchase beetle conservation credits to ensure that impacts to 

the longhorn beetle are reduced to a less than significant level. As discussed in response 

21-18, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has prepared a Biological Opinion regarding 

the project’s potential to impact the valley elderberry longhorn beetle and finding the 

proposed mitigation (transplanting and habitat conservation) to be sufficient to avoid 

causing jeopardy to the long-term survival of this species in the project region.  

46-3 This comment states that, Loomis is a historic small town, and it is important not to 

degrade its visual character.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

consistency with the General Plan, which seeks to maintain the Town’s character and 

response 15-4 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s significant and unavoidable impacts on the visual 

character of the project site and its surroundings. This comment raises concern over 

the project’s impact on visual character but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR.  

46-4 This comment quotes text from section 4.4: Cultural Resources, and questions the 

definition of “removed” in terms of the Late Victorian Queen Anne architectural style 

houses found on the project site. This comment further suggests that the historic 
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residences on the project site should be moved in order to preserve some of the 

historic nature of the Town. 

 The demolition of these houses is discussed in Impact 4.4-1 and determined to be 

significant and unavoidable after mitigation, specifically mitigation that requires 

photographic documentation of the two CRHR houses that are potential eligible for 

listing on the California Register of Historic Resources. Furthermore, Impact 4.4-4 

discusses the Late Victorian Queen Anne architectural style houses and their removal 

from a cumulative standpoint and states that there are other, more well-preserved Late 

Victorian Queen Anne architectural style houses in the vicinity of the project that are 

not in danger of removal; therefore, there would be no impact to historic resources in 

the cumulative scenario. Relocating a historic structure involves considerable expense 

– including the cost of the land that the structure would be moved to, obtaining 

grading and building permits, conducting grading and constructing new foundations, 

other building-code-related improvements to the structure, and approximately $12 to 

$16 per square foot to move the structure. Furthermore, relocating a historic structure 

adversely affects the structures historic context and there is no certainty that 

relocating it will actually allow the successful preservation of the structure. It is 

possible that the structure may lose integrity in relocation efforts. For these reasons, it 

is not a feasible option for reducing impacts to these resources.  

46-5 This comment states that the project will have a huge traffic impact to an already 

impacted area.  

 Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for a discussion of the project’s 

anticipated traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic 

would be reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to a 

cumulative increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection 

(Impact 4.6-8), which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the 

proposed project, and the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on 

the segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which 

would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative. The comment does not identify any 

deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 

46-6 This comment expresses concerns about the increase in traffic detailed in Section 4.6, as 

it states that the 7.27-square mile town currently transports 518 to 19,037 cars per day.  

 While there would be increases to traffic, the EIR requires mitigation in the form of 

infrastructure improvements and signage to reduce those impacts. Refer to Master 
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Response 6 and response 8-8 for a discussion of the traffic impacts anticipated under 

the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative..  

46-7 This comment states that the project will strain schools. 

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 for a summary of the EIR analysis 

of potential impacts related to school capacity. Consistent with the requirements 

of Government Code Section 65996, the EIR finds that payment of school impact 

fees at the time building permits are issued would ensure impacts associated with 

the addition of students to the over-capacity elementary and high schools would 

be less than significant.  

46-8 This comment states that the project will strain fire services, law enforcement 

services, and water services (in an area with already limited water supplies).  

 As discussed in response 10-5 regarding the EIR analysis of impacts to fire services, 

law enforcement, and water supply: 

 Impacts to fire protection are evaluated under Impacts 4.12-15, 4.12-16, and 

4.12-17. The EIR finds that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would meet applicable building codes and maintain 

street widths and turning radii to accommodate fire protection equipment, and 

would ensure that adequate water pressure and volume are available for 

firefighting. Further, the project is not expected to substantially increase the 

risk of fire in the area, and would reduce the risk of wildland fires adjacent to 

the existing residential subdivisions north of the project site. The EIR 

concluded that the development impact fees and additional parcel taxes 

generated by the development would provide funding to the Loomis FPD that 

could be used to fund additional Loomis FPD staff and equipment to handle 

this increase in calls. Therefore, impacts to fire protection have been 

determined to be less than significant. In addition, the Development 

Agreement between the Town and the developer includes a provision 

requiring the developer to establish a funding mechanism, which could 

include a special tax pursuant to the Mello Roos Community Facilities Act of 

1982, for the purpose of providing a permanent source of funding to cover 

increased costs incurred by the Town for providing public safety services.  

 Impacts to law enforcement were evaluated under Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, 

and 4.12-20. The analysis found that although the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would increase demands for law 

enforcement services, the project is not expected to present physical obstacles 
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for law enforcement officers responding to calls, or require law enforcement 

officers to travel to remote locations. Also, the project is not expected to 

lengthen response times to levels above Placer County Sheriff’s Department 

standards. Further, the Development Agreement between the Town and the 

developer will include provisions requiring the developer to establish a funding 

mechanism to provide a permanent source of funding to cover increased costs 

incurred by the Town for providing public safety services. Therefore, impacts to 

law enforcement were determined to be less than significant. 

 Impacts associated with water supply are evaluated under Impacts 4.12-1 and 

4.12-2. The analysis finds that the PCWA Urban Water Management Plan was 

prepared based on the existing Town of Loomis General Plan designations for 

the project site, which are more intensive than what is being proposed. The 

proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative, including the 

multi-family component of the proposed residential development, would 

demand approximately 15% less water than was assumed to be required for 

the project site under the PCWA Urban Water Management Plan. Based on 

this analysis, the EIR concluded that the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would both have a less-than-significant impact on 

water supply. 

 Refer to response 10-5 for additional discussion regarding the EIR analysis of 

these impacts. 

46-9 This comment expresses a desire for slow growth, and says that a large project 

conflicts with the small-town feel of Loomis.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. Refer to response 30-1 regarding the discussion of 

the Town’s Mission Statement and its commitment to slow growth. Also refer to 

Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with the General Plan, which seeks 

to maintain the Town’s character. This comment raises an objection to the project 

based on concern over the amount of growth that the project would accommodate and 

the project’s effect on the Town’s community character but does not identify any 

deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 47 

Melissa Netzel 

June 16, 2016 

47-1 This comment expresses concern about the project’s increase in population in a small 

area and increases in noise, traffic, and air pollution.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at the 

proposed size and density. The analysis of population and housing impacts is presented 

in Section 4.2 of the EIR. As discussed in response 26-1, this analysis found that 

although the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would cause an 

approximately 18% increase in population relative to the population of the Town in 

2014, this population growth would represent a less-than-significant impact because it 

is within the anticipated growth of the Town, the growth would occur in a location 

planned for development, and public services and utilities are available. 

Impacts associated with noise are evaluated in Section 4.7. The analysis finds that the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would not substantially 

increase noise levels in the project area outside of the construction period. In Impact 

4.7-1, the EIR finds that noise generated by proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative construction could exceed the Town’s standards for short-

duration events near residential areas, and requires implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.7a to reduce this effect to less than significant. In Impact 4.7-4, the EIR 

finds that the noise from project-generated traffic on roadways throughout the Town 

would not substantially increase noise levels associated with each roadway.  

 Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 regarding the EIR analysis of potential 

traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would be 

reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to a cumulative 

increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), 

which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed 

project, and the project’s contribution to a cumulative increase in traffic on the 

segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. The comment does not identify any deficiencies 

in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts.  

Impacts to air quality under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative are evaluated in Section 4.8. The EIR concludes (under Impact 4.8-1) that 

impacts associated with air pollutant emissions during construction would be 
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significant and unavoidable, but that impacts from project operation would be less 

than significant. The EIR also finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

4.8a through 4.8c, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact related to conflicts with the Air Quality 

Element of the Town of Loomis General Plan and the goals of the Placer County Air 

Pollution Control District, and, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.8d, the 

proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-

significant contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The full text of the 

Mitigation Measures 4.8a through 4.8d are provided in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR and 

in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program provided in Appendix J. 

 47-2 This comment expresses concern about effects on wildlife.  

 Impacts from the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative on 

biological resources are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and mitigation 

measures to reduce these impacts are impacts are provided in Section 4.3.4. The EIR 

concludes that all potential impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less 

than significant except for a cumulative loss of habitat for common and special-status 

wildlife species (Impact 4.3-6). Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 

4.3.3, and the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.3.4 for additional 

information. 
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Response to Comment Letter 48 

Hjordes Norman 

June 14, 2016 

48-1 This comment states that neither the project nor the EIR has been properly advertised. 

This comment also expresses the belief that at the last Town meeting, the Town 

Council was disrespectful. 

 Refer to Master Response 1 regarding public notification and review of the Draft EIR. 

Notifications about the availability of the Draft EIR were published in the local 

newspaper, on the County Clerk’s Office, and through mailers delivered to individual 

residences. Furthermore, the Draft EIR was available online on the Town’s website 

and in hard copy format for review at Town Hall and the Loomis library.  

48-2 This comment states that the project is in direct conflict with the Town’s mission statement.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative at 

the proposed size and density. Refer to response 30-1 for discussion regarding the 

Town’s mission statement and the General Plan content related to slow growth. Also 

refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with the General Plan, 

which seeks to maintain the Town’s character. This comment raises an objection to 

the project based on concern over the amount of growth that the project would 

accommodate but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

48-3 The commenter states that Impact 4.3-6 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-4 The commenter states that Impact 4.4-1 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-5 The commenter states that Impact 4.5-2 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-6 The commenter states that Impact 4.6-8 is significant and unavoidable.  
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 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-7 The commenter states that Impact 4.8-1 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-8 The commenter states that Impact 4.9-1 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

48-9 The commenter states that Impact 4.9-2 is significant and unavoidable.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 49 

Dennis Oliveira 

June 16, 2016 

49-1 The comment provides introductory remarks.  

 This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

otherwise raise environmental issues. No response is necessary. 

49-2 The comment states that there is traffic congestion on King Road and at the intersection 

of Horseshoe Bar Road and Taylor Road, and the congestion is in part due to traffic 

associated with Del Oro High School and Loomis Grammar School. The comment also 

states that neither the Draft EIR for the Village at Loomis project nor Town’s recently 

adopted Circulation Element Update adequately addresses the increase in congestion that 

would result from the proposed project.  

The traffic impact analysis prepared for the project described traffic operating 

conditions occurring at Taylor Road intersections (i.e., the Taylor Road/King Road 

and Taylor Road/Horseshoe Bar Road intersections), based on the Level of Service 

analysis performed using the methodologies contained in the 2010 Highway Capacity 

Manual. This analytical approach allows quantitative evaluation of the effects of 

traffic volume changes resulting from development proposals. The Levels of Service 

in the existing, existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus project 

conditions for these intersections are included in the EIR in Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-8. 

KD Anderson & Associates (KDA), the traffic consultant for this EIR, has performed 

a dozen traffic impact analyses in the Town and surrounding areas. Based on this and 

direct observation of traffic conditions within the Town and particularly on this 

portion of Taylor Road, KDA’s observation of traffic conditions in Loomis indicates 

that “congestion,” as used by the commenter, can occur at various times. For 

example, when Del Oro High School is in session, morning and mid-afternoon traffic 

to and from Del Oro High School uses Taylor Road. Del Oro High School classes 

begin at 7:50 a.m. and end at 2:55 p.m. At those times the flow of traffic on Taylor 

Road is constrained by the capacity of the school’s driveways onto King Road. The 

flow of eastbound traffic traveling to the high school during the morning drop off 

period exceeds the capacity of the school’s driveways, and, as a result, a queue of 

eastbound traffic forms that can extend back to the King Road/Taylor Road 

intersection. This congestion typically lasts for 10 to 15 minutes around 7:45 AM to 

8:00 AM and 3:00 PM to 3:15 PM.  Similar congestion occurs adjacent to Loomis 
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Grammar School at the beginning and end of the school day. Loomis Grammar 

School classes begin at 8:30 AM and end at 2:30 PM. 

Similarly, congestion can also occur during peak traffic period conditions at the 

Taylor Road/Horseshoe Bar Road intersection, and queuing can extend in both 

directions on each roadway. Typically, congestion occurs during the minutes before 

and after school, but congestion can also occur on Friday afternoons when eastbound 

Interstate 80 becomes overloaded and some motorists use Taylor Road as an 

alternative route.  However, during most of the day outside of these peak periods the 

Town’s circulation system delivers a good level of service and delays and congestion 

are minimal. 

Refer to response 10-6 regarding congestion on King Road and response 8-8 

regarding congestion at the intersection of Horseshoe Bar Road and Taylor Road. 

Further, refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 6 regarding the proposed project’s 

traffic impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would be 

reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to the cumulative 

increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), 

which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed 

project and the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in traffic on the 

segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact under both the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative.  The comment does not provide evidence that 

contradicts the EIR description and analysis of the project’s traffic impacts.  

49-3 The comment states that the Town faces adverse air quality issues associated with 

hydrocarbon emissions associated with heavy rail transport through the Town, in 

addition to the existing traffic congestion and additional congestion that would be 

caused by the proposed project.  

Section 4.8 of the EIR finds that proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative operation would result in less-than-significant emissions of air pollutants 

but that the project would generate air pollutant emissions that could contribute to 

cumulative air pollution. Mitigation Measure 4.8c requires the project applicant to 

offset the project’s reactive organic gas (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) operational 

emissions in excess of 10 pounds per day to ensure that the project’s contribution to 

cumulative air pollution is reduced to less than significant. 

49-4 The comment states that the Circulation Element does not adequately provide for 

resolving existing traffic congestion and associated air pollution impacts, including 
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congestion associated with motorists having to wait for passage of trains through the 

Town, and does not accommodate the 20% increase in traffic that the proposed 

project would generate.  

Traffic delays associated with motorists waiting for trains to pass through key 

intersections in Town are short-term delays lasting several minutes.  As intersection 

LOS is measured based on conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, the delays 

associated with train traffic do not substantially affect the overall LOS for any 

individual intersection.  Refer to response 8-8 for a summary of the identified traffic 

impacts and mitigation measures, and to Master Response 6 for additional discussion 

of these impacts. The EIR concludes that all potential impacts to traffic would be 

reduced to less than significant except for the project’s contribution to the cumulative 

increase in traffic at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road intersection (Impact 4.6-8), 

which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under the proposed 

project and the project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in traffic on the 

segment of Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road (Impact 4.6-8), which would 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact under both the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative. 

49-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate mitigation for 

Impact 4.9-1, Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

The comment is correct that Section 4.9 of the EIR concludes that the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative would have a significant and 

unavoidable impact related to greenhouse gas emissions despite implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 4.9, which requires building plans to include measures that would 

reduce energy consumption throughout the proposed development. Note that 

additional requirements to improve energy efficiency, including provision of solar 

panels for all single-family dwelling units at the time of construction, have been 

added to this mitigation measure subsequent to public circulation of the Draft EIR.  

Please refer to Master Response 14 for a discussion on GHG mitigation feasibility. 

The commenter does not suggest any additional GHG mitigation measures. 

49-6 In reference to Impact 4.9-2, the comment expresses concern that the Town would 

consider a project that would conflict with [applicable plans for] greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

The EIR concludes that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable conflict with plans, policies, 

and regulations intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions despite implementation 
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of the energy efficiency requirements identified in Mitigation Measure 4.9. The 

comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of this impact. 

49-7 The comment states that Impact 4.1-1 fails to evaluate the project’s consistency with 

the Town’s General Plan.  

The EIR analysis of Impact 4.1-1 considers the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential to be inconsistent with General Plan policies 

and identifies those mitigation measures that are found in other technical sections of 

the EIR that would ensure consistency with General Plan policies related to public 

services and utilities, air quality, traffic, biological resources, and noise.  Refer to 

Master Response 2 for additional discussion of General Plan consistency. The 

comment does not identify any specific errors or deficiencies in the analysis.   
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