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Response to Comment Letter 50 

Jeff and Candace Painter 

June 1, 2016 

50-1 This comment states that increasing the population by 20% will impact traffic, 

schools, and crime.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density and reflecting the residential population it could 

support.  This includes the environmental effects related to traffic, schools, and law 

enforcement associated with the potential residential population.  Refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8 and 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 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 identify any deficiencies in the 

Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 Master Response 9 regarding the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’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 elementary and high schools due 

to the increased population at the project site would be less than significant.  

As discussed in response 26-2, an increase in population can reasonably be 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 proposed project’s and the 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, and it would 

be speculative to assume otherwise. The comment does not identify any deficiencies 

or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 51 

Rosemary Parker 

June 14, 2016 

51-1 This comment expresses that there will be no benefit to the Town, stresses the 

potential for overcrowding in the streets and schools, and states that the project will 

change the rural community of Loomis.   

 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 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 identify any 

deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’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 elementary and high schools would be less than 

significant. The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis 

of impacts related to school capacity. 

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. The 

comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to 

visual resources and visual character. 

51-2 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.3-6.  
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 This comment raises an objection to the project due to its impacts to biological 

resources but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR 

analysis. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is 

correct that the EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

51-3 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.4-1.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to its impacts to historic structures 

but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR analysis. This 

impact is evaluated in Section 4.4.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the 

EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

51-4 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.5-5.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the its visual impacts but does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR analysis. This impact is 

evaluated in Section 4.5.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the EIR 

concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

51-5 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.6-8.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the impacts related to traffic 

impacts but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR analysis. 

This impact is evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that 

the EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

51-6 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.8-1.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the impacts related to air 

quality but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR 

analysis. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is 

correct that the EIR concludes that it would be significant and unavoidable. 

51-7 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.9-1.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the impacts related to 

greenhouse gas emissions but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies 
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in the Draft EIR analysis. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.9.3 of the EIR, 

and the commenter is correct that the EIR concludes that it would be significant 

and unavoidable.  

51-8 This comment expresses that the commenter believes that the project should be 

rejected due to Impact 4.9-2.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the impacts related to 

greenhouse gas emissions but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies 

in the Draft EIR analysis. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.9.3 of the EIR, 

and the commenter is correct that the EIR concludes that it would be significant 

and unavoidable. 

51-9 This comment states that, with this much impact, crime will increase.  

 Project-related impacts to law enforcement are evaluated in EIR Section 4.12.3 

under Impact 4.12-10 and found to be less than significant. Social impacts, such as 

crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As discussed in response 26-2, 

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 and does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Draft EIR analysis. 
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Response to Comment Letter 52 

Holly Parrish Bezner 

June 16, 2016 

52-1 This comment provides introductory remarks.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

52-2 This comment identifies concerns about development in general and past impacts to the 

general area, stating that development in the area has already destroyed habitat, increased 

traffic, and eroded the visual character of the area.  

 The proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s contribution to 

cumulative impacts, which includes consideration of the effects of past projects in the 

area, is thoroughly evaluated throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. The comment does not 

identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of cumulative impacts. 

52-3 This comment notes that the traffic from Lincoln and recent new developments in the 

area have impacted both access to Sierra College Boulevard from the commenter’s home 

and the noise levels in the vicinity. 

 The Traffic Impacts Analysis prepared for the proposed project evaluates the project’s 

effects on the intersections and roadways that would be used by the residents and visitors 

to the project site.  The commenter expresses concern for increasing traffic volumes on 

Sierra College Boulevard near Clover Valley, which is located west of the Town of 

Loomis (Town).  The Traffic Impact Analysis does not evaluate traffic volumes on Sierra 

College Boulevard because the trip generation, distribution, and assignment analysis does 

not indicate that the project would generate significant new volumes of traffic on that 

roadway.  Further, due to the distance between the project site and Clover Valley, traffic 

from the proposed project is not expected to make a noticeable contribution to traffic 

volumes, and associated noise levels, in the Clover Valley area.  Refer to response 8-8 

and Master Response 6 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s traffic impacts. Refer to response 8-6 regarding 

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

noise impacts. In Impact 4.7-4, the EIR finds that the noise generated by project-

generated traffic on roadways throughout the Town would not substantially increase 

noise levels associated with each roadway. 
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52-4 This comment addresses the noise impacts that the commenter is currently experiencing 

in her home due to recent development.  

 Under CEQA, a project is not required to remediate existing conditions.  Rather 

CEQA requires that the impacts of the proposed project be analyzed and mitigated 

where feasible. As discussed in comment 8-6, impacts associated with noise are 

evaluated in Section 4.7. The analysis finds that the proposed project and 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 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. As the 

commenter resides in Clover Valley, which is approximately 1.5 miles or more 

from the project site, the construction noise generated at the project site would not 

cause a noticeable increase in noise levels at the commenter’s residence.  In 

Impact 4.7-4, the EIR finds that the noise generated by project-generated traffic on 

roadways throughout the Town would not substantially increase noise levels 

associated with each roadway. This comment does not question the adequacy or 

accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

52-5 This comment reiterates that the commenter is opposed to the project.  

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

EIR, and no further response is required. 

52-6 This comment notes that the project will erode the visual 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 visual character but does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

52-7 This comment expresses concern that the cumulative loss of habitat will impact wildlife.  

 The comment is correct that the EIR concludes that the project would contribute to 

cumulative loss of habitat, which would adversely affect the wildlife that relies upon 



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

August 2017 9-250 

the affected habitat. The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR 

analysis of this impact, and no further response is required. 

52-8 This comment states that the density of the proposed project does not comply with the 

Loomis General Plan.  

 The Draft EIR evaluated the project at the size and density proposed. The consistency 

of the project with the General Plan is evaluated in Impact 4.1-2. Refer to Master 

Response 2 for a discussion of the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s consistency with the General Plan.  

52-9 This comment states that the commenter’s largest concern is the cumulative 

increase in traffic.  

 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 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.  Due to the project site location, it is reasonable 

to expect that any development on this site would generate traffic on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, thus it would not be feasible to avoid this 

impact through mitigation measures or project alternatives.  The comment does not 

identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter 53 

Marvin and Kathleen Pedersen 

June 16, 2016 

53-1 This comment expresses that the proposed high-density residences are not in keeping 

with the small town, rural atmosphere 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 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. 

53-2 This comment states that traffic is already terrible, and adding more housing will 

greatly impact it.  

 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 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 identify any deficiencies 

in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts. 

53-3 This comment expresses concern for where children will spend their time. 

 The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative impacts to parks and 

recreational facilities are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR under Impact 4.12-7. 

The EIR concludes the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact on existing parks, park facilities, and open 

space within the Town. Refer to Master Response 9 for additional discussion of the 

project’s impacts and mitigation requirements related to parks.  
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53-4 This comment describes a lack of recreational parks in the proposed project, and 

questions if Loomis currently meets the minimum requirements for parks, let alone 

the proposed development.  

 Refer to Master Response 12 and response 8-7 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts related to parks. The EIR concludes 

that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12b, which stipulates that the 

active recreation facilities described in the project applications be constructed as 

described 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 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.  As noted in Master 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).  Table 7-1 of that report provides an 

inventory of the existing active park and recreational facilities within the Town, 

finding that in 2005 there were 5.1 acres of active park facilities for every 1,000 

people in the Town.  Thus, the Town was in compliance with the General Plan and 

Quimby Act requirements for active parkland in 2005.   

53-5 This comment suggests that slow growth is what is right for the Town of Loomis.  

As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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 54 

Craig Sanborn 

May 31, 2016 

54-1 This comment states that Loomis needs slow sustainable growth.  

As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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.   

54-2 This comment asserts that the Town should focus resources toward revamping 

historic downtown, not building new retail.  

 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 new (see comment 9-

3).  Based on the sales leakage and Chamber of Commerce comment about a lack of 

space for new businesses, it is not expected that the creation of new office and retail 

space within the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative would 

lead to urban decay, which is when long-term vacancies in existing commercial space 

leads to visual blight conditions. 

54-3 This comment notes that schools are already at capacity, and questions how they would 

handle another 426 families.  

 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 by removing eight dwelling 

units from the project.  Thus, the project could house 418 families rather than the 426 

noted in this comment.   Refer to Master Response 9 and response 8-6 regarding the 
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proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts to schools. In 

Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10, the EIR finds that although the 

addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar 

School until improvements are completed, the students would be housed at other 

schools within the Loomis Union School District. 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 impacts associated with the 

addition of students to the over-capacity elementary and high schools would be less 

than significant.  

54-4 This comment expresses concern that years of construction traffic would negatively 

impact Loomis downtown businesses.  

 As discussed in response 37-3, construction traffic is not expected to adversely affect 

any businesses because the traffic volumes during construction would be substantially 

lower than the traffic volumes that would result from full buildout of the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative.  Further, it is typical that 

construction equipment be staged at the project site rather than be driven to and from 

the site daily.  Thus, the majority of daily construction traffic is associated with 

construction workers commuting to and from the site in passenger vehicles. 

54-5 This comment states that the project would have multiple negative impacts on Loomis, 

and highlights the potential effects on traffic during the construction period.  

 As discussed in response 37-3, construction traffic is not expected to adversely affect 

any businesses because the traffic volumes during construction would be substantially 

lower than the traffic volumes that would result from full buildout of the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative.  Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 regarding the EIR analysis of the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’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.  

54-6 This comment asserts that an increase in population will result in an increase in crime.  
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 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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 EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impacts to law enforcement and concludes they would remain less than 

significant.  The comment does not provide any evidence to suggest that the average 

per-capita level of crime is likely to increase.  

54-7 This comment asserts that Loomis’s schools and youth sports would be further 

impacted by the increase in residents.  

The EIR evaluates impacts to schools and parks and recreation associated with the 

anticipated population that could be supported by the proposed project. Refer to 

Master Response 9 and response 8-6 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s impacts to schools.  Also refer to response 37-7, which 

discuses that the project’s required payment of park fees to the Town would satisfy 

the Town’s General Plan and Municipal Code requirements, as well as Quimby Act 

requirements for parkland and provide the Town with resources that could be used to 

develop additional parks and recreation facilities within the Town, which could 

provide facilities needed to support youth sports.  

54-8 This comment states that more than 800 people have signed a petition in opposition 

of the project, that project decisions should focus on what is in the best interest of 

Loomis, and that the proposed project costs too much and benefits too little.  

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

Draft EIR. The petition referenced in this comment is included in this Final EIR as 

Comment Letter 73. 
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Response to Comment Letter 55 

John Shearer 

No Date 

55-1 This comment expresses the concern that the project seems to prefer high-density housing.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at the proposed size and density. This comment raises a concern about the density 

proposed for the project but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Draft EIR.  The existing General Plan and zoning designations for the project site 

include a high-density overlay.   

55-2 This comment states that the proposed level of development – which would represent 

20% to 25% growth - is destructive to the current community.  

As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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.   

55-3 This comment states that Taylor Road already suffers from large traffic volumes, and 

the project will only increase the number of people using Taylor Road.  

 Refer to Master Response 6 and response 11-18 for a discussion of the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on traffic volumes on 

Taylor Road and Horseshoe Bar Road. The EIR finds that traffic volumes on Taylor 

Road would be reduced compared to current conditions as a result of the project 

because some of the traffic currently using Taylor Road would be diverted to the 

extension of Doc Barnes Drive through the project site under the proposed project 

and additional traffic currently using the segment of Taylor Road between Horseshoe 

Bar Road and Webb Street would be diverted to the Webb Street extension through 

the project site under the Modified Transportation Alternative. 
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Response to Comment Letter 56 

Roger Smith 

June 14, 2016 

56-1 The comment states that the EIR did not identify any heritage trees, and their removal 

should be considered significant.  

 Although the Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance identifies requirements for 

protection of heritage trees, the ordinance also states that heritage trees must be first 

identified and designated by the Town Council. At this time, the Town Council has 

not identified or designated any heritage trees within the Town; thus, there is no 

requirement for the EIR to evaluate impacts to such trees. Please refer to Master 

Response 10 and Master Response 11 for additional discussion of the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts to trees and oak 

woodland habitat and the requirements of Mitigation Measures 4.3a and 4.3g to 

compensate for these impacts. 

56-2 This comment states that new traffic counts should be conducted to accurately capture 

existing 2016 traffic levels, asserting that two commercial developments have opened 

since 2014 and therefore are not reflected in the traffic counts.  

 Refer to response 12-2 regarding the use of traffic counts from March 2014 to define 

the baseline conditions from which project effects are evaluated. The data used for the 

traffic analysis includes the traffic generated by the two large retail projects 

constructed at the Sierra College Boulevard/Interstate 80 interchange (Rocklin 

Commons and Rocklin Crossing). Furthermore, the cumulative traffic analysis used 

the Town of Loomis’s and the City of Rocklin’s traffic models to forecast future 

traffic conditions. These included additional planned commercial development in the 

City of Rocklin.  
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Response to Comment Letter 57 

Mark Steelman 

No Date 

57-1 The commenter did not include a statement on the comment card. 

No response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 58 

Betty Succo 

May 26, 2016 

58-1 The comment addresses several concerns about the proposal to rezone the project site.  

The comment states that the purpose of zoning is to make sure land is used “for the 

common good of the town.”  The comment also states that zoning protects the character 

of a community, preserves the value of buildings and life within the town, and prevents 

new development from meddling with existing uses. The comment asserts that the 

proposed rezoning will not benefit anyone but the developer.  

 In general, zoning is a tool used by cities and counties to minimize conflicts between 

neighboring land uses.  It also serves to help a jurisdiction implement its General Plan 

by providing land-owners with guidance as to which land uses may be suitable for a 

site, providing definitions of the types of land uses allowed that are more specific than 

the General Plan land use designation, and defining development standards such as 

minimum lot sizes, setbacks, maximum height, and maximum lot coverage.  To the 

extent that minimizing conflicts between neighboring land uses promotes a land use 

pattern that benefits the local jurisdiction, it can be a tool for maximizing the common 

good, but that is not typically the express purpose of zoning.   

As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this Final EIR and discussed in Master 

Response 3, subsequent to public review 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. 

Refer to Master Response 3 and Section 4.1 of the EIR for a discussion of the 

proposed development standards.  

In consideration of potential impacts associated with the proposed project-specific 

development standards, the EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential inconsistency with the General Plan (refer to 

Master Response 2) and changes the project would make to the visual character of the 

project site and its surroundings (refer to response 15-4).  In addition, Impact 4.1-2 in 

the EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

compatibility with surrounding land uses.  This analysis notes that zoning 

designations for property surrounding the project site are Central Commercial, 
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Public/Institutional, Single-Family Residential, and Medium-Density Residential, 

with Residential Estate parcels located on the north side of King Road. The EIR finds 

that the proposed residential densities are similar to the range of densities surrounding 

the project site and that the commercial component of the project would be consistent 

with surrounding commercial development and the Town’s plans to foster a Town Center 

around Horseshoe Bar and Taylor Roads.  The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

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

related to compatibility with surrounding land uses. 

This comment raises an objection to the project based on concern over the proposed 

rezoning but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. Refer 

to Master Response 3, for additional discussion regarding the project’s proposed 

development under the Town’s Planned Development zoning requirements.  

58-2 The comment states that the proposed rezoning would cause horrific traffic, crowded 

schools, more demands on police and fire, and increased air pollution. 

 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 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.  

 Refer to Master Response 9 and response 10-5 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’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.  

 Impacts to law enforcement are evaluated in EIR Section 4.12 under Impacts 4.12-18 

through 4.12-20 while impacts to fire protection are evaluated under Impacts 4.12-16 

and 4.12-17. The law enforcement analysis demonstrates that the population increase 

associated with the proposed project and 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 
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barriers to provision of law enforcement services. Impacts to law enforcement were 

determined to be less than significant. The analysis of impacts to fire protection 

services was similar, finding that continued development in the area could warrant 

improvements to the Loomis FPD facilities and/or acquisition of new equipment and 

new staff. As the call volume increases over time as projects are constructed and 

occupied, the development fees and additional parcel taxes generated by the 

development would provide funding to Loomis FPD to fund additional Loomis FPD 

staff and equipment to handle the cumulative increase in calls. The EIR finds these 

impacts 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 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 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 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.  

58-3 The comment states that the proposed rezoning should not be allowed because the 

current zoning is appropriate, homebuilding that does not harm the Town’s character is 

the only type of development that should be allowed, and the proposed project does not 

meet this suggested requirement.   

As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this Final EIR and discussed in Master 

Response 3, subsequent to public review 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. 
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Refer to Master Response 3 and Section 4.1 of the EIR for a discussion of the 

proposed development standards.  

This change in the proposed zoning does not alter the type, location, density, and 

amount of land uses proposed by the project.  The EIR evaluates the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative under the proposed Village at Loomis 

Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan zoning.  The EIR also 

considers development of the site under the existing General Plan and zoning 

designations as Alternative 1b.  Thus the EIR provides the Town Council and 

members of the public with the information needed to understand the environmental 

impacts of the proposed project, including the proposed rezoning.  As stated on pages 

5-11 and 5-12 of the EIR, development of the site under the existing zoning would 

result in a similar mixed-use project but would have fewer residential units and more 

commercial and office space.  The existing zoning would direct that medium density 

residential development be placed in the central portion of the project site, 

commercial uses be placed in the western portion of the site, and office uses be placed 

in the eastern portion nearest to King Road. Alternative 1b would place commercial 

and office uses adjacent to existing residences while the proposed project would place 

residential land uses adjacent to most of the existing residences that surround the 

project site. The EIR concludes that “the No Project/Existing Designations 

Alternative could increase the potential for land use incompatibilities (such as noise 

and visual impacts) to arise between existing residences and the new commercial and 

office uses at the project site. Impacts related to land use would be similar for the 

proposed project and this alternative but could be slightly increased under the No 

Project/Existing Designations Alternative.” 

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.  The EIR finds that the No Project/Existing Designations Alternative 

would result in a similar impact to the visual character of the project site and its 

surroundings because it would develop the currently vacant parcels with urban land 

uses.  
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Response to Comment Letter 59 

Troy Sullivan 

June 14, 2016 

59-1 This comment states that the increase in the number of citizens and vehicles will not 

be good for Loomis. The comment states that the two-lane roads are already crowded 

and that high-density buildings are not needed in Loomis.  

 Refer to response 10-6 regarding congestion on King Road and response 10-5 

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 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s traffic impacts.  
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Response to Comment Letter 60 

Mike Tevzich 

No Date 

60-1 This comment requests an explanation of the council's objective for this project and 

how the project will improve the lives of residents.  

 CEQA requires an analysis of the impacts of a proposed project on the environment.  

CEQA also requires that the objectives of the project be defined in the EIR and for 

these objectives to be used in defining potential project alternatives and evaluating 

the feasibility of both alternatives and mitigation measures. Accordingly, the 

objectives of the proposed Village at Loomis project are identified in Section 3.3 of 

the EIR. CEQA does not require an EIR to identify the benefits of a project. When 

the Town Council considers whether to approve or disapprove the proposed project, 

the Council will weigh the benefits against the proposed project’s significant and 

unavoidable environmental impacts.  
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Response to Comment Letter 61 

Bob and Sheila Tipton 

May 31, 2016 

61-1 This comment states that adding a large development and shopping conflicts with the 

small town/ranch style of the Town. This comment also suggests that revitalizing the 

downtown area is a better way to generate more revenue for the Town than a large 

development 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 

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. 

61-2 This comment expresses that an alternative with a small number of homes, large 

amount of parkland, and a few stores is much preferred to a large development 

project. This comment also states that this project will open the doors to more large 

projects in the future.  

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the EIR 

consideration of alternatives to the project. This comment does not specify the 

amount of development that would be included under the suggested alternative. The 

EIR evaluates a No Project/Existing Designations Alternative (Alternative 1b) which 

provides an analysis of developing the project site under existing General Plan and 

Zoning designations. The Draft EIR also evaluates a Reduced Density Alternative 

(Alternative 3a and 3b) which reduces the amount of residential and commercial 

development, consistent with the commenter’s suggestion. The Reduced Footprint 

Alternative (Alternative 4a and 4b) increases the amount of open space and parkland 

on the project site as compared to the proposed project. These alternatives allow the 

public and decision-makers to meaningfully consider the environmental benefits of 

the alternative configurations suggested by the comment. The EIR evaluates the 

contribution of the project to cumulative impacts for all resource areas evaluated 

throughout Chapter 4. This analysis of cumulative impacts is included under the 

Impact heading of each technical section of the EIR. Section 2.7 of the EIR notes that 

the cumulative impact analysis is included in the technical analysis contained in 
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Chapter 4. In addition, Chapter 6 of the EIR evaluates the degree to which the project 

could induce additional growth in the area. 

61-3 This comment suggests that the impacts will be compounded with the Bickford Ranch 

development.  

 As stated above, 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, including consideration of the contribution of the 

Bickford Ranch development to cumulative impacts. This analysis of cumulative 

impacts is included under the Impact heading of each technical section of this EIR. 

Section 2.7 of the EIR also notes that the cumulative impact analysis is included in 

the technical analysis contained in Chapter 4. 
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Response to Comment Letter 62 

Amy Toth 

June 2, 2016 

62-1 This comment states that the type of development conflicts with the current 

community and will impact air quality and traffic.  

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 project’s significant and unavoidable 

impacts on the visual character of the project site and its surroundings.  

As discussed in responses 8-6 and 10-5, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential impacts 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. The EIR also finds that, with implementation 

of Mitigation Measures 4.8a, 4.8b and 4.8c, the project 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 project would 

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

As discussed in response 8-8, the proposed project’s and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s potential impacts on traffic and the circulation system 

are thoroughly 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, and two would be reduced to less than significant with incorporation of 

mitigation. 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. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 

8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts under the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative. 
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62-2 This comment asserts that it is irresponsible to add 300+ homes without a guaranteed 

water source. The comment notes that region already struggles with water shortages, 

and the project will impact water security.  

 As discussed in response 10-5 regarding the EIR analysis of 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 the Modified Transportation 

Alternative 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 concludes that the project would have a less-than-significant 

impact on water supply.  

62-3 This comment states that building 10 homes in a low-density fashion is more in line 

with the “slow growth” desired by the Town.  

 Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 13 for a discussion of the EIR 

consideration of alternatives to the project. Master Response 13 discusses CEQA 

requirements that project alternatives must be capable of achieving most of the basic 

project objectives and that a substantially smaller project alternative (such as the 

alternative suggested in this comment to construct only 10 homes) would not meet 

this criteria. 
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Response to Comment Letter 63 

Miguel Ucovich 

No Date 

63-1 This comment states that Loomis’s standard requires 5 acres of Town-owned parks 

per 1,000 people, and that Loomis currently needs 30 acres of parks. This comment 

asserts that the project should include development of 6 acres of parks within the 

project site, and that payment of mitigation fees would not adequately address the 

needs of the residents because there would continue to be a lack of adequate park 

space. 

 As discussed in Master Response 12, the Town of Loomis Mitigation Fee Analysis 

Final Report (Sinclair and Associates 2005) was used to determine the appropriate 

level for the Town’s in-lieu fee for parkland dedication. Table 7-1 of that report 

provides an inventory of the existing active park and recreational facilities within the 

Town, which includes 60% of public school recreational facilities because these 

facilities are used by the schools 40% of the year and are available for public use 60% 

of the year. The Mitigation Fee Analysis report concludes that there are a total of 32 

acres of parks and recreation facilities within the Town and an additional 172 acres of 

parks and recreational facilities beyond the Town boundaries but close enough to 

provide Town residents with recreational opportunities. Based on this inventory, the 

Mitigation Fee Analysis report found that in 2005 there were 5.1 acres of active park 

facilities for every 1,000 people in the Town. Thus, the Town had met the General 

Plan and Quimby Act requirements for active parkland at that time.  

 Additional population growth has occurred since 2005 and no new parks or recreation 

facilities have been developed. Thus the comment is correct that the parkland 

standard identified in the General Plan is not currently met in the Town. The Draft 

EIR identifies the population of the Town in 2013 was estimated to be 6,688 people. 

This would require 33.44 acres of active parks and 33.44 acres of passive parks 

and/or open space. The Mitigation Fee Analysis report found a total of 32 acres of 

parks and recreation facilities, thus the Town has a need for approximately 1.5 acres 

of new active parks and recreation facilities. 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.  

 As discussed in Master Response 12 and response 8-7, in Section 4.12.3, under 

Impact 4.12-13, the EIR discusses that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would not meet the standard for providing active parkland, 
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and would be required to pay the Town’s in-lieu fees sufficient to comply with 

Chapter 12.24 of the Municipal Code under Mitigation Measure 4.12b. The EIR 

concludes that, with provision of the proposed on-site parks, trails, and open space 

and payment of the Town’s required parkland dedication fee, the project’s impacts 

would be less than significant under both the existing and cumulative conditions. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3) provides that a project’s contribution to a 

cumulative impact, such as the Town’s lack of adequate parkland, “is less than 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share 

of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 

Payment of a fair-share contribution.” Payment of the Town’s parkland dedication fee 

represents the project’s fair-share contribution to the Town’s development of parks 

and recreation facilities and services consistent with the Quimby Act.  

 On page 48 the General Plan notes that recreational facilities used by Town residents 

include Loomis Unified School District campuses, Del Oro High School, Placer 

County’s Loomis Basin Community Park, Sierra Community College recreational 

facilities that are available for limited use by nonstudents, and bikeways, hiking and 

equestrian trails. These and other regional facilities meet some of the recreational 

needs of the Town’s residents, as demonstrated in the Mitigation Fee Analysis Final 

Report (Sinclair and Associates 2005). 

63-2 This comment suggests that by allowing a zone change that increases the number of 

units per acre, the project would change the look and feel of the Town. This comment 

also states that small (2,200-square-foot) lots conflict with the General Plan, and 

Impact 4.1-1 underestimates the impact of zone changes.  

As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this Final EIR and discussed in Master 

Response 3, subsequent to public review 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. 

Refer to Master Response 3 and Section 4.1 of the EIR for a discussion of the 

proposed development standards. As noted in response 58-3, the change in the 

proposed zoning does not alter the type, location, density, and amount of land uses 

proposed by the project. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative under the proposed Village at Loomis Planned 

Development Preliminary Development Plan zoning and the proposed development 

standards.  
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The proposed Planned Development overlay and project-specific development 

standards would apply only to the project site and would not alter planned land uses 

or development standards for other properties in the Town. The lot sizes in the 

Modified Transportation Alternative project are slightly different than those in the 

proposed project. The smallest lot size in the proposed project is 2,160 square feet 

and the smallest lot size in the Modified Transportation Alternative is 2,250 square 

feet. The differences in lot sizes are not substantial and do not affect the impact 

analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIR. The analysis throughout the EIR considers 

the impacts of the project under the proposed development standards, including lot 

sizes and density.  

The EIR addresses the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’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 EIR, impacts would be less 

than significant. A summary of the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential to be inconsistent with the General Plan is provided in 

Appendix B of the EIR. Additionally, General Plan regulations specific to the project 

site are defined in Section 4.1.2 under the subheading Local Regulations. Refer to 

Master Response 2 for a discussion of consistency with the General Plan 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. Also refer to 

Master Response 3 regarding the proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development 

Preliminary Development Plan.    

63-3 This comment states that noise impacts were improperly addressed. The comment 

also asserts that the mitigation measures outlined are not sufficient, specifically 

Mitigation Measure 4.7c. Furthermore, it states that the addition of air conditioning 

units is not a realistic mitigation for road noise; this comment states that other 

mitigation measures are still necessary.  

 The analysis of noise impacts is presented in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR. This 

analysis relies on industry-standard data collection and modeling techniques and 

tools, including the Federal Highway Administration Highway Traffic Noise 

Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). The analysis uses the Town’s adopted noise 

level standards and industry-standard thresholds for defining a significant increase in 

noise levels. The comment does not state specifically what was improper about the 

noise analysis. 
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  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 exceed the 

established noise standards. As shown in Table 4.7-9, traffic noise levels from 

internal roadways are predicted to be well within compliance with the Town of 

Loomis 65 dBA Ldn exterior noise standard at future residences constructed adjacent 

to these roadways. However, the future noise level modeling predicts that proposed 

residences nearest to Interstate (I) 80 would be exposed to noise levels of 

approximately 71 dBA Ldn, which exceeds the Town’s 65 dBA Ldn exterior standard. 

The EIR concludes that this would be a significant impact that would be reduced with 

construction of a sound wall along Doc Barnes Drive, as required by Mitigation 

Measure 4.7b. This would provide the necessary amount of noise attenuation to 

achieve compliance with the Town’s exterior noise level standards. The EIR 

recognizes that the Town’s General Plan discourages construction of sound walls to 

mitigate noise impacts unless it is the only feasible alternative. The EIR identifies the 

design considerations that have been incorporated in the project to reduce noise levels 

to the extent feasible, including setbacks from I-80 and use of topographic shielding, 

which provides a conservative 4 dB reduction in noise levels. The EIR concludes that 

“use of 6-foot-tall noise barriers would provide the final degree of noise reduction 

required to achieve satisfaction with the Town’s noise standards.” 

 Although the noise barrier would be sufficient to ensure compliance with exterior 

noise level standards, the EIR identified that interior noise level standards could still 

be exceeded. This would affect only the homes adjacent to Doc Barnes Drive where 

windows face I-80. For those homes, the noise level at first-story windows would be 

65 dB. When windows are closed, standard construction practices result in a noise 

reduction of approximately 25 dB, which would provide an interior noise level of 40 

dB. When windows are open, the noise reduction is approximately 15 dB, which 

would result in an interior noise level of 50 dB which exceeds the Town’s interior 

noise standard of 45 dBA. Thus, the EIR requires, under Mitigation Measure 4.7c, that 

homes be provided with air conditioning units so that residents would have the 

option of leaving doors and windows closed. For second story windows facing I-80, 

the topographic shielding and noise barrier would not reduce noise exposure, 

resulting in an exterior noise level of 75 dB at these windows. With the standard 25 

dB reduction, the interior noise level for these locations would be 50 dB. Thus 

Mitigation Measure 4.7d requires higher sound transmission class ratings on second-

floor windows with a view of I-80 to ensure that additional noise reduction is 

provided and the Town’s interior noise level standard is met. 

 The noise impact analysis relies on the dBA measurement, which indicates the level 

of environmental noise at any instant in time. However, actual community noise 
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levels vary continuously. During periods when traffic volumes on I-80 are lower, 

such as mid-day, the noise levels experienced by project site residents would be 

lower, and the Town’s interior noise standard could be met while windows are open. 

The requirement to provide air conditioning units would ensure that residents can 

avoid excessive noise during peak noise periods. As discussed above, the EIR 

recognizes that the project incorporates design considerations to reduce noise levels 

to the extent feasible and that with implementation of mitigation measures identified 

in the EIR, the noise impacts of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would be less than significant.  

63-4 This comment acknowledges that the proposed project has reduced traffic because of 

commercial uses, but states that the Draft EIR does not acknowledge an increase in 

tax revenue and suggests that the proposed project has too little commercial.  

 The Town is not required by CEQA to analyze economic issues as these are not 

physical effects on the environment.    

63-5 This comment states that the project would have significant impacts on public utilities 

and services as stated on pages 5-52 and 5-53 of the Draft EIR. This comment asserts 

that the proposed project does not meet the Quimby Act or the General Plan in terms 

of park requirements, but acknowledges that the reduced density alternative does.  

 Refer to Master Response 12 and responses 28-19 and 63-1, which discuss the 

amount of parkland required for the project and the park and recreational facilities 

included in the project design. As stated in Section 1.4 and discussed throughout this 

EIR, subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to 

implement measures to reduce the project’s impacts on biological resources by 

removing eight dwelling units from the project and to reduce the project’s impacts 

related to active parkland by converting the multi-use trails on the eastern and 

western borders of the open space to active use trails by incorporating parcourse 

stations along these routes. The project would include 418 dwelling units and could 

support a population of 1,208 people. The Municipal Code requires the project to 

provide 6.04 acres of active park facilities while the project proposes to provide 1.08 

acres of active parks and trails. Mitigation Measure 4.12b requires the project 

applicant to pay the Town’s parkland dedication fee sufficient to provide an 

additional 4.96 acres of active parks.  

63-6 This comment outlines impacts to the school system due to both the project and 

Bickford Ranch, and states that the Draft EIR underestimates the impact.  
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 The EIR evaluates the contribution of the project to schools based on the student 

generation rates established by the local school districts. Additionally, the Draft EIR 

evaluated cumulative impacts to schools under Impact 4.12-10. This analysis 

identified the cumulative context for impacts to schools as the district boundaries for 

the Loomis Union School District and the Placer Union School District attendance 

area for Del Oro High School, and noted that local schools would be over capacity 

“with the expected growth in and surrounding Loomis as discussed in Section 4.1, 

Land Use, including the Bickford Ranch project.”  

 Further, as discussed in Master Response 9, since the release of the Draft EIR, the 

Placer Unified School District has indicated that the high school students that would 

reside within the Village at Loomis project would not exceed Del Oro High School’s 

capacity. Specifically, the Placer Unified School District has adopted a policy 

(BP/AR 5116.1) regarding students attending the high school within their attendance 

area and the District anticipates that this policy will alter existing enrollment patterns 

and reduce future intra-district transfers. The District estimates that there will be 

available capacity for approximately 350 new students within the Loomis/Del Oro 

attendance boundary. Therefore, the District has requested that the EIR be updated to 

state that the addition of students generated by the project will not result in an impact 

due to exceeding Del Oro High School’s 1760-student capacity (Placer Unified 

School District 2016).  

 The EIR concludes, consistent with Senate Bill 50 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3), that with payment of the required development 

impact fees, the project’s impacts on schools under both the existing and cumulative 

conditions would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

63-7 This comment states that the tree mitigation program does not account for loss during 

dry weather. This comment states that there is no guarantee that attending a tree loss 

prevention workshop will prevent tree loss, as it has not in the past.  

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

mitigation requirements related to tree loss are discussed in detail in Master Response 

10. 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.  The measure requires the project applicant to provide a Tree 

Plan that documents which trees would be removed and what actions would be taken 

to mitigate the impact of tree loss, including through replanting oak trees on-site and 

in other locations within the Town subject to approval from the Town Manager. The 

Tree Conservation Ordinance requires the project applicant to replace any trees that 
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are planted as mitigation for project impacts but do not survive for a period of five 

years following initial planting. This would ensure tree loss that may occur during dry 

weather would be remedied.  

63-8  This comment questions whether the Town has the ability to plant another 700 

mitigation trees when there are already 800 backlogged trees waiting to be planted as 

mitigation measures.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.3g requires that the project applicant be responsible for tree 

planting on-site and in other locations, as one component of the mitigation strategy.  

Further, payment of the Town’s in-lieu fee does not mandate that the Town undertake 

any amount of 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 within the requirements of the 

Tree Conservation Ordinance.  As noted in response 11-16, section 13.54.100 of the 

ordinance provides that 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.   

63-9 This comment states that dead-end alleyways impact fire and police protection, 

especially since Loomis does not have narrow, dead-end alleys and that service 

agencies have not anticipated serving areas with only alleys.  

 Please refer to Master Response 4. Project plans have been reviewed by fire, police, 

and emergency services as a part of the analysis done for Section 4.12.3, Public 

Services, of the EIR and modifications to the proposed road network were made to 

ensure that emergency services can be provided to all portions of the proposed project 

and the Modified Transportation Alternative. The Loomis Fire Protection District has 

determined that the modified road network would not present any physical barriers to 

provision of emergency response services (Bettencourt 2015). 
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Response to Comment Letter 64 

Lisa and Larry Ward 

June 16, 2016 

64-1 This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the project.  

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

EIR or raise any environmental issues, and no response is required. 

64-2 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.3-6, 

cumulative loss of habitat for wildlife species.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the significant contribution to 

the cumulative loss of wildlife habitat but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.4.3 of the EIR. As 

stated on page 4.3-43, “Although implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3a 

through 4.3g would reduce and/or provide compensation for the project’s direct 

impacts to sensitive habitats and special-status species, the project would result in 

the permanent loss of most of the natural habitat on site.” 

64-3 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.4-1, 

adverse change in historical resources.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the loss of historical resources 

but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. This impact is 

evaluated in Section 4.4.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the EIR 

concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

64-4 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.5-2, 

degradation of existing visual character.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the project’s degradation of 

visual character but does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft 

EIR. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.5.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is 

correct that the EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable 

impact. 

64-5 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.6-8, 

contribute to a cumulative increase in traffic.  
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This comment raises an objection to the project due to the project’s contribution to 

cumulative increases in traffic and traffic congestion but does not identify any 

deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. Refer to response 8-8 and Master 

Response 6 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 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. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and the commenter 

is correct that the EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable 

impact. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of the 

traffic impacts under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative.  

64-6 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.8-1, 

construction related air pollutant emissions in excess of the Placer County Air 

Pollution Control District standards.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the level of air pollutant 

emissions that would be generated during project construction but does not identify 

any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. This impact is evaluated in Section 

4.8.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the EIR concludes that it would be 

significant and unavoidable.  

64-7 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.9-1, 

generation of greenhouse gas emissions.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the amount of greenhouse gas 

emissions that would be generated by the project but does not identify any 

deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. This impact was evaluated in Section 

4.9.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the EIR concludes that it would be 

significant and unavoidable. Refer to Master Response 14 for additional discussion of 

the project’s greenhouse gas emissions and additional reduction measures added to 

Mitigation Measure 4.9. Although additional reduction measures have been added to 

the mitigation measure, including requirement to provide solar panels on all single-

family dwelling units, the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s greenhouse gas emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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The full text of revised Mitigation Measure 4.9 is provided in Section 4.9.4 and the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Appendix J of this Final EIR. 

64-8 The commenters state that they cannot support the project due to Impact 4.9-2, 

conflict with greenhouse gas emissions policies.  

 This comment raises an objection to the project due to the project’s conflict with 

greenhouse gas emissions policies but does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. This impact was evaluated in Section 4.9.3 of the EIR, 

and the commenter is correct that the EIR concludes that it would be significant and 

unavoidable. Refer to Master Response 14 for additional discussion of the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s greenhouse gas emissions and 

additional reduction measures added to Mitigation Measure 4.9 as noted above. 

Although additional reduction measures have been added to the mitigation measure, 

both the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s greenhouse 

gas emissions would remain significant and unavoidable.  

64-9 This comment states that Loomis should stay a small town and not sell out to 

developers. The comment also expresses concerns about increased traffic, impact to 

schools, increased crime, and lower property values. 

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 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 the Town’s character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

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. Refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of 

the traffic impacts under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative. This impact is evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and the commenter 
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is correct that the EIR concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable 

impact. The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of 

traffic impacts.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 

4.12-10. The EIR notes that although the addition of students from the project would 

exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed, 

the students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School 

District. Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a 

school impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School 

District to offset the increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts 

associated with the addition of students would be less than significant. The proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s contribution to the cumulative 

demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR concludes that 

there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact for both. Refer to Master 

Response 9 related to school capacity and mitigation.  

Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, an increase in population can reasonably be 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 proposed project and the 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, and it would 

be speculative to assume otherwise. The comment does not identify any deficiencies 

or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter 65 

Catherine Webster 

No Date 

65-1 This comment states that the project will impact traffic, and an increase in traffic will 

increase safety hazards.  

Refer to response 8-8 and Master Response 6 regarding the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’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. Refer to 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts 

under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. This impact 

is evaluated in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR, and the commenter is correct that the EIR 

concludes that this would be a significant and unavoidable impact. The comment does 

not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts.  

65-2 This comment states that there are limited resources for the development. The 

commenter does not specify which resources will be affected. 

 Impacts to environmental resources in the area have been identified, analyzed, and 

mitigated as needed throughout Chapter 4. Please refer to specific sections and 

impacts for additional analysis. 

65-3 This project states that more traffic means more noise.  

 Refer to response 8-6 regarding the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impacts related to noise. The EIR finds that the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would not substantially increase noise levels in 

the project vicinity, including noise levels associated with vehicle traffic. 

65-4 This comment expresses the viewpoint that more people means more cars parked on 

surface streets, which will impact the look of the Town.  
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 It is anticipated that most parking associated with the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would occur internal to the project site and thus 

parked cars would not substantially alter views of the Town from offsite locations. 

Please also refer to Master Response 5.  

65-5 This comment states that there will be impacts to schools and suggests that these 

impacts were not considered.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 

4.12-10. Refer to response 8-6 and Master Response 9 for additional discussion of the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s anticipated impact to 

schools. The EIR notes that although the addition of students from the project would 

exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to 

increase capacity, the students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis 

Union School District. Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is 

required to pay a school impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer 

Union High School District to offset the increase in student enrollment, which would 

ensure that impacts associated with the addition of students would be less than 

significant. 
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Response to Comment Letter 66 

Jean Wilson 

No Date 

66-1 This comment states that the library copy of the Draft EIR did not have appendices.  

 As discussed in Master Response 1, the Town provided the library with a hard copy 

of the Draft EIR with the appendices on a CD and that the appendices were available 

for review on the Town’s website and at the Town Hall front counter. 

66-2 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR assumes that the General Plan designations 

will be approved.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density, and identifies approval of the proposed General 

Plan and zoning amendments as entitlements that are necessary to allow the project to 

proceed. No land use changes have been approved; rather, they have been analyzed to 

determine the environmental impacts that could result if they were adopted. Refer to 

Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency and Master Response 

3 for a discussion of the proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development 

Preliminary Development Plan for the project. 

66-3 This comment discusses Project Objective 1, noting that only 199 jobs will be 

created, and many more residents will still need jobs. The comment states that this 

imbalance indicates the project would not attain the stated project objective and 

would not reduce vehicle miles traveled.  

 The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Draft EIR for the 2016 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy states that 

improving a region’s job/housing balance involves locating new homes near existing 

jobs or new jobs near existing homes (SACOG 2016, page 14-16). The SACOG Draft 

EIR identifies the jobs/housing ratio in Loomis is 1.3 (3284 jobs/2469 households), 

indicating a surplus in jobs as compared to housing. Thus the project’s provision of 

176 jobs for 418 dwelling units would improve the Town’s jobs/housing balance by 

providing new housing near existing jobs. With respect to vehicle miles traveled, the 

EIR analyses of traffic impacts and greenhouse gas emissions reflect typical trip 

generation rates and trip lengths for the region. The environmental impacts identified 

in the EIR do not assume any benefit that might occur from achievement of Objective 

1. 
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66-4 This comment discusses Objective 4, asserting that surrounding residents would 

never approve of lot sizes of 2,000 and 2,500 square feet.  

 The comment raises an objection to the proposed project based on the proposed lot 

sizes. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative as proposed, and reflects the environmental effects associated with the 

proposed lot sizes. This comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR 

and no further response is required.  

66-5 This comment states that in reference to Impact 4.2-3, there is no real commitment to 

provide low-income housing. The comment states that if low-income housing is not 

constructed on site, the Town would need to zone another property in Town to 

accommodate high-density residential land uses to meet the Town’s Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) obligations. Further the comment states that the 

Town’s approval of the change in land use and zoning designations for the site was 

predicated on the expectation that site development would assist the Town in meeting 

its RHNA obligations and, thus, there would be a significant impact to the Town if 

low-income housing is not built here.  

 Refer to Master Response 7 regarding issues concerning affordable housing. As 

discussed there, the EIR presents a complete and accurate analysis of the 

environmental effects of the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative as proposed, including the high-density residential portion of the project. 

This portion of the project could be developed with affordable housing that satisfies a 

portion of the Town’s RHNA obligations, but the comment is correct that the project 

does not include any commitments to develop this site as affordable housing. Further, 

Master Response 7 demonstrates that anticipating potential secondary effects from 

construction of affordable housing elsewhere in Town would require speculation that 

is beyond the scope of the analysis required under CEQA. 

66-6 This comment references Impact 4.3-1 stating that a conservation easement 10 miles 

away from the site would do nothing to keep habitats in the Town.  

 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 in 

which to acquire a conservation easement. In summary, conservation of oak 

woodland habitat is necessary to protect biological resources in the region; it is not 

necessarily intended to provide benefits to the Town or its residents. 
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66-7 This comment states that the Town’s policies requiring no net loss of wetlands are 

intended to preserve wetlands but the project does not meet those standards. The 

comment also requests that the EIR consider alternative layouts that would avoid 

these impacts. 

 Refer to response 26-7 and Master Response 2 regarding the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s wetland impacts and consistency with the 

General Plan. The project would achieve the no net loss standard by avoiding the 

majority of the wetlands on site (the project would impact 0.97 acres of wetlands and 

preserve 5.07 acres) and undertaking compensatory mitigation at a minimum ratio of 

1:1 for those areas impacted by the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.3d 

requires that the compensatory mitigation ratio be sufficient to account for temporal 

loss and to meet the no net loss standard. As noted in this mitigation measure, the 

project would require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, which would define specific requirements for the replacement or 

compensation of impacts to wetlands in compliance with the no net loss standard. As 

stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this Final EIR, subsequent to public 

review of the Draft EIR the project applicant proposed to implement measures to 

reduce the project’s impacts to biological resources by removing eight dwelling units 

from the project. This reduced the project’s impacts to wetlands by 0.3 acres 

compared to the extent of wetland impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

The EIR considers alternative layouts that could reduce the project’s impacts to 

wetlands in Chapter 5. These include the Reduced Density Alternative and Reduced 

Density Transportation Alternative (Alternatives 3a and 3b) and the Reduced 

Footprint Alternative and Reduced Footprint Transportation Alternative (Alternatives 

4a and 4b). The EIR finds that although the Reduced Density Alternative and the 

Reduced Density Transportation Alternative would develop the site at lower densities 

than the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative which would 

allow for a slight increase in the amount of open space and natural habitat retained, 

the majority of the project site would be cleared and graded, similar to the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. Thus, these alternatives would 

not substantially reduce impacts to wetlands. The EIR also finds that the Reduced 

Density Alternative and the Reduced Density Transportation Alternative would allow 

for a greater amount of open space and natural habitat to be retained on site. This 

would reduce but not avoid the loss of wetlands onsite. On page 5-5 the EIR 

considers an alternative that would avoid all impacts to biological resources, 

including wetlands. However, this alternative was rejected from further consideration 

because it was considered to be incapable of meeting most of the basic project 

objectives as it would substantially constrain achievement of the goals for 
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“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.  

66-8 This comment states that for the elderberry mitigation, some seedlings (with 

protective barriers) should be planted on site to reestablish some of the native 

populations, not just plant them all off site.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.3e is consistent with the guidance and requirements of the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1999) under the federal Endangered Species Act 

and would reduce the impact to the valley elderberry longhorn beetle to a less-than-

significant level. As part of considering the project applicant’s application for permits 

to impact the onsite wetlands, the Corps consulted with the USFWS regarding the 

potential for the project to adversely affect the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. The 

USFWS issued a Biological Opinion stating that the proposal to transplant all four 

elderberry shrubs and purchase credits in an approved valley elderberry longhorn 

beetle conservation bank, as required under Mitigation Measure 4.3e, would ensure 

that the project would not jeopardize the long-term survival of this species. The 

Biological Opinion states that contributing to an approved conservation bank where 

the conserved habitat is “part of a relatively large, contiguous block of conserved land 

may contribute to other recovery efforts for the species.” The USFWS Biological 

Opinion is provided in Appendix C to the EIR. Since the additional measures 

suggested in this comment are not necessary to ensure protection of habitat for the 

valley elderberry longhorn beetle, adding these requirements to the mitigation 

measure exceeds the scope of CEQA. 

66-9 This comment suggests that classes and tree planting have had mixed results in the past 

and suggests that any type of tree should be allowed (as long as it is not on the Do Not 

Plant list) as some people do not have room for oaks but would still want trees.  

 Refer to Master Response 10 and responses 11-15 and 11-16 regarding impacts from loss 

of oak trees and the associated mitigation. The Town’s Tree Conservation Ordinance 

requires that when tree loss be mitigated through tree planting, the replacement trees must 

be of the same species as those removed. This ensures that mitigation efforts replace the 

biological values of the trees as closely as possible. 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.  The measure requires the 

project applicant to provide a Tree Plan documenting which trees would be removed 

and what actions would be taken to mitigate the impact of tree loss, including through 

replanting oak trees on-site and in other locations within the Town subject to approval 
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from the Town Manager. The measure also requires that the property owner pay the 

Town’s in-lieu fee for any tree impacts that cannot be mitigated through replanting.  

While the in-lieu fees may be used for tree education programs, it also may be used 

for a wide variety of other actions the Town may take to reduce or compensate for 

tree loss. 

66-10 This comment states that tree mitigation should be within the Town.  

 As discussed in responses 11-15 and 11-16 and Master Responses 10 and 11, tree 

planting undertaken to mitigate for loss of oak trees is required to occur within the Town, 

consistent with the Tree Conservation Ordinance, while mitigation for loss of valley oak 

woodland is required to occur within the 10 miles of the project site. Valley oak 

woodland is important as habitat for wildlife and plants, and conservation of this habitat 

within the region, rather than within the Town, provides the appropriate habitat resource 

value to compensate for the onsite impacts.  Should the Town determine to use any of the 

in-lieu fees to obtain a conservation easement, the Town Manager would have the 

discretion to determine the appropriate location for such an easement.  The Tree 

Conservation Ordinance allows that the in-lieu fees “may be directed by the Town 

Council to non-profit organizations for the implementation of programs consistent 

with the purposes” of the ordinance.  It is common that when a conservation easement 

is obtained, it is managed by a non-profit land conservation organization.  This would 

be a feasible and effective option for implementing Mitigation Measure 4.3g. 

66-11 This comment questions who would be the alternative caretaker if mitigation is not 

within Town limits.  

 As stated in response 66-10, replanting to mitigate for loss of individual oak trees is 

required to occur within the Town limits. The Tree Conservation Ordinance allows that 

the in-lieu fees “may be directed by the Town Council to non-profit organizations for 

the implementation of programs consistent with the purposes” of the ordinance.  It is 

common that when a conservation easement is obtained, it is managed by a non-profit 

land conservation organization.  The conservation easements or property acquired in 

satisfaction of Mitigation Measure 4.3a and that may be acquired as part of the 

requirements under Mitigation Measure 4.3g would be required to be in the benefit of or 

owned by the Town or a land conservation organization approved by the Town. In this 

scenario, the Town or the approved land conservation organization would be the 

caretaker of any such conserved land.  
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66-12 This comment suggests that copies of the photographs and report required under Mitigation 

Measure 4.4a should be given to the Loomis Basin Historical Society and maybe the Blue 

Goose Events Center and High Hand Nursery.  

 Submittal of the photograph records and resource evaluation to established repositories 

such as the North Central Information Center of the California Historical Resources 

Information System at California State University, Sacramento, and/or the California State 

Library is appropriate and sufficient to ensure that the historic information that can be 

learned from the two Queen Anne residences that are proposed to be demolished is 

available for future research efforts. Submittal of the photographs and report to local 

organizations is not necessary to preserve the research value of the homes and thus is not 

necessary to reduce the environmental effect of the project. However, in recognition of the 

potential for historic information of local importance to be learned from these homes, 

Mitigation Measure 4.4a has been modified to add the requirement to provide copies of the 

photographs and report to the Loomis Basin Historical Society and for photographs to be 

made available to the Blue Goose Events Center and High Hand Nursery, as shown below.   

 

66-13 This comment states that the high density of the project does not match the visual 

character of the Town.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and 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 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 visual character but does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

66-14 This comment contends that since the Circulation Element has been updated and 

approved, project plans should match with the new General Plan Circulation Element.  
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The project applications were submitted to the Town prior to the process of updating 

the Circulation Element and thus the project was not required to be consistent with 

the recently-adopted Circulation Element. To address consistency with the updated 

Circulation Element, the Draft EIR included analysis of the Transportation 

Alternative, which incorporates the roadway network anticipated under the 

Circulation Element. As stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this EIR, 

subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed 

measures to reduce impacts of the proposed project and the Transportation 

Alternative. Detailed site plans for the Modified Transportation Alternative are 

provided in Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 4.1, Land Use. The Modified 

Transportation Alternative incorporates the Webb Street extension and its associated 

roundabouts, as well as extension of Doc Barnes Drive, as planned in the Circulation 

Element. Analysis of the impacts that would occur with implementation of the 

Modified Transportation Alternative has been incorporated throughout chapters 4 

through 6 of this Final EIR while the analysis in Chapter 5 of the Transportation 

Alternative as described in the Draft EIR has been retained for informational 

purposes. 

66-15 This comment questions emergency vehicle accessibility for the alley-loaded housing.  

 Project plans have been reviewed by fire, police, and emergency services as a part of 

the analysis prepared for Section 4.12.3, Public Services (Loomis Fire Protection 

District 2016). Modifications were made to the initially proposed project layout and 

roadway network in response to concerns identified by the emergency service 

providers, and those modifications are reflected in the site plans evaluated in the EIR. 

The Loomis Fire Protection District has determined that the modified road network 

would not present any physical barriers to provision of emergency response services. 

66-16 This comment questions if the streets are wide enough to allow for passing vehicles, and 

if it is possible that a car will be blocked from access to its own driveway.  

 As noted in response 66-15, project plans have been reviewed by fire, police, and 

emergency services as a part of the analysis done for Section 4.12.3, Public Services to 

ensure its functionality (Loomis Fire Protection District 2016). Modifications were made 

to the initially-proposed project layout and roadway network in response to concerns 

identified by the emergency service providers. The Loomis Fire Protection District 

has determined that the modified road network would not present any physical 

barriers to provision of emergency response services. Refer to Master Response 4 

regarding the alley-loaded residences proposed for the site and Master Response 5 

regarding parking within the proposed project. 
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66-17 This comment questions if the alleys will impact the visual character of the area or if 

there will be room for landscaping for the alley-loaded housing.  

 As discussed in response 15-4, the EIR evaluates impacts to the visual character of 

the site and surrounding areas in Section 4.5 and concludes that while the project 

development standards and design guidelines would ensure that architectural styles 

within the project site would be compatible with existing development in the Town, 

the project would substantially change the visual character of the site and, thus, 

contribute to a decrease in the rural qualities of the Town. The EIR concludes that the 

proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would result in significant 

and unavoidable impacts on the visual character of the project site and its 

surroundings. The project’s design and development standards, which are available 

for review at the Town of Loomis Town Hall, demonstrate that landscaping will be 

incorporated throughout the project site. The majority of landscaping associated with 

the alley-loaded residences would be found at the front of the units along the 20- to 

25-foot-wide pedestrian mews. Landscaping of individual residential lots would 

primarily be the responsibility of individual lot owners.  

66-18 This comment states that the project does not provide adequate parking.  

 As discussed in Master Response 5, the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative propose site-specific parking standards that are sufficient 

to meet typical parking demands for the proposed land uses. The project is expected 

to provide adequate parking capacity to meet the needs of the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative without causing secondary adverse 

environmental effects, as evaluated in Impact 4.3-7 of the EIR. The project is not 

expected to result in an adverse environmental effect due to parking demand. 

66-19 This comment questions whether or not 6-foot-tall freeway sound walls are 

adequate noise mitigation.  

 The noise impacts and mitigation measures identified in EIR Section 4.7 were 

determined based on measurements of the existing noise levels on site and 

modeling to predict future noise levels. The modeling results indicate that the 

6-foot-high sound wall and other mitigation measures presented in Section 4.7 

would be adequate to ensure that noise levels on site comply with the Town’s 

noise standards. More detail can be found in the Environmental Noise Assessment 

provided in EIR Appendix F. Specifically, Table 14 of the Environmental Noise 

Assessment shows the noise level exposures throughout the project site with 

construction of the 6-foot tall noise barrier. This table shows that at each of the 5 
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noise exposure analysis locations, the 6-foot-tall noise barrier would result in a 

maximum noise level exposure of 65 dB. 

66-20 This comment points out that the Draft EIR does not address solar for energy 

efficiency though there is a state requirement for subdivisions.  

 Energy use is discussed in Chapter 6: Other CEQA Considerations. It concludes the 

energy demands of the proposed project would be consistent with the anticipated 

level of economic development and growth in the region, and PG&E would have 

sufficient available capacity to serve the proposed project. Mitigation Measure 4.9 

has been modified to include a requirement that rooftop photovoltaic arrays with a 

minimum generation capacity of 1.5 kilowatts be installed on all residences. In 

addition, prior to approving the project, the Town Council will need to make all 

findings required by the Subdivision Map Act.  

66-21 This comment states that the impacts to schools, library, and parks seem dismissed.  

 Impacts to schools, the Loomis library, and parks are analyzed in Section 4.12.3, and 

relevant mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.12.4. 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 impacts associated with the addition of students to the over-capacity 

elementary and high schools would be less than significant.  

Also refer to response 10-5 for discussion of the EIR analysis of impacts to library 

services. In Impact 4.12-11, the EIR determines that the project’s demands for library 

services would not be 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 ensure that project impacts to library services 

within the Town would be less than significant. 

Refer to Master Response 12 for discussion of the EIR analysis of impacts 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, the project 

would have a less-than-significant impact on parks. 

66-22 This comment questions if the fire department has approved the alleys and the high-

density housing.  
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 As noted in response 66-15, project plans have been reviewed by fire, police, and 

emergency services as a part of the analysis done for Section 4.12.3, Public Services to 

ensure its functionality (Loomis Fire Protection District 2016). Modifications were made 

to the initially proposed project layout and roadway network in response to concerns 

identified by the emergency service providers. The Loomis Fire Protection District 

has determined that the modified road network would not present any physical 

barriers to provision of emergency response services. 

66-23 This comment questions whether the EIR includes proposed zoning ordinance text.  

As stated in the text added to Section 2.1 of this Final EIR and discussed in Master 

Response 3, subsequent to public review 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. 

The proposed Preliminary Development Plan is available for public review but is 

not included in the EIR. Refer to Master Response 3 and Section 4.1 of the EIR for a 

discussion of the proposed development standards which address allowable land uses, 

lot sizes, setbacks, and height and coverage limits. As noted in response 58-3, the 

change in the proposed zoning does not alter the type, location, density, and amount 

of land uses proposed by the project. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative under the proposed Village at Loomis Planned 

Development Preliminary Development Plan zoning and the proposed development 

standards.  

66-24 This comment states that the “mews” should not be counted as public space acreage or 

parks.  

 The mews are the 20- to 25-foot-wide pedestrian walkways proposed to be located 

between the alley-loaded homes. Table 4.12-1 reports on the parks, open space, and trails 

proposed for the project site. This table does not include the pedestrian mews in the 

calculation of parks, open space or trails. 

66-25 This comment states that the zoning changes leave the Town with more residential and 

less commercial than outlined in the General Plan, which leaves the Town with less tax 

revenue.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative at 

their proposed size and density. Tax revenue is not an environmental issue and as such is 
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not required to be evaluated in the EIR. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

General Plan consistency and Master Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed 

rezoning to the Planned Development zone. 

66-26 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the 

inconsistencies with the General Plan, and changes made to the General Plan should 

be beneficial to the whole town.  

 The EIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may occur if the general 

plan land use changes are adopted, including the potential for cumulative impacts. 

The comment does not identify specific inadequacies in the EIR analysis of potential 

General Plan inconsistencies. This potential effect is evaluated in Impact 4.1-2 in the 

EIR. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

Whether changes to the General Plan are beneficial to the whole town is a policy 

consideration for decision-makers rather than an environmental concern that requires 

analysis in the EIR. 

66-27 This comment contends that the parks are needed at the project site, and it is not 

sufficient to pay an in-lieu fee for a park elsewhere. 

 As discussed in Master Response 12 and response 8-7, in Section 4.12.3, under 

Impact 4.12-13, the EIR discusses that the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would not meet the standard for providing active parkland, 

and would be required to pay the Town’s in-lieu fees sufficient to comply with 

Chapter 12.24 of the Municipal Code under Mitigation Measure 4.12b. The EIR 

concludes that, with provision of the proposed on-site parks, trails, and open space 

and payment of the Town’s required parkland dedication fee, the project’s impacts 

would be less than significant under both the existing and cumulative conditions. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3) provides that a project’s contribution to a 

cumulative impact, such as the need for parkland in the Town, “is less than 

cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share 

of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact” 

Payment of the Town’s parkland dedication fee represents the project’s fair-share 

contribution to the Town’s development of parks and recreation facilities and services 

consistent with the Quimby Act.  

66-28 This comment suggests that tree conservation should be in the Town not within 10 

miles.  

 Refer to responses 11-15 and 11-16 as well as Master Response 11 regarding the 

mitigation requirements for loss of oak trees and the separate mitigation requirements 

for loss of valley oak woodland habitat. The EIR requires that tree mitigation occur 
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within the Town limits while oak woodland mitigation may occur within 10 miles of 

the Town limits. 

66-29 This comment states that Town policy is to avoid wetlands rather than pay fees, even if it 

means fewer lots, and that Draft EIR statement that the project meets required setbacks is 

inconsistent with the Draft EIR discussions about encroachment into wetlands. The 

comment also notes that wetland fill impacts require approval from the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers.  

 Refer to response 28-7 and Master Response 2 regarding the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s wetland impacts and consistency with the General 

Plan policies related to wetland protection, respectively. General Plan policies 6d and 8b 

each allow a project developer to pay a mitigation fee to compensate for the loss of 

wetlands. As discussed in Master Response 2, the project would avoid impacts to the 

majority of the on-site wetlands, as required policy 6d. Mitigation Measure 4.3d would 

require the project developer to purchase credits at a wetland mitigation bank to 

compensate for the impacts that cannot be avoided. The EIR concludes that although the 

project would encroach into wetlands, the project design demonstrates avoidance of 

impacts where feasible and would provide compensation for unavoidable impacts, such 

as the impacts associated with construction of Doc Barnes Drive, consistent with the 

Town’s General Plan.  

 In addition, the EIR considers the Reduced Footprint Alternative (Alternatives 4a and 

4b), which would avoid development within the 100-year floodplain and reduce impacts 

to wetlands. Thus the Town’s decision-makers are provided with information necessary 

to consider a version of the project that provides for greater avoidance of impacts to 

wetlands and riparian habitat. The EIR also provides initial consideration of an alternative 

that would avoid all impacts to biological resources but determines that this alternative 

would “be incapable of meeting most of the basic project objectives as it would 

substantially constrain 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 .” Thus this alternative was not carried forward for 

detailed analysis in Chapter 5, Alternatives.  

 The project would require a Section 404 permit from the Corps, which would define 

specific requirements for the replacement or compensation of wetlands. The project 

applicant has submitted an application to the Corps for this permit and is currently 

working with the Corps to process the application. As stated in section 1.4 and 

discussed throughout this Final EIR, subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR the 

project applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce the project’s impacts to 
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biological resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project. This reduced 

the project’s impacts to wetlands by 0.3 acres compared to the extent of wetland 

impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

66-30 This comment states that a new Circulation Element has been adopted and should be 

included in project description and alternatives.  

As discussed in Master Response 2 and response 66-14, the City received the 

application for this project and commenced the environmental review prior to 

beginning the Circulation Element update process. In addition to evaluating the 

project as proposed, the EIR includes detailed analysis of a project alternative that 

incorporates the transportation network anticipated under the Circulation Element. As 

stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this EIR, subsequent to public review 

of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed measures to reduce impacts of the 

proposed project and the Transportation Alternative. Detailed site plans for the 

Modified Transportation Alternative are provided in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

and Section 4.1, Land Use. The Modified Transportation Alternative incorporates the 

Webb Street extension and its associated roundabouts, as well as extension of Doc 

Barnes Drive, as planned in the Circulation Element. Analysis of the impacts that 

would occur with implementation of the Modified Transportation Alternative has 

been incorporated throughout chapters 4 through 6 of this Final EIR while the 

analysis in Chapter 5 of the Transportation Alternative as described in the Draft EIR 

has been retained for informational purposes. 

66-31 This comment questions whether actual neighboring densities were identified.  

 General Plan and zoning designations as well as general descriptions of neighboring 

land uses are provided in EIR Section 4.1, Land Use. 

66-32 This comment states that the project does not commit to offering affordable housing, 

so the project’s contribution toward it is meaningless.  

 Please refer to response 66-5 and Master Response 7 for a discussion on issues related 

to affordable housing. The comment is correct that the project does not include 

development of affordable housing. However, it is possible for the multi-family 

development anticipated under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative to be developed as affordable housing. This would be evaluated at the 

time that a specific development proposal for the multi-family portion of the site is 

submitted to the Town. 
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66-33 This comment states that the SACOG employment projections for the Town were 

based on the General Plan, and therefore with less commercial/office, the number of 

jobs that would be available in the Town would decrease.  

 The EIR projection of the likely number of jobs that the project could generate is 

based on typical job-generation factors for commercial and office land uses. The 

comment is correct that to the extent that SACOG projections were based on the 

General Plan land use designations, the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative would provide fewer jobs than were assumed for this project site. Refer to 

response 66-3 regarding the project’s effect on the jobs/housing balance in the Town.  

66-34 This comment states that the Town expects that the multi-family housing within the 

project site would support the Town in meeting its RHNA requirements, but Policy 10 

has been largely ignored in the project discussion.  

 Please refer to response 66-5 and Master Response 7 for a discussion of issues related 

to affordable housing. Land Use policy 10 encourages provision of lower cost housing, 

particularly for seniors. This policy and the Housing Element do not require affordable 

or senior housing to be developed in any specific location.  

66-35 This comment states that there is no consideration for senior housing in the project 

description.  

 The comment is correct that the project does not include any age-restricted housing. 

Please refer to Master Response 7.  

66-36 This comment reiterates that while the project is described as having the ability to 

support affordable housing and therefore having a less than significant impact related 

to housing affordability, the project does not commit itself to providing affordable 

housing.  

 Please refer to response 66-5 and Master Response 7 for a discussion of issues related 

to affordable housing. The EIR presents a complete and accurate analysis of the 

environmental effects of the project as proposed, including construction of up to 117 

multi-family units in the southwest corner of the site. If the project is approved, this 

portion of the site would be entitled for development at a maximum density of 25 

dwelling units per acre, and, thus, the site would be available for development with 

affordable housing that satisfies a portion of the Town’s RHNA obligations.  

66-37 This comment asserts that there is no real analysis of the economic effects of changing 

the zoning. The comment furthers states that in environmental terms, jobs in the area 
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would reduce greenhouse gases and air pollution and that the General Plan was designed 

to produce a commercial/residential balance.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative at 

their proposed size and density and based on standard trip generation and vehicle trip 

lengths for the project region. CEQA does not require that the EIR evaluate economic 

effects. As discussed in response 66-3, the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative would improve the job/housing balance in Loomis by bringing more 

residences to an area with a surplus of jobs (currently 3284 jobs and 2469 households, 

SACOG 2015). With respect to vehicle miles traveled, the EIR analyses of traffic 

impacts and greenhouse gas emissions reflect typical trip generation rates and trip 

lengths for the region. The environmental impacts identified in the EIR do not assume 

any benefit that might occur from achievement of Objective 1. 

66-38 This comment questions whether the project site contains interior live oak (Q. 

wislizenii) or coast live oak (Q. agrifolia).  

 The arborist’s inventory (Appendix C) indicates that the seasonal wetland within the 

project site contains a single coast live oak that would be removed during project 

construction. The project site, therefore, contains both interior live oak (Q. wislizeni) 

and coast live oak (Q. agrifolia).  

66-39 This comment notes that some lots require the relocation of a floodplain and the fill of a 

wetland, both of which are against Town policy.  

 As discussed in Section 4.11 of the EIR and Master Response 2, General Plan policy 

prohibits development within the post-development floodplain. The General Plan policy 

does not prohibit modifications within the floodplain, although it does encourage 

avoidance whenever feasible. As shown in EIR Figures 4.11-3 and 4.11-5, the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative would modify the floodplain such that 

none of the lots would encroach on the post-development floodplain. In the project 

evaluated in the Draft EIR, there were 12 proposed residential lots that would encroach 

within the 100-year floodplain as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA). As stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this Final EIR, 

subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed to 

implement measures to reduce this impact by removing eight of dwelling units that 

would have encroached on the pre-development floodplain from the project. 

 The FEMA floodplain mapping is based on landscape level topographic data and aerial 

images rather than site specific surveys and assessments. As shown in the site plans 

available for review at the Town of Loomis Planning Department, the project engineers 
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have mapped the 100-year floodplain boundary based on site-specific conditions and data 

as being somewhat shifted to the west compared to the FEMA mapping. The site plans 

indicate that portions of 3 residential lots are proposed to be located within the engineer-

mapped pre-development floodplain. The process by which a Letter of Map Revision 

may be granted is described on page 4.11-23 of the EIR. This includes preparation of 

hydraulic and hydrology studies and documentation of conditions on neighboring 

properties. 

 Similarly, Town policy does not prohibit wetland fill but rather encourages avoidance 

whenever feasible, as discussed in Master Response 2. The proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would achieve the no net loss standard by 

avoiding the majority of the wetlands on site and undertaking compensatory 

mitigation at a minimum ratio of 1:1. Mitigation Measure 4.3d requires that the 

compensatory mitigation ratio be sufficient to account for temporal loss and to meet 

the no net loss standard. As noted in this mitigation measure, the project would 

require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, which would define specific requirements for the replacement or 

compensation of impacts to wetlands in compliance with the no net loss standard. 

66-40 This comment questions whether the 1:1 replacement ratio for wetlands was 

identified based on a biologist’s findings regarding the biotic value of the on-site 

wetlands.  

 As discussed in responses 26-7, 66-7, and 66-29, and Master Response 2, the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would achieve the 

Town’s no net loss standard by avoiding the majority of the wetlands on site and 

undertaking compensatory mitigation at a minimum ratio of 1:1. The ratio may be 

higher to ensure that the compensatory mitigation is sufficient to account for temporal 

loss and to meet the no net loss standard. The ratio would be determined by the U.S. 

Army Corps prior to issuance of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit.  

66-41 The comment states that a 10-mile radius is far too large for mitigation.  

 Refer to responses 11-15 and 11-16 as well as Master Response 11 regarding the 

mitigation requirements for loss of oak trees (mitigation must occur within the Town 

limits) and the separate mitigation requirements for loss of valley oak woodland 

habitat (mitigation must occur within 10 miles of the Town).  

66-42 This comment questions what organization or entity will maintain a conservation 

easement if it is outside of the Town’s limits.  
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 As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.3a and response 66-11, a conservation easement or 

property acquired in satisfaction of this measure would be required to be in the 

benefit of or owned by the Town or a land conservation organization approved by the 

Town. 

66-43 This comment states that although California buckeye and black locust are not special-

status species, they are still native trees and should be preserved when possible.  

 Neither state law nor the Town General Plan and Municipal Code require or recommend 

preservation of California buckeye and black locust.  

66-44 This comment wonders if any Small Tree Preservation credits are applicable to 

reducing the number of oaks to be planted.  

 The project applicant would be able to obtain Small Tree Preservation credits if any 

small trees meeting the requirements identified in the Tree Conservation Ordinance 

are retained within the areas of the project site subject to development. The Town and 

applicant would engage in monitoring and reporting of the number of trees removed, 

the extent of mitigation accomplished through on-site and off-site replanting, as well 

as any Small Tree Preservation credits for which the applicant is eligible, as 

documented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Mitigation 

Measure 4.3g) provided in Appendix J. 

66-45 This comment reiterates that a 10-mile radius is far too large of mitigation and 

wonders who will pay to maintain it.  

 Refer to responses 11-15 and 11-16 as well as Master Response 11 regarding the 

mitigation requirements for loss of oak trees (mitigation must occur within the Town 

limits) and the separate mitigation requirements for loss of valley oak woodland 

habitat (mitigation must occur within 10 miles of the Town limits).  The conservation 

easement obtained to satisfy Mitigation Measure 4.3a would be required to be in the 

benefit of or owned by the Town or a land conservation organization approved by the 

Town. 

66-46 This comment asserts that wetland banking does nothing to preserve Loomis 

wetlands.  

 As with the oak woodland conservation, wetlands are important as habitat for wildlife 

and plants, and the intent of wetland banking is to retain viable and valuable habitat to 

support wildlife and plant populations within the region. It is not necessary to retain 
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wetlands within the Town to adequately protect biological values of wetlands as part 

of the regional ecosystem. 

66-47 This comment suggests that elderberry replanting could occur on site to provide 

habitat.  

 Refer to response 66-8 regarding the adequacy of Mitigation Measure 4.3d. The 

mitigation measure is consistent with the USFWS protocol and Biological Opinion 

issued for this project, which calls for the applicant to pay into an elderberry 

mitigation bank where elderberry plants would be planted in a location that is within a 

large contiguous block of suitable habitat. This is more effective than individualized 

on site replanting at protecting elderberry plants, supporting the recovery of the valley 

elderberry longhorn beetle, and supporting other habitat and species protection and 

recovery efforts. 

66-48 This comment states that Mitigation Measure 4.3f assumes that the other methods 

will completely satisfy town requirements but should include payment of the Town’s 

in-lieu fee if the other measures do not satisfy it completely and expresses the opinion 

that an in-lieu fee for the tree mitigation is the less preferred choice.  

Note that a new Mitigation Measure 4.3c was added to the EIR and Mitigation 

Measure 4.3f has been renumbered to Mitigation Measure 4.3g. As discussed in 

response 12-13, Mitigation Measure 4.3g has been revised to ensure compliance with 

the Tree Conservation Ordinance. 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.  

66-49 This comment suggests that copies of the demolished building photos and records 

should be given to the Loomis Historical Society, Blue Goose Event Center, and High 

Hand Nursery.  
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 As stated in response 66-12, Mitigation Measure 4.4a has been revised to include the 

recommendation offered in this comment. 

66-50 This comment states that alley-loaded houses do not encourage rural values of 

neighborliness and a sense of belonging, as residents will not see their neighbors in 

such a configuration.  

 While the concepts of neighborliness and a sense of belonging are important 

considerations, they do not relate to physical environmental effects and thus are not 

evaluated in the Draft EIR. It is noted that the alley-loaded residences are proposed to 

front onto a 20- to 25-foot-wide pedestrian mews and would include front porches 

and other features intended to encourage interaction between neighbors. 

66-51 This comment suggests that the commercial units at the proposed project should 

partner with the Town and Chamber of Commerce in their branding program to help 

encourage outside patrons.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. Town staff will encourage this goal as project 

planning progresses. 

66-52 This comment suggests that there should be a pass-through from the proposed project 

to the Raley’s shopping center for pedestrians and bicyclists.  

 A pass-through is not proposed as part of the design and is not required to mitigate 

project impacts. Although the project applicant has agreed to investigate this 

suggestion and provide a pedestrian and bicycle connection if possible, it is not a 

project requirement. A pedestrian connection to the shopping center would unlikely 

reduce project-related traffic by a substantial amount. If this connection allowed each 

household on the western half of the project site to avoid two traffic trips each week 

(one round trip to the shopping center once each week), this would be equivalent to 

534 trips per day. The project is expected to generate a total of 5,635 new trips 

(exterior to the project site) daily. A reduction of 534 trips per day would not 

substantially reduce traffic volumes, traffic congestion, or associated air pollutant and 

greenhouse gas emissions, and would be unlikely to reduce any of the significant 

effects of the proposed project. A pass-through from the project site to the Raley’s 

shopping center would require the cooperation of the Raley’s shopping center owner 

to obtain permission to enter upon the shopping center property. The suggested pass-

through would be initiated during the design of the project’s improvements. However, 

due to the existing constraints of the Raley’s center (proximity of Burger King drive-

thru driveway and lane for trucks bringing goods to Raley’s) and the need for a 
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pedestrian access to be ADA compliant, it is not reasonable to commit to this pass-

through at this time. Further, the EIR concludes that impacts of the proposed project 

can be mitigated to a less than significant level except for 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, and a cumulative increase in 

traffic volumes 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 suggested pedestrian access 

would not substantially lessen any of the project impacts and is not required to be 

included as a mitigation measure.  

66-53 This comment asks whether the project conflicts with the Municipal Code on second-

story windows.  

 The project proposes to prohibit second-story windows facing any existing single-story 

residence to ensure that the privacy of adjacent neighbors is protected. This is stated in 

the proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan 

and will be included as a project Condition of Approval. 

66-54 This comment notes that the Town has been approved for sidewalk and street 

upgrades on Taylor Road.  

The Town began construction of Phase One of the Downtown Master Plan in June 

2017. This project will replace the sidewalk on Taylor Road from Horseshoe Bar 

Road to Oak Street. The project is funded by a grant from the Active Transportation 

Program and the Town’s reserves for Capital Improvement Projects. This information 

has been added to page 4.6-4 of the EIR.  

66-55 This comment questions if neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV) use would be 

supported within the project site.  

 NEV use within the project site would be accommodated on any roadway that has a 

posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less. NEV use within the project 

boundaries would not affect the project’s traffic impacts – the EIR finds that the 

proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact due to its 

contribution to cumulative traffic volumes at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road 

intersection and both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable impact by contributing to a 

cumulative increase in traffic volumes on I-80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road. The use 

of NEV would not extend to the highway and would not reduce the traffic volumes on 

that segment.  
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66-56 This comment states that the parking is not adequately addressed and street parking is 

either too little or too far away.  

 As discussed in response 13-8 and Master Response 5, the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative proposes site-specific parking standards for the 

Town's review and approval as part of the Village at Loomis Planned Development 

Preliminary Development Plan. The project would provide sufficient parking to meet 

the typical parking demands associated with the proposed land uses and thus the 

project is not expected to result in an adverse environmental effect due to vehicles 

contributing to roadway congestion and air pollution while circulating to find parking.  

66-57 This comment questions whether 6-foot-tall freeway sound walls are adequate noise 

mitigation.  

 As discussed in response 66-10, the noise impact modeling results indicate that the 

6-foot-high sound wall and other mitigation measures presented in Section 4.7 would 

be adequate to ensure that noise levels on site comply with the Town’s noise 

standards.  

66-58 This comment states that air conditioning is good for the summer but an expensive 

way to block noise.  

 The intent of Mitigation Measure 4.7c is not to drown out noise. As stated on page 

4.7-15 of the EIR: “Mitigation Measure 4.7c requires that air conditioning units be 

provided in each residential unit so that residents would have the option of leaving 

doors and windows closed.” As discussed in response 63-3, exterior noise levels for 

first story windows of the homes closest to I-80 would be 65 dB, which would result 

in interior noise levels of 50 dB with windows open and 40 dB with windows closed. 

These noise levels represent peak traffic periods, while the ambient noise 

environment outside of peak traffic periods is lower. Thus it would generally not be 

necessary to keep windows closed to allow conversation and other typical activities 

within a residence outside of the peak traffic periods. The mitigation measure requires 

provision of air conditioning to ensure that residents can remain comfortable while 

windows are closed.   

66-59 This comment states that for Mitigation Measure 4.7d, windows are needed on first 

floor as well and for third floor windows in the multi-family residential area.  

 Refer to response 63-3 which summarizes the analysis provided in the Environmental 

Noise Analysis in Appendix F of the EIR. As discussed, first floor windows would be 

exposed to lower noise levels than windows on the second floor facing I-80 because 
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the topographic shielding incorporated in the project design and the sound wall 

required by Mitigation Measure 4.7b would block sound waves to the first floor 

window but would not provide noise reduction for second-story windows. Thus 

windows with typical sound transmission class ratings are sufficient for the first floor 

windows while Mitigation Measure 4.7d requires higher sound transmission class 

ratings for the second floor windows to ensure that interior noise levels comply with 

the Town’s noise standards. As shown in Figure 2 of the Environmental Noise 

Analysis, the northwestern half of the multi-family parcel is outside of the 65 dB 

noise contour for I-80, indicating that exterior noise levels would less than 65 dB. The 

southeast corner of the parcel is within the 70 dB noise contour for I-80. The only 

units requiring upgraded windows on the second floor are those within the 70 dB 

noise contour. Because the 70 dB noise contour crosses just the southeastern corner of 

the multi-family site, it is possible that dwelling units within the multi-family 

development would not be exposed to exterior noise levels that would require 

upgraded windows. However, to ensure that the multi-family residences meet the 

Town’s noise standards, Mitigation Measure 4.7e requires that a site-specific noise 

analysis be completed at the time that a multi-family development is proposed. 

66-60 This comment states that greenhouse gas releasing energy production is cited as the 

biggest contributor to greenhouse gases but there is no mention of using solar.  

 Refer to response 66-20 and Master Response 14 regarding the proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s requirements to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. Mitigation Measure 4.9 has been modified to include a requirement that 

rooftop photovoltaic arrays with a minimum generation capacity of 1.5 kilowatts be 

installed on all residences.  

66-61 This comment states that the County library is closing thus Loomis library will become 

the municipal library and, therefore, an increase of 1,200 people is significant.  

 Library impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and mitigation measures to 

reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR concludes that all potential 

impacts to the Library would be reduced to less than significant. In November 2016, 

voters in the Town passed a sales tax ballot measure to raise revenue in the Town and a 

separate ballot measure that advises the Town Council to use the money raised under the 

sales tax ballot measure to fund keeping the library open. The transfer of the county 

library to the Town would not change the amount of library service demand associated 

with the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative and as evaluated in 

the EIR.  



9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

August 2017 9-314 

66-62 This comment states that the full park space is required with walkable parkland, and 

that in-lieu fees are not sufficient.  

 Refer to response 28-19 and Master Response 12, which discuss the amount of 

parkland required for the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

under the Municipal Code and the amount proposed to be provided on site. As 

demonstrated in that response and in Section 4.12.3 under Impact 4.12-13 of the EIR, 

the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative are required to provide 

12.08 acres of parks and open space lands, which must include 6.04 acres of active 

parkland and 6.04 acres of passive parkland or open space. The EIR discusses that the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would provide 1.08 

acres of active parks and trails and thus would not meet the standard for providing 

active parkland. Instead, the project would be required to pay the Town’s in-lieu fees 

under Mitigation Measure 4.12b sufficient to comply with Chapter 12.24 of the 

Municipal Code. Refer to Master Response 12 for additional discussion of the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts and mitigation 

requirements related to parks. The Municipal Code allows payment of the parkland 

dedication fee in-lieu of providing park facilities on-site. 

66-63 This comment states that trails are a normal feature of open space and wetlands, and 

should not be counted toward parklands.  

 Walking trails are considered passive open space. As discussed in response 28-19, the 

project has been revised to include parcourse fitness stations on the trails proposed for 

the western and eastern edges of the open space area and connecting to the active 

parks proposed on Parcel D and Parcel H. The proposed trails and parks are shown in 

Figure 4.12-1. The parcourse trails would be considered active recreation facilities 

while the multi-use trail along Doc Barnes Drive would not. Please refer to Master 

Response 12 for additional discussion. 

66-64 This comment states that park areas should include a fountain and the smaller parks 

should include tot-lot play equipment.  

 The parks would be required to be built in accordance with Loomis Town standards. 

As noted in response 28-19, Mitigation Measure 4.12b has been revised to include a 

requirement that the active parks and fitness courses be constructed as proposed, 

including the installation of tot-lot play equipment.  

66-65 This comment states that the distance to Loomis Basin Park depends on what part of 

the project site it is measured from, and that the condition of King Road should be 

considered.   
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 The EIR identifies the distance to the Loomis Basin Community Park as 

approximately 0.25 mile from the project site. The comment is correct that this 

measurement reflects the distance between the park and the northeastern corner of the 

project site. When measured from the western side of the project site, the distance to 

the Loomis Basin Community Park is approximately one mile. Page 4.12-11 of the 

EIR has been revised to include this information, as shown below.  Project-site 

residents would typically use Doc Barnes Drive and the segment King Road east of 

Doc Barnes Drive to access the park, rather than the segment of King Road between 

Taylor and Doc Barnes Drive, because this would be the shortest route to the park. As 

discussed in response 10-6, the EIR does not evaluate 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 were not anticipated to be impacted 

by the project. Traffic levels currently operate at LOS A. 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.  

 

66-66 This comment asserts that the Sheriff’s fees are one time fees and do not help with 

long-term fading of services.  

 Public service impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR concludes that all 

potential impacts to public services would be reduced to less than significant. In 

addition to payment of development impact fees, the project would generate revenue 

in the form of parcel and property taxes, and assessments. These funding sources 

would generate revenue annually that could be used to increase funding for Placer 

County Sherriff’s Department services within the Town. All required fees would be 

paid by the developer and each future lot owner to the Town. Further, the 

Development Agreement between the applicant and the Town is 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. 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 EIR concludes that the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative are not expected to lengthen 
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response times to levels above the Placer County Sherriff’s Department standards or 

require the construction of any new facilities. 

66-67 This comment states that all alternatives need to include the adopted Circulation 

Element and that the Transportation Alternative has become the standard.  

As discussed in Master Response 2 and response 66-14, the City received the 

application for this project and commenced the environmental review prior to 

beginning the Circulation Element update process. In addition to evaluating the 

project as proposed, the EIR includes detailed analysis of a project alternative that 

incorporates the transportation network anticipated under the Circulation Element. As 

stated in section 1.4 and discussed throughout this EIR, subsequent to public review 

of the Draft EIR, the project applicant proposed measures to reduce impacts of the 

proposed project and the Transportation Alternative. Detailed site plans for the 

Modified Transportation Alternative are provided in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

and Section 4.1, Land Use. The Modified Transportation Alternative incorporates the 

Webb Street extension and its associated roundabouts, as well as extension of Doc 

Barnes Drive, as planned in the Circulation Element. Analysis of the impacts that 

would occur with implementation of the Modified Transportation Alternative has 

been incorporated throughout chapters 4 through 6 of this Final EIR while the 

analysis in Chapter 5 of the Transportation Alternative as described in the Draft EIR 

has been retained for informational purposes. 

66-68 This comment states that with the proximity of amenities, the pass-by trips may not 

be as high as calculated.  

The assumptions regarding pass-by trips used in the traffic impacts analysis were 

based on the guidance and information provided in the Institute of Traffic Engineers 

Trip Generation Handbook and reflect the characteristics of the proposed project. The 

Traffic Analysis referenced two Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

documents: The Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition and ITE Trip Generation 

Handbook, 3rd Edition for trip generation rates and internal trip capture/retail pass-by 

trip rates respectively. The analysis used the Manual’s Shopping Center category and 

Specialty Retail category to identify generation rates that would be closest to what the 

proposed mixed commercial/retail would generate. Data indicates that trip generation 

rates are in inverse proportion to the square footage of a shopping center. The Traffic 

Analysis uses the methodology provided in the Handbook to estimate the balance 

between a mixed-use project’s internal (remaining on-site) and external (entering or 

exiting using roads outside of the site) trips. The method emphasizes balancing 

inbound and outbound trips between complimentary uses. For this project, internal 
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trips associated with residential uses were compared with those for retail/office uses 

to match internal trip productions with trip attractions. Lastly, the Handbook 

discusses that a share of shopping center trips from adjacent streets also varies with 

the square footage of the retail/commercial center and offers pass-by percentages by 

size. Specific pass-by rates are not published for the Specialty Retail category, and 

the analysis makes use of the standard default values employed by Caltrans (i.e., 

15%). The approach used was in alignment with the methods described in ITE 

publications. 

66-69 This comment states that the 10% reduction project alternative should reflect 

avoidance of impacts by specifically identifying areas that would not be developed or 

would support reduced development.  

 CEQA requires that the project alternatives analysis consider project alternatives that 

would reduce or avoid a project’s significant effects while still being capable of 

achieving most of the basic project objectives. In the case of Alternatives 3a and 3b as 

evaluated in the Draft EIR, the reduced density alternative was contemplated as an 

alternative that could reduce impacts associated with visual character of the site, 

residential densities, the total amount of traffic generated by the project, and 

consistency with the Town’s parkland dedication requirements. Alternatives 4a and 

4b consider a reduced footprint; this is the alternative that specifically attempts to 

reduce impacts to sensitive biological resources, in addition to the other impacts 

addressed by Alternatives 3a and 3b. Figure 5-2 in the EIR shows the specific 

changes to the project contemplated under Alternative 4a, including indicating the 

areas that would not be developed. 

66-70 This comment concludes the letter.  

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

EIR or raise any environmental issues and no further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 67 

Tricia Wright 

No Date 

67-1 This comment states that traffic will be very impacted with more than 1,000 

additional cars on the road.  

 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 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. Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts under the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative.  

67-2 This comment states that the project proposal includes a new sewer extension to the 

project site, but wonders if the project will update the old infrastructure of Loomis.  

 Under CEQA, the project is required to mitigate for its own impacts, but it is not 

required to remedy existing condition deficiencies in the form of updating existing 

infrastructure throughout the community within which it is proposed. The project does 

not include any wet utility infrastructure improvements beyond the project site 

boundaries. 

67-3 This comment states the project does not follow the no- or slow-growth ideals of 

Loomis.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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 68 

Vel Wright 

No Date 

68-1 This comment states that the areas surrounding Loomis are being developed very 

quickly, which threatens the community feel 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 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. 

68-2 This comment states that nature is important to maintain the feel of the Town, and 

wildlife is losing their habitat and is left without an alternative due to development.  

 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 

concluded 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. 

68-3 This comment states that traffic in the area is already bad, and the project will greatly 

impact this situation.  

 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 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. Refer to Master Response 6 and 
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response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts under the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative.   
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Response to Comment Letter 69 

William F. Wright 

June 15, 2016 

69-1 This comment states that the criteria the Town used to determine significance do not 

meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

 The comment serves as an introduction to the more specific comments that follow. 

The comment does not provide specific examples of criteria used in the EIR that do 

not meet the requirements of CEQA. The commenter’s specific concerns are 

addressed in the following responses 69-2 through 69-9. The EIR uses criteria that 

reflect consideration of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that the project could 

create or contribute to, including consideration of economic or social effects where 

these could contribute to a physical environmental effect.  

69-2 This comment asserts that even though no definition of “substantial population 

growth” is given, the EIR determines the impact to be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required.  

As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR states in Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1 

that the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would add 

approximately 1,208 new residents to the Town. 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. 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 current population is 6,688 people. This would increase to 

7,896 people following full occupation of the proposed project and 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. 

69-3 This comment states that although the General Plan once expected 9,700 residents by 

2015, the fact that the Town did not grow as much as expected does not mean that the 

additional population from the project is less than significant.  

 The General Plan plans for service allocation and managed growth. The proposed 

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

impact because the project’s addition to the population is within what was expected 

and planned for under the General Plan. The physical impacts associated with 

bringing new residents to the Town are evaluated in the various resource sections of 
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the EIR, such as Section 4.6 (Transportation), Section 4.12 (Public Services and 

Utilities).  

69-4 This comment expresses the viewpoint that the project should be scaled back by more 

than 10%.  

 Please refer to Comment 66-69 which discusses the reason for selecting Alternatives 

3a, 3b, 4a, and 4b for consideration in the EIR as project alternatives that could 

reduce the project’s significant effects while still being capable of meeting most of 

the basic project objectives. The EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives to 

the proposed project. 

69-5 This comment expresses concern that planned future roadway improvements will not 

happen because of the Town’s budget.  

 The planned roadway improvements have been included in the Town’s CIP and 

Downtown Implementation Plan. The traffic impacts analysis relied only upon those 

improvements for which a funding source has been identified. Because funding 

sources outside of the Town’s General Fund and other budgetary mechanisms have 

been identified for these improvements and they are included in the Town’s CIP, it is 

reasonable to rely upon these improvements in the traffic impacts analysis. 

69-6 This comment states that 7 of the 8 traffic impacts were listed as less than significant 

in the Executive Summary; however, as stated in the actual report, several study areas 

would operate at unacceptable levels of service (LOS). This comment also states that 

due to the close proximity of Horseshoe Bar Road, Taylor Road and King Road, the 

Draft EIR should have analyzed the cumulative impact of slowing down traffic in the 

Town core.  

 The impact analysis in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR identifies that where intersections and 

roadway segments would operate at unacceptable LOS, the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would not increase or would reduce average 

delays on those facilities. Although the unacceptable LOS remains, the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts are less than significant 

because the project would not worsen, and in some case would improve, conditions at 

those locations. Cumulative traffic impacts are evaluated in Section 4.6.3 under 

Impact 4.6-8. The analysis considers the effects of the project at intersections and 

along roadway segments. Where roadway segments would experience slow traffic 

speeds, this is reflected in the LOS analysis. As discussed in Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8, the Draft EIR concluded that, with implementation of Mitigation 

Measures 4.6a through 4.6g, the project would have a less-than-significant 
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contribution to the increase in traffic in the cumulative plus project scenario, with the 

exception of the intersection at Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road, where the proposed 

project’s impact would be significant and unavoidable and on the segment of 

Interstate 80 west of Horseshoe Bar Road, where the impact would be significant and 

unavoidable under both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative. The intersections included in the study area are listed in Section 4.6.1 of 

the EIR under subheading Study Area, and the full text of the mitigation measures is 

provided in Section 4.6.4 as well as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program in Appendix J.  

69-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR should analyze the project cumulatively.  

 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 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.  

69-8 This comment requests that the Town look at the project cumulatively in terms of 

population, traffic, and social and economic effects.  

 As stated in response 69-7, the EIR evaluates cumulative impacts throughout Chapter 

4. This includes consideration of population growth (Section 4.2) and cumulative 

traffic impacts (Section 4.5). The Town is not required by CEQA to analyze 

economic or social issues unless they could cause or contribute to physical effects on 

the environment  

69-9 This comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project.  

 This comment does not identify any specific environmental issues on which the 

opposition to the project is based. The comment does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the content of the Draft EIR, and no further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter 70 

Steve Hape 

No Date 

70-1 This comment states that the project will be much more costly than beneficial to the 

Town.  

 This comment does not raise any environmental issues or identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

70-2 This comment states that Loomis needs slow, sustainable growth, and states that the 

Town should focus resources toward revamping historic downtown, not building new 

retail.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. The EIR evaluates the 

proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative as proposed. There are no 

currently proposed projects to redevelop or revitalize downtown. The proposed 

project development and Modified Transportation Alternative development would 

both be funded by the project applicant and would not draw resources from the Town 

that could be used to pursue public projects downtown or elsewhere in Town.  

70-3 This comment states that 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. 

70-4 This comment expresses concern that years of construction traffic could negatively 

impact Loomis businesses.  
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 As discussed in response 37-3, construction is anticipated to take 5 to 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 to 

and leave from the site daily. Daily construction traffic volumes would be less than 

daily traffic volumes during project operation, as shown in the CalEEMod air quality 

modeling results provided in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. Therefore, construction is 

not expected to adversely affect existing businesses in Town. Please refer to response 

to comment 37-3 for additional information regarding construction traffic. 

70-5 This comment contends that the project would have multiple negative impacts due to 

the Town growing too fast. 

 This comment does not state in what way there will be multiple negative impacts or 

what those impacts will be. Instead, it provides an introductory sentence for 

comments 70-6 through 70-8. Responses to those comments are provided below. This 

comment does not identify any discrepancies or inaccuracies in the content of the 

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

70-6 This comment states that traffic will be worse during construction and after the 

addition of 1,200 residents.  

As discussed in response 8-8, the project’s potential impacts on traffic and the 

circulation system are thoroughly 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, and two would be reduced to less than significant with 

incorporation of mitigation. 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. Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts under the proposed 

project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of this impact. Please refer to response to 

comment 37-3 regarding construction traffic.  
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70-7 This comment purports that crime will increase because of the project.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As stated in 

response 26-2, 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. 

However, the comment does not provide any evidence to suggest that the average per-

capita level of crime is likely to increase, and it would be speculative to assume 

otherwise. Also refer to response 10-5, which summarizes the EIR’s evaluation of 

impacts to law enforcement in Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, and 4.12-20, and its 

conclusion that these impacts would remain less than significant. The comment does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

70-8 This comment expresses concern that schools and youth sports will be impacted.  

 Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding the project’s impacts on schools. The 

EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The 

EIR notes that although the addition of students from the project would exceed the 

capacity of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed, the students 

would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. Under 

Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school impact fee 

to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to offset the 

increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated with the 

addition of students would be less than significant. The proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s contribution to the cumulative demand on 

schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR concludes that there would be 

a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

 Please refer to Master Response 12 regarding the proposed project’s impacts on park 

facilities. The EIR properly evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s effects related to provision of active and passive 

parkland and open space. Youth sports (typically ages 5-14, prior to high school 

sports) are a large part of Town of Loomis community and surrounding area. Youth 

sports in the Loomis area include Five Cities Girls Softball, Golden Eagle Pony 

Baseball (Little League), Loomis Soccer Club, Sierra Foothills Lacrosse Club, 

Loomis Junior Eagle Football, Hotshots Youth Basketball, Synergy Force Volleyball 

Club and Loomis Basin Dolphins Swim Team to name a few. These youth sports are 

organized and typically have fee requirements to participate. Many of these sports 

organizations include facilities where the youth sports are played. As evaluated in the 

EIR, the project will add 143 K-8 school-aged children to the Town. These children 
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could be youth sports participants, however it is reasonable to conclude that not all of 

these 143 youth sports aged children from the project would in fact participate in 

youth sports. Given the amount of youth sports opportunities available to Loomis 

residents, the requirement for participant funding for such activities, and the existing 

facilities used for youth sports it is reasonable to conclude that the project will not 

have a significant impact on the area’s youth sports programs. 

70-9 This comment expresses the opinion that the project costs too much and provides too 

little in benefits.  

 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 71 

Verbal Comments Made During Planning Commission Public Hearing 

May 24, 2016 

71-1 This comment expresses the commenter’s gratitude for the change of Webb Street, as 

it no longer “T’s” at her home.  

 This comment does not raise any environmental issues or identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. Webb Street 

would not end in a T intersection at the commenter’s home under either the proposed 

project or the Modified Transportation Alternative. 

71-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR grossly underestimates the impact of the project 

on greenhouse gases and pollution.  

 The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on air 

quality is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR. The proposed project’s and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s greenhouse gas emission impact is evaluated in 

Section 4.9.3. The EIR concludes that the proposed project and 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 Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less-than-

significant impact during project operation. The full text of the mitigation measures is 

provided in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR. As shown in Table 4.9-2 and discussed under 

Impact 4.9-1 in the EIR, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would generate more than 1,100 tons per year of GHG emissions during the 

construction anticipated in the EIR to occur in the year 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 still be significant and unavoidable. A discussion of the impacts to 

GHG emissions under each of these alternatives is presented in EIR Sections 5.3.4, 

Alternatives 3a and 3b, and 5.3.5, Alternatives 4a and 4b. As discussed in Master 

Response 14, there are no additional feasible mitigation measures. The commenter 

does not provide any evidence as to how the Draft EIR grossly underestimates impacts. 

71-3 This comment states that the Draft EIR grossly underestimates the impact of noise 

and the damage to roads.  
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 The proposed project’s and the Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on 

noise levels in the vicinity are evaluated in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR. Specifically, 

Impact 4.7-1 evaluates the potential for project construction to generate excessive 

noise levels while Impact 4.7-2 examines if the project would expose people within 

the project site to traffic noise that exceed the established noise standards. The EIR 

concluded that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7a through 4.7e, which 

include various noise attenuation measures, including measures specific to controlling 

construction noise, the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative 

would have a less-than-significant impact. The project would not introduce large non-

passenger vehicles that would be capable of damaging roads to the local 

transportation network. During construction, heavy equipment would be brought to 

the site and remain on-site throughout construction, rather than traveling to and from 

the site daily. The commenter does not provide any evidence or explanation as to how 

the EIR grossly underestimates impacts to noise or damage to roads.  

71-4 This comment outlines an interaction about the comment process, and confirms that 

all comments received on or before June 16 will be addressed in the Final EIR.  

 The comment is correct; all comments received on the Draft EIR are addressed in this 

Final EIR. Refer to Master Response 1 for additional discussion of the public 

comment process. 

71-5 This comment states that the Town needs money, specifically to maintain 

infrastructure, and expresses concern that although the project will be provided sewer 

services through the Brace extension, the extension does not improve the rest of the 

Town.  

 CEQA requires that a project mitigate any impacts to the environment; however, a 

project is not required to mitigate for existing impacts or deficiencies.  

 Refer to response 11-26 regarding the EIR’s consideration of impacts related to sewer 

infrastructure. The EIR concludes 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. 

71-6 This comment states that the Draft EIR grossly underestimates the amount of traffic, 

specifically to the high school and by teenagers.  

 The analysis of traffic impacts presented in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR and the Traffic 

Impacts Analysis is based on trip generation rates established by the Institute of 
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Traffic Engineers, which is the industry-standard source for trip generation rates. The 

analysis also relies on assumptions regarding trip distribution. These assumptions 

were developed by the consulting traffic engineer and are based on the location of 

typical destinations in the region, including schools.  

71-7 This comment expresses that the comments should not be as abbreviated when the 

staff is responding to them. The comment states that Draft EIR abbreviated the 

comments to such an extent that the comments could not be understood.  

 The comment appears to be referring to the comments on the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP), which were summarized, as relevant, in the various resources sections of the 

EIR. CEQA does not require that summaries of comments on the NOP be provided in 

the Draft EIR or Final EIR. For convenience, the EIR summarizes the comments 

received on the NOP, and this Final EIR summarizes the comments received on the 

Draft EIR. The full text of the NOP comments are included in Appendix A of the 

Draft EIR and the full text of the comments on the Draft EIR are included in this 

Final EIR.  

71-8 This comment suggests the inclusion of an alternative that includes Library Drive 

connecting to Doc Barnes Drive as it may reduce impacts to Taylor Road as people 

driving to the High School would use that route as opposed to Taylor Road.  

 The traffic impacts analysis did not find that the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would result in significant traffic congestion on Taylor 

Road because a portion of the traffic currently using Taylor Road would be diverted 

to Doc Barnes Drive under the proposed project and to both Doc Barnes Drive and 

the Webb Street extension under the Modified Transportation Alternative. The 

suggested alternative would not reduce or avoid significant project impacts and 

therefore, is not required to be considered. 

71-9 This comment questions the objective of the project and why it will improve the lives 

of the people in Loomis.  

 Information regarding the project site location and general conditions as well as the 

project objectives are provided in the Draft EIR in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

71-10 This comment expresses concerns about the use of Doc Barnes as a cut-through at 

high speeds and the safety of people who walk in the area.  

As discussed in response 11-17, 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 evaluates impacts to 
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vehicle safety due to roadway design features, and concludes that the proposed project 

and 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 evaluates safety related to pedestrians and bicyclists and 

concludes 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.  

71-11 This comment questions the effects of the increase in population.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. 

 The EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, including the population increase that it would support, to 

provision of fire protection and emergency response services under Impacts 4.12-15, 

4.12-16, and 4.12-17. Specifically, the analysis of  Impact 4.12-16 states “The project 

would have the potential to increase the Town’s population by ±1,208 residents. An 

additional 106 calls per year would be expected from the proposed project. This 

would be an increase of approximately 10% over the number of calls currently 

received. It is noted that the increase in call volume would occur incrementally over 

time as the project is constructed and occupied.” 

71-12 This comment addresses the fact that the commenter chose to live in a small town, 

and this kind of development would alter the small, rural lifestyle of the 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 
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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. 

71-13 This comment contends that this development will turn Loomis into Rocklin, 

Roseville or Lincoln.  

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

EIR, and no further response is required. 

71-14 This comment expresses concern for the wildlife that currently inhabits the project 

site.  

 Biological impacts 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). 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. 

71-15 This comment asserts that 400 to 600 more people commuting to the Sacramento–

Folsom–65 area will add congestion and traffic.  

 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. 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. Refer to 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts 

under the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. Please refer 

to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, the mitigation measures provided in 

EIR Section 4.6.4, and Master Response 6 for additional information.  

71-16 This comment suggests that the additional traffic and the extension of Doc Barnes 

Drive without a traffic light at Doc Barnes Drive and Horseshoe Bar Road will make 

it difficult to turn into traffic and merge onto Interstate 80.  
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On page 4.6-16, the EIR recognizes that “the Loomis Town Center Implementation 

Plan indicates that a traffic signal is planned at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Doc Barnes 

Drive intersection, when Doc Barnes Drive is extended north; however, this signal is 

not included in the Traffic Impact Fee Program.” Further, on page 4.6-18, the EIR 

states that installation of this signal would be included with the project’s construction 

of the Doc Barnes Drive extension, as suggested in this comment. 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. 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. Refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of the traffic impacts under the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. The impact analysis 

shows that the project would have less than significant impacts at the intersections of 

Horseshoe Bar Road with the westbound and eastbound on- and off-ramps to 

Interstate 80, thus the project would not make it significantly more difficult to merge 

onto the highway. Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the 

mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.6.4, and Master Response 6 for 

additional information. 

71-17 This comment states that the commenter is completely opposed to the project.  

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

EIR. 

71-18 This comment states that the commenter is currently maintaining a petition on 

Facebook, and brought a physical copy of the petition to the hearing.  

 Responses to the comments made within the Facebook petition are provided in 

responses to comments 73-1 through 73-296. 

71-19 This comment states that there are too few park acres, and the added population will 

impact youth sports.  

 Refer to Master Response 12 and response to comment 70-8. In Section 4.12.3, under 

Impact 4.12-13, the EIR discusses that the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative would not meet the standard for providing active parkland, 
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and would be required under Mitigation Measure 4.12b to pay the Town’s in-lieu 

fees, sufficient to comply with Chapter 12.24 of the Town’s Municipal Code under 

Mitigation Measure 4.12b. The full text of Mitigation Measure 4.12b is provided in 

Section 4.12.4 of the EIR. The commenter does not provide evidence that the project 

will impact youth sports. 

71-20 This comment wonders what the design approval process looks like and if there are 

design standards.  

 As noted on page 3-9 of the EIR: “The project includes proposed design guidelines 

that identify the various architectural styles that would be allowed to be built within 

the project site, and includes development standards identifying requirements such as 

building setbacks and streetscapes, including street cross- sections, pedestrian paths, 

street lighting, and street tree planting plans. The design guidelines anticipate that 

permitted architectural styles would include Craftsman, Bungalow, Tudor, and 

Monterey, with the intent of maintaining consistency with the character of downtown 

Loomis.”  The Town would evaluate proposed designs for individual development 

phases as part of consideration of the Specific Development Plan for each phase, as 

described under the Town’s Planned Development ordinance. 

71-21 This comment expresses concern regarding the traffic studies and hopes that the 

numbers are based on “actual counts of traffic that are taken very recently.”  

 The Traffic Study is included in Appendix E of the EIR and relies on data collection 

conducted in 2014 to define existing conditions. This is consistent with the 

requirements of CEQA that the existing conditions against which a project’s impacts 

are evaluated are the conditions that existed at the time the NOP was prepared. In 

other words, the traffic impacts analysis of existing and existing plus project 

conditions is based on actual traffic count data combined with the projected traffic 

volumes for the proposed project. Please refer to Appendix E and Master Response 6 

for more information.  

71-22 This comment recommends against an in-lieu fee for the removal of large trees.  

 Please refer to Master Response 10. The payment of in-lieu fees is an allowable form 

of mitigation per the Town's Tree Conservation Ordinance and is not restricted to any 

particular size of tree. Consistent with the ordinance, Mitigation Measure 4.3g 

requires the project applicant to submit a Tree Plan to document the species, size, and 

location of trees that would be removed and any proposed oak tree planting within the 

site. As noted in response 11-16, section 13.54.100 of the ordinance provides that  

uses of the in-lieu fee may include “planting or propagation, purchasing, 
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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.  Thus, 

the Town has wide latitude in using any tree impact in-lieu fees collected to reduce 

and/or compensate for the loss of trees within the project site. 

71-23 This comment states that the commenter moved to Loomis a year ago. The comment 

also expresses concerns about the increase in traffic and the danger of roundabouts. 

 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. 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. Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please Refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 33-3 for a discussion of roundabouts. 

71-24 This comment states that Horseshoe Bar Road cannot maintain a higher level of 

traffic without street lights, road widening, and other significant changes.  

 The traffic impacts analysis presented in Section 4.6.3 of the EIR finds that the 

segment of Horseshoe Bar Road between Taylor Road and Doc Barnes Drive 

currently operates at LOS E and would degrade to LOS F with the addition of the 

proposed project. As noted on page 4.6-34 of the EIR, “neither the General Plan nor 

the Loomis Town Center Implementation Plan anticipates capacity improvements in this 

developed area”; however, under the proposed project a traffic signal would be installed 

at the Horseshoe Bar Road/Doc Barnes Drive intersection at the time that Doc Barnes 

Drive is constructed through the project site, and a signal would be installed at the 

Horseshoe Bar Road/Library Drive intersection in the future when signal warrants are 

met. In the meantime, the EIR requires the project applicant to install signage prohibiting 

left turns onto Horseshoe Bar Road during peak periods. This would limit the amount of 

new traffic added to Horseshoe Bar Road. While the roadway segment would continue to 

operate at an unacceptable LOS, as occurs in the current conditions, the mitigation 

measures would be sufficient to avoid the project’s significant impact on this segment. 
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 Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, which incorporates the roadway 

network anticipated under the Circulation Element, including extension of Webb 

Street through the project site, it is expected that traffic would be diverted from 

portions of Horseshoe Bar Road and Taylor Road to other roadways, thus reducing 

congestion and improving the LOS on these segments.  

71-25 This comment draws a parallel between the project and the development of Lincoln, 

which completely altered the character of that town. The comment also states that the 

commenter met with the developer, who is a nice man, and although the project is 

well-thought-out and well-designed, it conflicts with the character of the 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 the Town’s character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

71-26 This comment contains dialogue between the Planning Commission Chairperson 

and a member of the public.  

 The Chairperson reiterates that all comments will be responded to in the Final EIR. 

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

71-27 This comment identifies concern regarding the effects of the increase in traffic the 

project would create.  

 As discussed in response 8-8, the project’s potential impacts 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, and two would be reduced to less than significant with 

incorporation of mitigation. 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 
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and the Modified Transportation Alternative. Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of these impacts.  

71-28 This comment states that the schools are already at capacity and will be impacted and 

expresses concerns about construction traffic.  

 The EIR evaluates the impacts on local schools under the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 

4.12-10. As discussed in Master Response 9, the EIR notes that although the addition 

of students from the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to 

increase capacity, the students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis 

Union School District. Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is 

required to pay a school impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer 

Union High School District to offset the increase in student enrollment, which would 

ensure that impacts associated with the addition of students would be less than 

significant. The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

contribution to the cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, 

and the EIR concludes that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.   

 As discussed in response 37-3, construction 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 to and leave from the site daily. Daily construction traffic volumes would be 

less than daily traffic volumes during project operation, as shown in the CalEEMod 

air quality modeling results provided in Appendix G of the EIR. Therefore, 

construction is not expected to adversely affect existing businesses in Town. 
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Response to Comment Letter 72 

Verbal Comments Made During Town Council Public Hearing 

May 31, 2016 

72-1 This comment questions how the permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps) affects the project’s EIR and how the project needs to complete all aspects of 

the permit.  

 The Corps permitting process is a Federal government process under Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act and operates under the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA), which is separate from the CEQA process. The Corps regulates what are 

known as Waters of the U.S. In fact, the CEQA process is required to be complete 

prior to issuance of the 404 permit. After issuance of the 404 permit by the Corps, the 

project would be required to comply with all requirements and conditions provided in 

the 404 permit. Therefore, the EIR does not need to include all aspects of the permit; 

however, the project cannot impact waters of the U.S. without issuance of and 

compliance with the 404 permit.  

72-2 This commenter reads the language from the Corps public notice associated with the 

project’s 404 permit application and questions whether a second permit application is 

required.  

 A second permit is not required for the project; the “permit” that the commenter 

describes is the November 2014 application for the required permit from the Corps. 

The commenter is referring to the expiration of the Corps’ public notice and comment 

period for the permit application, which closed on November 6, 2014. Any public 

comments received by the Corps would be addressed during their permit process. 

72-3 This comment asks whether the project will have senior housing, who will own the 

property, and whether the owner will enforce the activities there. Additionally, the 

commenter asks to whom she should complain if something “goes wrong” at the 

property.  

 As presented in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative do not specifically propose to develop senior 

housing. However, it is possible that the multi-family component of the project could 

be developed as senior housing in the future. Any complaints regarding unlawful 

activities in any portion of the project site should be directed to the Placer County 

Sheriff. Impacts to law enforcement are evaluated in section 4.12 of the EIR and 

found to be less than significant.  
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72-4 This comment questions if the Corps will need a second application or if the original 

permit is sufficient. Additionally, the commenter states that Corps was especially 

concerned about the water going into Secret Ravine.  

 The permitting process is a Federal government process and operates under NEPA, 

which is separate from the CEQA process. The applicant is currently working with 

the Corps to obtain the permit for which applications were filed in 2014. The EIR 

does not need to include all aspects of the permit. Please refer to response 72-2 above.  

72-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address impacts to the conditions of 

the public roads during construction.  

 As discussed in response 37-3, 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 to and leave from the site daily. While some damage 

to public roads could occur during construction, such damage does not indicate that 

project construction would result in significant environmental impacts. Daily 

construction traffic volumes would be less than daily traffic volumes during project 

operation, as shown in the CalEEMod air quality modeling results provided in 

Appendix G of the EIR. 

72-6 This comment, made by the Loomis Union School District (District) Superintendent, 

outlines that the project will impact higher grades more so than lower grades, as there 

is declining enrollment with each incoming grade. The commenter requests that, if the 

project is approved, the District and the project come to an agreement as to how 

Loomis Grammar School will accommodate the additional 200 students when the 

school is currently at capacity. The comment also states that the District welcomes the 

opportunity for younger families moving into the community, but remains neutral on 

the project.  

 This comment does not identify any discrepancies or inaccuracies in the content of 

the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding the project’s effects 

related to school capacity.  

72-7 This comment, responding to the idea of how the District would accommodate both 

the Village and Bickford Ranch projects, stated that the Bickford project is not 

anticipated to begin housing construction until 2019, and, therefore, the District 

would be able to accommodate both.  
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 This comment does not identify and discrepancies or inaccuracies in the content of 

the Draft EIR.  

72-8 This comment asserts that the impact of more traffic will require “more than just … a 

few roads and a couple roundabouts.”  

 As discussed in response 8-8, the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential impacts 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, and two would be 

reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. 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. Refer to 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of these impacts. 

72-9 This comment states that the roundabout at Sierra College Boulevard leading into the 

Rocklin Crossing commercial center (Walmart) is not working, and there are quite a 

few accidents.  

Please refer to Master Response 6 and response 33-3 for a discussion of the use of 

roundabouts. Roundabouts are anticipated under the Town’s recently-updated 

Circulation Element. They are an increasingly common tool for managing traffic 

flows. There are several roundabouts in surrounding communities, and most drivers 

are familiar with this type of intersection. Caltrans has published a Roundabout 

Inventory Report that documents the benefits of the use of roundabouts as including a 

reduced number of accidents compared to most types of intersections (35% reduction 

for single-lane roundabouts, 76% reduction for multi-lane roundabouts) and a 90% 

reduction in accident fatalities. 

72-10 This comment asserts that people are not going to walk.  

 While there is no requirement for future residents of the project to walk to nearby 

schools, services and job opportunities, the project provides the opportunity for 

residents to walk due to the close proximity of uses surrounding the project due to 

its infill nature. The traffic impacts analysis does not assume any reduction in trip 
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generation associated with the project due to residents walking to nearby 

locations. 

72-11 This comment expresses concern about the current infrastructure, especially sewer.  

 Public services are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and mitigation measures to 

reduce service impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR concludes that all 

potential impacts to public services would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

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. 

72-12 This comment suggests a 10% reduction in the size of the project.  

 A 10% reduction is described and analyzed in Alternatives 3a and 3b in Chapter 5. 

Please refer to Section 5.3.3 for further information. 

72-13 This comment expresses concern that adjacent neighborhoods would be exposed to 

issues from people parking and walking those neighborhoods.  

In Section 4.6.3 under Impact 4.6-7, the EIR finds that the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative would have a less than significant impact on 

congestion due to lack of sufficient parking capacity on site and off site because the 

project would provide sufficient parking to meet the typical parking demands of the 

proposed land uses. Specifically, the proposed project and Modified Transportation 

Alternative 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 5 for additional discussion of 

the proposed provisions for parking within the project site.  

The project is designed to encourage walking to schools, shopping, and other services 

and facilities in the Town. Increased numbers of pedestrians in local neighborhoods 

would not create or contribute to adverse environmental effects. 

72-14 This comment states that a 10% reduction does not do much to reduce significant 

and unavoidable impacts.  

 As discussed in EIR Chapter 5, the project alternatives selected for analysis are those 

that can reduce the project’s significant impacts while still being capable of meeting 

most of the basic project objectives and being feasible to implement. The 10% 
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reduction was considered as an alternative that could reduce some of the project’s 

significant impacts, such as adverse visual effects and loss of biological resources. 

However, many of the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, such as 

adverse visual effects, would occur under most scenarios that include development 

of the site. Thus, these impacts are also seen in Alternative 1b, which would 

develop the site as described in the General Plan zoning designations, Alternative 2, 

which would develop the site with a road network that matches that of the 

Circulation Element, and Alternatives 3a and 3b, which consider reduced densities 

on-site within the same development footprint. Some of the impacts also remain 

under Alternative 4a and 4b, which consider a reduced development footprint.  

72-15 This comment states that impacts to schools are significant and unavoidable, as the 

schools are at capacity, and to get into the nearby charter school, parents have to 

register years in advance.  

 Please refer to Master Response 9 for discussion of the impacts to schools. The EIR 

evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts 

on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR notes 

that, although the addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity of 

Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the 

students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. 

Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school 

impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to 

offset the increase in student enrollment. The EIR concludes, consistent with Senate 

Bill 50 and CEQA Guidelines Section CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3), that with 

payment of the required development impact fees, the proposed project’s and 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts on schools under both the existing and 

cumulative conditions would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

72-16 This comment suggests that the alternatives should be designed to reduce impacts to 

the environment.  

 Refer to response 66-69 which states that the project alternatives selected for analysis 

are those that can reduce the project’s significant impacts while still being capable of 

meeting most of the basic project objectives and being feasible to implement and 

summarizes the impacts intended to be addressed by each project alternative included 

in the EIR.  

72-17 This comment expresses concern about the impacts to the schools.  
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 Please refer to Master Response 9 and response to comment 72-15 which states that 

impacts to schools were determined to be less than significant with payment of the 

required development impact fees, consistent with Senate Bill 50 and CEQA 

Guidelines Section CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(3). 

72-18 This comment expresses concern about the project’s impact to the condition of the 

roads.  

 Under either the proposed project or the Modified Transportation Alternative, the 

project is not expected to introduce traffic volumes or vehicle types to the local 

transportation network that would lead to substantial damage to public roads or any 

associated environmental effects. The project would not introduce large non-

passenger vehicles that would be capable of damaging roads to the local 

transportation network. During construction, heavy equipment would be brought to 

the site and remain on-site throughout construction, rather than travelling to and from 

the site daily.  

72-19 This comment questions if historical sites have been identified.  

 As Town Planner Ms. Rose replied at the hearing, the EIR contains analysis of 

historical and cultural impacts in Section 4.4.3 and subsequent mitigation measures in 

Section 4.4.4. 

72-20 This comment concludes the commenter’s speaking time.  

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

72-21 This comment expresses concerns about traffic on Horseshoe Bar Road and Doc 

Barnes Drive, and the safety of pedestrians.  

As discussed in response 8-8, the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential impacts 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, and two would be 

reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. 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 
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under both the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative. Refer to 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of these impacts. 

As discussed in Master Response 6, construction of the Webb Street extension, its 

associated roundabouts, and the Doc Barnes Drive extension is expected to divert 

traffic from portions of Horseshoe Bar Road and Taylor Road, thus reducing 

congestion on these segments and their associated intersections 

As discussed in response 11-17, safety impacts are addressed in EIR Section 4.6.3, 

Impacts, under Impacts 4.6-2 and 4.6-4. Impact 4.6-2 evaluates impacts to vehicle 

safety due to roadway design features, and concludes that the project 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 evaluates safety related to 

pedestrians and bicyclists and concludes that impacts would be less than significant 

with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6b and 4.6d, 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.  

72-22 This comment questions how the project will impact emergency services.  

 The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact to 

emergency services is included in Section 4.12.3. As discussed in response 10-5, the 

EIR concludes that the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative will 

have a less-than-significant impact to emergency services. 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. 

72-23 This comment states that Horseshoe Bar Road is dangerous to walk on, as the left side 

of the road does not have sidewalks. 

 The comment is correct that the segment of Horseshoe Bar Road between Doc Barnes 

Drive and Library Drive does not have sidewalks. The proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would provide a portion of the sidewalk in this location, 

along the project site’s frontage on Horseshoe Bar Road, which would result in safer 

pedestrian conditions.  

72-24 This comment asserts that the downtown area needs to be revitalized and sidewalks 

need to be installed.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed. The project would be funded by the project applicant and would not rely 
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on Town funds. Thus implementation of the project would not impede the Town’s 

ability to pursue public projects in the downtown area or other locations in Town. The 

Town began construction of Phase One of the Downtown Master Plan in June 2017. 

This project will replace the sidewalk on Taylor Road from Horseshoe Bar Road to 

Oak Street. The project is funded by a grant from the Active Transportation Program 

and the Town’s reserves for Capital Improvement Projects. This information has been 

added to page 4.6-4 of the EIR.  

72-25 This comment states that there will be an increase in traffic.  

As discussed in response 8-8, the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s potential impacts 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, and two would be 

reduced to less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. 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. Refer to 

Master Response 6 and response 8-8 for additional discussion of these impacts. 

72-26 This comment expresses concern that there will be an increase in crime and that there 

will not be enough officers to address these issues.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, an increase in population can reasonably be expected to 

produce a net increase in crime simply due to an increase in the number of people in 

the area. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase. The 

commenter does not provide any evidence to support the notion that there would be 

an increase in crime and it would be speculative to assume otherwise. Refer to 

response 10-5, which summarizes the EIR’s evaluation of impacts to law enforcement 

in Impacts 4.12-18, 4.12-19, and 4.12-20, and its conclusion that these impacts would 

remain less than significant. The comment does not identify any deficiencies or 

inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

72-27 This comment states that there is a lack of streetlights and the project will increase 

crime.  
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 As discussed in response 72-26, it is not expected that the project would result in an 

increase in the per-capita level of crime in the vicinity. The lack of streetlights is 

consistent with the Town’s design standards and would serve to minimize the adverse 

effects the project could have on community character.  

72-28 This comment states that the increase in population will destroy the small-town feel 

of the Town and deteriorate the roads.  

 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 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 the Town’s character but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

72-29 This comment states that the development at Sierra College Boulevard (Walmart and 

Target) has created an environment in which she does not feel safe.  

 This comment does not raise environmental issues related to the project or identify 

any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR and no response is required. 

72-30 This comment expresses concern about impacts to wildlife.  

 Biological impacts 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). 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. 

72-31 This comment states that Loomis does not need any more houses and it should remain 

a small 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 
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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. 

72-32 This comment states that the project will be more costly than beneficial. The 

comment also states that it will impact traffic, will impact schools, and will increase 

crime. Finally, the comment states that the Town should focus on slow growth and 

support the revitalization of the downtown area. 

As discussed in response 8-8, the project’s potential impacts 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, and two would be reduced to less than significant with 

incorporation of mitigation. 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. Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of these impacts. 

 As discussed in response 64-9, the EIR evaluates the proposed project and the 

Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 

under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR notes that although the addition of 

students from the project would exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar School until 

improvements are completed to increase capacity, the students would be housed at 

other schools within the Loomis Union School District. Under Government Code 

65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school impact fee to Loomis Union 

School District and Placer Union High School District to offset the increase in student 

enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated with the addition of students 

would be less than significant. The project’s contribution to the cumulative demand 

on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR concludes that there would 

be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and it 
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would be speculative to assume otherwise. The commenter does not provide any 

evidence to support the notion that there would be an increase in crime.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. This comment raises an objection to the 

project based on concern over the project’s impact related to population growth but 

does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR.  

There are no currently proposed projects to redevelop or revitalize downtown. The 

proposed project development would be funded by the project applicant and would 

not draw resources from the Town that could be used to pursue public projects 

downtown or elsewhere in Town. 

72-33 This comment states that growth is needed because Loomis does not have housing 

variation or vacancy, and, if Loomis does grow, its citizens need to ensure that the 

small town friendliness and neighborliness remains.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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 73 

Facebook Comments 

May 6–24, 2016 

73-1 This comment expresses hope that the Town Council votes against the project in 

favor of the petition, not the developers.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-2 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and to not change the General 

Plan and zoning.  

 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. 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 character of the project site and its surroundings. Refer to 

Master Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed rezoning of the site to Planned 

Development and adoption of the Village at Loomis Planned Development 

Preliminary Development Plan. 

73-3 This comment states that a zoning change will cause an increase in population by 

developing 129 low-income housing units and 117 multi-family housing units. This 

comment also states that the proposed project “is expected to increase the population 

in Loomis by 18.5% over the already projected growth through 2019.”  

 As discussed in Master Response 7, under either the proposed project or the Modified 

Transportation Alternative, the project does 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. Furthermore, as outlined in the project description, 

the project includes only 124 total multi-family units, 117 of which are in the high-

density area and 7 of which are in the mixed-use area.  

 The population growth that would result from the project is consistent with the 

projected growth rates and the Town’s population would not exceed the Town’s 

projected population as identified in the General Plan. As stated in section 1.4 and 



 9 – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The Village at Loomis Final Environmental Impact Report  8526 

August 2017 9-431 

evaluated throughout this EIR, subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR, the 

project applicant proposed to implement measures to reduce the projects impacts to 

biological resources by removing eight dwelling units from the project.  Thus the 

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

would develop 418 dwelling units rather than the 426 evaluated in the Draft EIR.  As 

discussed in Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1 in the EIR, the project would add 

approximately 1,208 new residents to the Town. If the project were fully built-out and 

occupied in 2014, it would have accommodated an 18% increase in the Town’s 

population that year.  The EIR also considers the effect of the project on the Town’s 

population in 2019, which is when the EIR assumed the project would be fully built-

out and occupied.  For this analysis, the EIR identified the population that would be 

expected in 2019 without the project by applying the average annual growth rate to 

the 2014 population.  The EIR then identifies that the project, with 418 dwelling 

units, would accommodate a 17.8% increase in the 2019 population.  In contrast, the 

General Plan anticipated and accommodated for a higher growth rate, projecting that 

the Town’s population would reach 9,700 people by 2015.  Thus, the population 

accommodated by the project would not result in the overall population of the Town 

exceeding the General Plan projections. 

73-4 This comment suggests that Loomis should not have components that focus on an 

urban center.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the proposed 

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

Plan, including a discussion of the land uses anticipated for the project site under the 

Town’s General Plan. 

73-5 This comment expresses the desire to keep Loomis rural, commit to slow quality 

growth, and to maintain the current zoning map, as described in Alternative 1b.  

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 project’s significant and unavoidable 

impacts on the 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. Also 

refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed rezoning of the site and 
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adoption of the Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development 

Plan and Master Response 13 for a discussion regarding project alternatives. 

73-6 This comment states that the commenter loves the current small town charm of 

Loomis.  

 Refer to response 73-5 regarding the project’s effects on community character and 

Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-7 This comment expresses opposition to the development or zoning change.  

The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative as 

proposed, including the effects of the proposed zoning changes.  As stated in the text 

added to EIR Section 2.1 and discussed in Master Response 3, subsequent to public 

review 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. Refer to Master Response 3 and Section 

4.1 of the EIR for a discussion of the proposed development standards. As noted in 

response 58-3, the change in the proposed zoning does not alter the type, location, 

density, and amount of land uses proposed by the project.  The EIR evaluates the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative under the proposed 

Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan zoning and 

the proposed development standards.  This comment does not question the adequacy 

or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required.  

73-8 This comment states that the project will alter the character of downtown Loomis and 

its school.  

 Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s effects on community character and response 8-6 and Master Response 9 

regarding the project’s impacts to schools. 

73-9 This comment expresses concern about increased traffic and patronage at the Raley’s 

shopping center.  

 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. The EIR concludes that all 

potential impacts to traffic would be reduced to less than significant except for the 
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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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

73-10 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the project’s 

effects on community character and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General 

Plan consistency.  

73-11 This comment states that the General Plan should be followed.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

under the proposed Village at Loomis Planned Development Preliminary 

Development Plan and the land use districts it describes. Refer to Master Response 2 

for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-12 This comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project and that the project 

will lower property values.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  Changes in property values would be an economic 

effect and not a physical effect on the environment, and thus are not required to be 

evaluated in the EIR. 

73-13 This comment suggests that there are too many variables and that Loomis does not 

have the infrastructure to support the project.  

 The commenter does not specify which variables they are referring to. Public service 

impact, including infrastructure, are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. 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. 
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73-14 This comment contends that the development conflicts with the character of the Town.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the project’s 

effects on community character and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General 

Plan consistency. 

73-15 This comment suggests that the Town needs more green space for sports.  

 Please refer to Master Response 12 regarding provision of parks within the project 

site and payment of parkland dedication in-lieu fees. As evaluated in Section 4.12.3 

of the EIR, the Town requires provision of 5 acres of active parkland and 5 acres of 

passive parkland and/or open space for every 1,000 residents.  The General Plan and 

Municipal Code do not specify what types of facilities, such as sports fields, must be 

provided in the required active parkland.  The proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would accommodate a population of 1,208 people and 

thus would generate a need for 12.08 acres of parkland, including 6.04 acres of active 

parks.  The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative would 

provide 1.08 acres of active parkland and active recreational facilities.  For each 

alternative, under Mitigation Measure 4.12b, the project applicant would be required 

to pay the Town’s in-lieu fees, sufficient to meet the parkland dedication 

requirements of Chapter 12.24 of the Town’s Municipal Code. Thus, the project’s 

impacts related to demand for open space and recreational facilities in the Town 

would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

73-16 This comment states that the Town has insufficient police, fire, and Town staff to 

support more sprawl.  

 Public service impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. 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. 

73-17 This comment states the downtown looks run down and that the roads are already in 

poor condition.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed.  There are no currently proposed projects to redevelop or revitalize 

downtown.  The proposed project development would be funded by the project 

applicant and would not draw resources from the Town that could be used to pursue 
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public projects downtown or elsewhere in Town. Section 4.6 of the EIR evaluates the 

project’s impacts on local roads and identifies mitigation measures that would ensure 

the project does not adversely affect levels of service and safety on the Town’s 

transportation network.   

73-18 This comment suggests that more housing density will compound problems and the 

Town Council already struggles with existing issues.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed, including the proposed housing density. This comment does not identify 

specific problems that the project would contribute to and does not identify any 

deficiencies or inaccuracies in the content of the Draft EIR, thus no further response 

is required.  

73-19 This comment contends that the schools cannot increase enrollment.  

 Please refer to Master Response 9, School Capacity. The EIR evaluates the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts on local schools in 

Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR notes that although the 

addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity of Loomis Grammar 

School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the students would be 

housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. Under Government 

Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school impact fee to Loomis 

Union School District and Placer Union High School District to offset the increase in 

student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated with the addition of 

students would be less than significant. The project’s contribution to the cumulative 

demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR concludes that 

there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

73-20 This comment suggests that the project will overpopulate the Town.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds that although the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would cause an approximately 18% increase in 

population relative, 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. 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.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-21 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-22 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-23 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-24 This comment offers that growth is not the issue but rather the type of growth.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative as 

proposed, including the type of growth that the project would support. This comment 

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

response is required. 

73-25 This comment states to keep Loomis small and that the commenter is saddened by the 

growth in Placer County.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-26 This comment wonders how Horseshoe Bar Road and Taylor Road will accommodate 

the increased 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 the 
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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.   

As discussed in response 11-18, under the proposed project, construction of Doc 

Barnes Drive through the project site is expected to divert a portion of the existing 

traffic on Taylor Road to this new roadway.  The analysis in section 4.6 shows that 

there is expected to be a net decrease in traffic volumes on Taylor Road as a result of 

the project.  However, the diversion of traffic from Taylor Road to Doc Barnes Road 

would also 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. 

Under the Modified Transportation Alternative, which 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, it is expected that a 

portion of the traffic currently using some segments of Taylor Road and Horseshoe 

Bar Road would be diverted to other routes. Thus, under the Modified Transportation 

Alternative the project would reduce congestion on Taylor Road between Oak Street 

and King Road and reduce congestion on Horseshoe Bar Road between Taylor Road 

and Doc Barnes Drive.   

Under either alternative, the project would add traffic to Horseshoe Bar Road 

between Doc Barnes Drive and Laird Road but the volume of traffic would remain 

well-below the roadway’s capacity and these segments would continue to operate at 

level of service A. 

73-27 This comment states a desire to keep Loomis small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-28 This comment states that this development is not for Loomis and that the schools, 

streets, and community do not want the project.  

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

EIR. Refer to Master Response 9, School Capacity, for a discussion of the project’s 

impacts on and mitigation for schools. The EIR evaluates the proposed project and 

the Modified Transportation Alternative at their proposed size and density. Refer to 

response 73-5 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s effects on community character and Master Response 2 for a discussion 

of General Plan consistency.  

73-29 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and that the development will 

increase crime, traffic and impact schools.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

 Refer to Master Response 7, Affordable Housing (which discusses crime), Master 

Response 6, Traffic Impacts, and Master Response 9, School Impacts. Social impacts, 

such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. 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. However, 

there is no evidence in the record or provided by this comment that the average per-

capita level of crime is likely to increase.  

 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 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.  Refer to Master Response 6 and 

response 8-8 for additional discussion of this impact 

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR 

notes that although the addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity 
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of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the 

students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. 

Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school 

impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to 

offset the increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated 

with the addition of students would be less than significant. The project’s contribution 

to the cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR 

concluded that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

73-30 The commenter requests that the Town not allow the project to happen.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-31 This comment implies that the project conflicts with the small town atmosphere.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-32 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-33 This comment states that there are tract homes in other jurisdictions that people can 

move to.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-34 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-35 This comment states that Loomis will become the new Rocklin if the project is 

developed.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-36 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-37 This comment asserts that only the developers are in support of the project and it will 

destroy the value of Loomis.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  

73-38 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-39 This comment suggests that Loomis should stay country.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-40 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-41 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-42 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-43 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-44 This comment states that the project will ruin the Town.  

 Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s effects on community character and Master Response 2 for a discussion 

of General Plan consistency  

73-45 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-46 This comment states that the project will ruin the Town.  

 Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s effects on community character and Master Response 2 for a discussion 

of General Plan consistency  

73-47 This comment states that Loomis should stay rural.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-48 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-49 This comment expresses gratitude to the creator of the petition.  

 This comment does not raise any environmental issues or question the adequacy or 

accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-50 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-51 This comment expresses opposition to the project as currently proposed.  

 The EIR evaluates the project as proposed.  This comment does not raise any 

environmental issues or question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-52 This comment states that Loomis should stay beautiful.  

 The EIR concludes in Section 4.5 that the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would have a less than significant impact due to loss of 

visual resources.  Specifically, under Impact 4.5-1, the EIR concludes that there 

would be a short-term loss of scenic resources due to reduction in the existing tree 

canopy cover. However, once mature, the project landscaping would provide similar 

canopy height and cover as exists in the current scenic environment.  Refer to 

response 73-5 for additional discussion regarding the project’s effects on community 

character and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency 

73-53 This comment asserts that the Town cannot handle a 20% increase in population.  
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 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. Refer to Master 

Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-54 This comment states that Loomis should not change the community to a city.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-55 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-56 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-57 This comment suggests that development should occur within the context of the 

community and this type of development conflicts with the Town.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the EIR, 

and no response is required. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General 

Plan consistency. Refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of zoning.  

73-58 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-59 This comment asks that the petition remain open.  

 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the EIR, 

and no response is required. 

73-60 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-61 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-62 This comment states that Loomis should not change the community into a city.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-63 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-64 This comment states that Loomis should stay the way it is.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-65 This comment suggests that the growth should be sustainable and the community 

should limit growth to reasonable limits.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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.  

73-66 This comment offers that growth should protect community and civic groups, 

agricultural areas and small businesses.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-67 This comment states that we need solutions to improve air quality.  

 This comment is a general statement and does not question the adequacy or accuracy 

of the content of the Draft EIR; nevertheless, air quality impacts were analyzed in 

Section 4.8, Air Quality. 

73-68 This comment states that the development conflicts with the small community.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-69 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-70 This comment suggests that the high density housing conflicts with community feel.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  The existing 

zoning for the project site includes a high-density overlay, indicating that a portion of 

the site has been planned for high-density residential uses. 

73-71 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-72 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-73 This comment expresses opposition to the development and zoning change.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

as proposed, including the proposed zoning changes. This comment does not question 

the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-74 This comment asserts that the development needs to ensure that the water pipes 

themselves are sound and can support the project.  

 The proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative will be required to 

install new water lines within the project boundaries to serve the project’s proposed 

land uses. While the commenter has expressed concern about the condition of 

existing water lines to existing homes, CEQA does not require the proposed project to 

repair existing deficiencies to water lines leading to existing homes. This comment 

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

response is required. 

73-75 This comment asks how the cyanide will be removed from the soil of former farm 

properties, as it was discussed in Loomis News in the past.  

 In Section 4.13.1 under 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 
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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 as Appendix I of the EIR. 

73-76 This comment states that the project will harm the Town through increased traffic and 

its effect on air, water, and noise.  

 This comment is a general statement and does not question the adequacy or accuracy 

of the content of the Draft EIR. The EIR evaluates the proposed project’s traffic 

impacts (Section 4.6), air quality (Section 4.8), water quality (Section 4.11), and noise 

(Section 4.7). No further response is required. 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. 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.  Please refer to the impact assessments 

in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for 

additional information.  

 The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on air 

quality is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR. The EIR concludes that the project 

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, 4.8b, and 4.8c. The 

project would have a less-than-significant impact during project operation. The full 

text of the mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR. 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. Impact 4.11-1 evaluates the proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on surface water and groundwater 

quality, and determines that the project would have a less-than-significant impact, 

noting that state and federal law require the project applicant to prepare a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to identify specific best management 

practices (BMPs) that would be implemented on site to ensure that water quality is 

protected both during and after construction. Impact 4.11-5 evaluates the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s contribution to cumulative 

violations of water quality standards and concluded that the project would have a 

less-than-significant impact on cumulative water quality violations. Refer to Section 

4.11.3 Impacts 4.11-1 and 4.11-5 in the EIR for additional information. The proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on noise levels in the 

vicinity are evaluated in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR. Specifically, Impact 4.7-2 examines 

if the project would expose people within the project site to traffic noise that exceed 

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 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. Project impacts to traffic and pollution are thoroughly 

addressed in EIR Sections 4.6.3 and 4.8.3, respectively. 

73-77 This comment suggests that donating park funding is not enough because it still 

requires that the Town pay for maintenance and security.  

 Maintenance of the parks within the proposed project and the Modified 

Transportation Alternative will be paid for by future residents of the project in the 

form of an assessment district or similar funding mechanism placed on the future 

homeowners of the project. In Section 4.12.3, under Impact 4.12-13, the EIR 

discusses that the proposed project and Modified Transportation Alternative would 

not meet the standard for providing active parkland, and would be required under 

Mitigation Measure 4.12b to pay the Town’s in-lieu fees, sufficient to comply with 

Chapter 12.24 of the Town’s Municipal Code under Mitigation Measure 4.12b. The 

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

refer to Master response 12 for a more detailed response.  

73-78 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. Refer to Master Response 2 for a 

discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-79 This comment states that the project will change the small town character of the Town.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  
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73-80 This comment expresses the opinion that the project is ridiculous.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-81 This comment states that the project will alter the character of the community and 

dilute home values.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  CEQA does 

not require that the EIR evaluate economic issues such as home values. 

73-82 This comment states that the project will add traffic and people to the roads and schools.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not comment upon the adequacy or 

accuracy of the Draft EIR. 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. 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.  Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the 

mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please 

also refer to Master Response 6 Traffic Impacts and Mitigation. 

 In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1, the EIR states that the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would add approximately 1,208 new residents to 

the Town which would increase the Town’s population by approximately 18%.  

Further the EIR finds that this would not represent a significant impact because it 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. 

73-83 This comment states that the project should stop.  
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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. 

73-84 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency 

73-85 This comment states that Loomis should stay the way it is.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency 

73-86 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-87 This comment states that the project plan is far too dense; there should be more stand-

alone, single-story, single-family homes on larger lots.  

 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 and Master Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed 

zoning ordinance amendments. Also refer to Master Response 13 for a discussion of 

project alternatives. 

73-88 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-89 This comment states that the commenter grew up in Loomis and loved the life he or 

she was given.  
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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. 

73-90 This comment states that the project site should keep the current zoning.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density, including the proposed zoning changes. Refer to 

Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency and Master Response 

3 for a discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-91 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-92 This comment states that the same thing happened in Natomas where crime increased 

and families moved out.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase. The 

commenter does not provide any evidence to support the notion that there would be 

an increase in crime.  

73-93 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-94 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-95 This comment states that while the Town needs growth, it should not be this development.  
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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. 

73-96 This comment expresses opposition to any more development.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  

73-97 This comment expresses the desire to leave Loomis alone.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  Chapter 5, 

Alternatives, includes analysis of two version of the No Project Alternative – one in 

which the project site remains vacant and one in which the project site is developed 

under the existing General Plan and zoning designations.  This analysis provides the 

Town’s decision-makers the opportunity to consider denying the proposed project. 

73-98 This comment states that the development is not appropriate for the Town and that the 

Council needs to represent the desires of those that elected them.   

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-99 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-100 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density.  Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-101 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-102 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-103 This comment states that living in the country means dirt and not buildings.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of 

General Plan consistency.  

73-104 This comment states that Loomis is a unique community, will be negatively impacted 

by development, and changing the zoning will be a mistake.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-105 This comment states that the commenter does not want Loomis to become East 

Rocklin and that Loomis should stay small.  

 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 response 73-5 regarding the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community 

character and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-106 This comment states that the commenter does not want Loomis to grow.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the Draft EIR finds 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. This comment raises an objection to the 
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project based on concern over the project’s impact on community character but does 

not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. 

73-107 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-108 This comment states that development should be appropriate for the size and 

character of the  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-111 This comment states that the zoning should be changed, the development conflicts 

with the character of Loomis and it would result in a huge population change.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. Please refer to response 

73-5 regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

effects on community character and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General 

Plan consistency.  

73-112 This comment states that the development would alter the character of Loomis.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-113 This comment expresses the opinion that the project is a horrible idea and that 

Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-114 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-115 This comment states that the town incorporated in order to keep the small town 

character and to preserve its historic structures.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-116 This comment states that Loomis should keep its small town atmosphere, and should 

not change its zoning law to increase noise and air pollution, traffic, and crime.  

 Refer to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. Alternative 

1b, evaluated in the EIR, assumes the project site would be developed with existing 

General Plan designations. Under that alternative, noise impacts would be similar as 

under the proposed project, and air impacts and traffic impacts would be more severe 

than under the proposed project.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. The proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on noise levels in the vicinity are 

evaluated in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR. Specifically, Impact 4.7-2 examines if the 

project would expose people within the project site to traffic noise that exceed 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 project would have a less-than-significant impact. The full text of these 

mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.7.4 of the EIR. Project impacts to traffic 

and pollution are thoroughly addressed in EIR Sections 4.6.3 and 4.8.3, respectively.  

 The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on air 

quality is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the EIR. The EIR concludes that the project 

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 project 

would have a less-than-significant impact during project operation. The full text of 

the mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.8.4 of the EIR.  
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 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. 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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and it 

would be speculative to assume otherwise. The commenter does not provide any 

evidence to support the notion that there would be an increase in crime.  

73-117 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and any development must strive to 

maintain the rural atmosphere. 

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative at 

their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-118 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and that the commenter does not 

support the project.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-119 This comment states that the commenter moved to Loomis for the small town and left 

an area with the Mexican mafia and expresses concern for increased crime.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. Social 

impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As discussed in 

response 26-2, 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. 

However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and it would be 

speculative to assume otherwise. The commenter does not provide any evidence to 

support the notion that there would be an increase in crime. 

73-120 This comment states that the Town should say no.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-121 This comment states that the growth should be slowed down.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the Draft EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-122 This comment states that the commenter is opposed to changing the zoning map and 

suggests that the developer will make enough money developing as zoned.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. Refer to Master Response 

2 for a discussion of the General Plan consistency.  

73-123 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-124 This comment states that Loomis should keep the zoning as is or it will impact 

Loomis in the future.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-125 This comment states that the Town should remain as is and not to allow low-

income housing.  

 As discussed in Master Response 7, the proposed project does 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. 

73-126 This comment states that the Town does not need more congestion, crowded schools, 

and overwhelmed sheriff’s departments.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not specifically comment on the adequacy 

or accuracy of the Draft EIR. 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.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The 

EIR notes that although the addition of students from the project would exceed the 

capacity of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase 

capacity, the students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union 

School District. Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to 

pay a school impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High 

School District to offset the increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that 

impacts associated with the addition of students would be less than significant. The 

project’s contribution to the cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 

4.12-10, and the EIR concluded that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative 

impact. Law enforcement impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR 

concludes that all potential impacts to law enforcement 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. 

73-127 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-128 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-129 This comment pleads that the Council should be stopped.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-130 This comment states that the commenter loves the feeling of a small town.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-131 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-132 This comment states that the development should not happen.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-133 This comment states that the commenter moved to Loomis for the small town 

atmosphere and that it is a treasure that should be preserved.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-134 This comment states that this type of zoning and forced low-income housing 

kills a neighborhood.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. As discussed in Master 

Response 7, the proposed project does 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. 

73-135 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-136 This comment states that there has been an increase in crime since the Rocklin 

Commons and it should be kept away from Loomis.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-137 This comment states that Loomis should remain a small country town.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.   

73-138 This comment states that the high density will change the rural community and that 

Loomis should remain small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-139 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-140 This comment expresses the opinion that an urban growth plan is very stupid.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the Draft EIR finds that although the project 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. 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. 

73-141 This comment expresses that the project site should be an Indian reserve.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  In comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the 

United Auburn Indian Community did not suggest that the site should be protected as 

an Indian reserve. 

73-142 This comment states the community does not want more traffic.  

 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. 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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

73-143 This comment expresses that the commenter loves the small town feel.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-144 This comment states that the commenter would live in the city if he or she wished to 

live in a compact, walkable, urban center.  

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

EIR, and no response is required.  Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the proposed 

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

Plan, which calls for higher density uses in the downtown area. 

73-145 This comment states that development will take away the natural beauty and the Town 

does not need more housing or commercial lots.  

 The EIR concludes in Section 4.3 that the proposed project and Modified 

Transportation Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable effect on 

visual resources.  

73-146 This comment expresses that the development is not needed.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-147 This comment expresses that the Town is fine as is.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-148 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and libertarian.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-149 This comment states that the Council should have published the plans for input 

because it is such a drastic change and that they only met the minimal requirements.  

 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 
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residences. Furthermore, the Draft EIR was available online on the Town’s website, 

and hard copies were available at Town Hall and the local library. This comment does 

not question the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR, and no 

response is required. Refer to Master Response 1 for additional details of the public 

notice provided for this project. 

73-150 This comment exclaims that the Loomis should be untouched and development 

should occur in Roseville.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-151 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-152 This comment expresses the desire to stop the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-153 This comment reminds the community to remember why they live in Loomis.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-154 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and that new development 

are ridiculous.  

 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 response 73-5 regarding the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community 

character and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-155 This comment states that the project will drive up the cost of living.  

 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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73-156 This comment expresses opposition to the project and the expectation that Loomis 

will remain a small town.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-157 This comment states that the development will be a detriment to the community if the 

zoning is changed and suggests that Loomis can grow and while maintaining its rural, 

small-town qualities.  

 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, density and zoning. Please refer to Master 

Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-158 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-159 This comment expresses opposition to development at this scale.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-160 This comment states that Loomis should stay rural.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-161 This comment urges the community to vote and to not destroy the reason that they 

live in Loomis.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-162 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-163 This comment is in opposition to the low-income aspect of the project.  

 Refer to Master Response 7 for a discussion regarding affordable housing. As 

discussed in Master Response 7, the proposed project and 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. 

73-164 This comment argues that the kind of people that live in high density housing are not 

the kind of people who will choose rural Loomis and there is an expectation of 

personality clashes.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-165 This comment states that new homes are good for the economy but not low-

income housing.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-166 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-167 This comment states that urban sprawl is taking over the area and states that 

Walmart should not have been built in Rocklin. This comment also states Loomis is 

beautiful horse country and should stay that way, and that it is already crowded.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-168 This comment states that cheaper housing leads to a loss in small town charm, 

development makes local businesses suffer, and law enforcement more confrontational.  
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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. 

73-169 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-170 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-171 This comment states that there is already sufficient traffic and people in Loomis.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not comment upon the adequacy of 

accuracy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of traffic impacts (Section 4.6) or population and 

housing impacts (Section 4.2). 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. 

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.  Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the 

mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please 

also refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8. 

 In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1, the EIR states that the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would add approximately 1,208 new residents to 

the Town.  As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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 
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development, and public services and utilities are available. 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. 

Additional information is provided in the full analysis in Section 4.2.3 of the EIR 

under Impact 4.2-1. 

73-172 This comment expresses concern that the increase in development and population will 

lead to an increase in drug use and a decline in Town reputation and safety. 

 Social impacts, such as crime and drug use, are not environmental impacts under 

CEQA. In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1, the EIR states that the proposed 

project and Modified Transportation Alternative would add approximately 1,208 

new residents to the Town. As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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 and the commenter does not provide any evidence 

that the increase in development or population would result in a higher net drug 

use or a decrease in safety. 

73-173 This comment states that Loomis has been a small town and an increase in population 

will be problematic for small businesses and companies.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-174 This comment expresses opposition to the project.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-175 This comment expresses opposition to the 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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73-176 This comment expresses opposition to the project and suggests that Councilmembers 

find another way to make money.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-177 This comment states that Loomis should stay small, schools are overcrowded and 

crime has increased.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. Refer to 

Master Response 9 regarding school capacity.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR 

notes that although the addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity 

of Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the 

students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. 

Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school 

impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to 

offset the increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated 

with the addition of students would be less than significant. The project’s contribution 

to the cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR 

concludes that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and 

would be speculative to assume otherwise. The commenter does not provide any 

evidence to support the notion that there would be an increase in crime. 

73-178 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-179 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-180 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and opposes low-income housing.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. Refer Master 

Response 7 regarding affordable housing. As discussed in Master Response 7, the 

proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative does 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. 

73-181 This comment expresses opposition to the project.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-182 This comment states that the project conflicts with the small town.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-183 This comment suggests a new skate park should be constructed.  

 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.  There are no current plans to 

develop a skate park at the project site or elsewhere in Town. 

73-184 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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73-185 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-186 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-187 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-188 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-189 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-190 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-191 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-192 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-193 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-194 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-195 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-196 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-197 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-198 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

 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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73-199 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-200 This comment objects to rapid growth and increased housing.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-201 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-202 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-203 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-204 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

 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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73-205 This comment states that rezoning will take away Loomis’s small town feel.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation 

Alternative at their proposed size, density and zoning. Refer to response 73-5 

regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects 

on community character and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan 

consistency. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed 

zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-206 This comment states that the project will impact trees, wildlife and air quality.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not comment upon the Draft EIR’s 

adequacy or accuracy with respect to the analyses of impacts to biological resources 

(Section 4.3) or air quality (Section 4.8). Biological impacts are evaluated in Section 

4.3.3 of the EIR, and mitigation measures to reduce traffic 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. The proposed project’s and Modified 

Transportation Alternative’s impact on air quality is evaluated in Section 4.8.3 of the 

EIR. The  EIR concludes that the project 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 project would have a less-than-significant impact during 

project operation. The full text of the mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.8.4 

of the EIR. 

73-207 This comment states that efforts should be focused on downtown and new businesses.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-208 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-209 This comment expresses opposition to the development and support for the petition.  
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 This comment does not question the adequacy or accuracy of the contents of the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-210 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-211 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-212 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-213 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-214 This comment expresses opposition to high density development and states that 

Loomis does not have the infrastructure to support it.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. As discussed in Chapter 4.12 of the Draft EIR, 

with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12a and 4.12b, the proposed project 

and Modified Transportation Alternative would not have any significant impacts 

related to public services and utilities.  

73-215 This comment states that Loomis will lose its small town feel and the development 

could lead to lower property values and higher crime rates.  

 Social and economic impacts, such as property values and crime, are not 

environmental effects under CEQA. As discussed in response 26-2, an increase in 

population can reasonably expect to produce a net increase in crime simply due to an 
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increase in the number of people in the area. However, the average per-capita level of 

crime is unlikely to increase and it would be speculative to assume otherwise. The 

commenter does not provide any evidence to support the notion that there would be 

an increase in crime. 

73-216 This comment expresses opposition to the development and suggests revitalizing 

Taylor Road instead of increased traffic, noise, crime and city bustle.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not comment upon the adequacy or 

accuracy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of traffic, noise, or public services impacts. 

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. 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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

  The proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impact on noise 

levels in the vicinity are evaluated in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR. Specifically, Impact 

4.7-2 examines if the project would expose people within the project site to traffic 

noise that exceed 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 project would have a less-than-significant impact. The 

full text of these mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.7.4 of the EIR. Project 

impacts to traffic and pollution are thoroughly addressed in EIR Sections 4.6.3 and 

4.8.3, respectively.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase. The 

commenter does not provide any evidence to support the notion that there would be 

an increase in crime. 
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73-217 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-218 This comment expresses opposition to the project.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-219 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-220 This comment expresses opposition to an increase in population.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-221 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-222 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-223 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-224 This comment states that zoning should not be changed.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 
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discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. Refer to Master Response 

2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency.  

73-225 This comment suggests that the community protect itself as well as its environment, 

wildlife, and water systems.  

 The comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the Draft EIR’s analysis or conclusions. The EIR addressed the proposed project’s 

and Modified Transportation Alternative’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 

EIR, impacts would be less than significant. Analysis of the project’s consistency 

with the General Plan is provided in Appendix B of the EIR. Additionally, General 

Plan regulations specific to the project site are defined in Section 4.1.2 under the 

subheading Local Regulations. The comment does not identify specific land use plans 

or regulations. Biological impacts are evaluated in Section 4.3.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce traffic 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. Water service impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR 

concludes that all potential impacts to water 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. 

73-226 This comment states that the zoning should not be changed.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size, density and zoning. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a 

discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-227 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-228 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-229 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-230 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-231 This comment states that low-income housing creates crime. 

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. As 

discussed in response 26-2, 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. However, the average per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and it 

would be speculative to assume otherwise. The commenter does not provide any 

evidence to support the notion that there would be an increase in crime. 

73-232 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-233 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-234 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-235 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-236 This comment expresses love for green spaces.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-237 This comment states that the schools will be even more crowded.  

 Refer to Master Response 9 regarding school capacity. The EIR evaluates the 

proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s impacts on local 

schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR notes that 

although the addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity of 

Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the 

students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. 

Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school 

impact fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to 

offset the increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated 

with the addition of students would be less than significant. The project’s contribution 

to the cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR 

concludes that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

73-238 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-239 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-240 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-241 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-242 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-243 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-244 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-245 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-246 This comment expresses concerns about increased population and traffic.  

 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. 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 
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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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

 In Section 4.2.3 under Impact 4.2-1, the EIR states that the proposed project and 

Modified Transportation Alternative would add approximately 1,208 new residents to 

the Town. 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. 

73-247 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-248 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-249 This comment expresses opposition to growth.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the Draft EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-250 This comment supports slow growth.  
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 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-251 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-252 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-253 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-254 This comment supports slow growth.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-255 This comment expresses concerns about the increase in traffic.  

 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. 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 
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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.  Please 

refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 4.6.3, and the mitigation measures 

provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional information. Please also refer to Master 

Response 6 and response 8-8. 

73-256 This comment expresses concerns about overextending water and sewer systems.  

 Water and sewer service impacts are evaluated in Section 4.12.3 of the EIR, and 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts are provided in Section 4.12.4. The EIR concludes 

that all potential impacts to water and sewer 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. 

73-257 This comment expresses opposition to the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Act.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-258 This comment is an unrelated website.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-259 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-260 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-261 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 
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project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-262 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-263 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-264 This comment states that Loomis should stay small and the high density housing will 

have long lasted repercussions for the community.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative at 

their proposed size, density and zoning. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character and 

to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. Please refer to Master 

Response 3 for a discussion of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments. 

73-265 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-266 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-267 This comment states that the crime rate will increase.  

 Social impacts, such as crime, are not environmental impacts under CEQA. 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. However, the average 

per-capita level of crime is unlikely to increase and it would be speculative to assume 

otherwise. The commenter does not provide any evidence to support the notion that 

there would be an increase in crime. 
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73-268 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-269 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-270 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-271 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-272 This comment states that the schools are already crowded and the project will 

increase traffic. 

 The comment is general in nature and does not comment upon the adequacy or accuracy 

of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 6, regarding traffic, and Master 

Response 9, regarding the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation 

Alternative’s impacts related to school capacity. 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. 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 
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Transportation Alternative.  Please refer to the impact assessments in EIR Section 

4.6.3, and the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.6.4 for additional 

information. Please also refer to Master Response 6 and response 8-8. 

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s 

impacts on local schools in Section 4.12.3 under Impacts 4.12-9 and 4.12-10. The EIR 

notes that although the addition of students from the project would exceed the capacity of 

Loomis Grammar School until improvements are completed to increase capacity, the 

students would be housed at other schools within the Loomis Union School District. 

Under Government Code 65996, the project applicant is required to pay a school impact 

fee to Loomis Union School District and Placer Union High School District to offset the 

increase in student enrollment, which would ensure that impacts associated with the 

addition of students would be less than significant. The project’s contribution to the 

cumulative demand on schools is evaluated under Impact 4.12-10, and the EIR concludes 

that there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

73-273 This comment suggests that efforts be focused on revitalizing the downtown.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-274 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-275 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-276 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-277 This comment expresses the desire that other counties take note.  

 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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73-278 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-279 This comment expresses opposition to rapid growth.  

 As discussed in response 26-1, the EIR finds 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. 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. 

73-280 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-281 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-282 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-283 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-284 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-285 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  
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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. 

73-286 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-287 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-288 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-289 This comment expresses opposition to the high density proposed.  

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

EIR, and no response is required. 

73-290 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-291 This comment expresses opposition to the development.  

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

Draft EIR, and no response is required. 

73-292 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-293 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  
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 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-294 This comment expresses that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-295 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 

73-296 This comment states that Loomis should stay small.  

 The EIR evaluates the proposed project and the Modified Transportation Alternative 

at their proposed size and density. Refer to response 73-5 regarding the proposed 

project’s and Modified Transportation Alternative’s effects on community character 

and to Master Response 2 for a discussion of General Plan consistency. 
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