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9 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT EIR 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft 
General Plan Update EIR. In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), the City has prepared written 
responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft General Plan Update EIR. 

9.1 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR  

Table 9-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of 
the comment letter. Each comment letter is included in its entirety for decision maker consideration before each 
response.  

Table 9-1. Comments Received on the Draft General Plan Update EIR 
Letter # Commenter Date 

1 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) June 18, 2020 

2 Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) June 2, 2020 

3 Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) June 22, 2020 

4 Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians May 26, 2020 

5 United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) June 9, 2020 

 

9.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft 
General Plan Update EIR and the City’s responses to these comments. 
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9.3 COMMENT LETTER #1 
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9.3.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #1 

Comment 1-1 Summary of Comment: The comment states that the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (CVRWQCB) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the proposed project and notes 
that CVRWQCB is charged with protecting the quality of surface and groundwater in the 
State. 

Response: This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR; the comment is noted. 

Comment 1-2 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides regulatory information related to the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan).  

Response: The Basin Plan is discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality,” on page 4-13.15. As described in Draft EIR Impact 4.13-1 (pages 4-13 through 
4.13-30), future site-specific project applicants, where ground-disturbing activities would 
disturb 1 acre or more of land, would prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as required by the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
Construction General Permit, and site-specific project drainage systems would be designed 
and operated in compliance with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge and Elimination 
System (NPDES) Phase II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit. In 
addition, coverage under the Industrial Stormwater General Permit is required for stormwater 
discharges from future industrial developments. Therefore, construction and operation of 
future site-specific projects envisioned under the proposed General Plan Update would 
protect the beneficial uses designated in the Central Valley Basin Plan.  

Comment 1-3 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB notes that all wastewater discharges must comply with 
the State’s Antidegradation Policy. CVRWQCB also states that the environmental document 
should evaluate potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality.  

Response: Project-related impacts on water quality were evaluated in Draft EIR Section 4.13 
(pages 4.13-13 through 4.13-42). As discussed therein, implementation of the required 
SWPPP during future earthmoving activities, and operation of the City-approved drainage 
plans in compliance with the City’s NPDES Phase II MS4 permit, would prevent future 
projects envisioned under the proposed General Plan Update from contributing to water 
quality degradation of downstream surface water and groundwater receiving water bodies. 
Therefore, all water quality impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Comment 1-4 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides information related to compliance with the 
Construction Storm Water General Permit.  

Response: Please see response to comment 1-3.  

Comment 1-5 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the Phase I and II MS4 
Permits.  
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Response: Please see response to comment 1-3. 

Comment 1-6 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the Industrial Storm 
Water General Permit.  

Response: Please see response to comment 1-2.  

Comment 1-7 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the Clean Water Act 
Section 404 Permit.  

Response: Site-specific compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 
requirements for future projects under the proposed General Plan Update is discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 4.8, “Biological Resources” (pages 4.8-45 and 4.8-46). As noted on page 4.8-45, 
future project applicants must obtain a Section 404 permit from USACE and comply with the 
conditions therein, and must also obtain a Section 401 water quality certification from the 
CVRWQCB.  

Comment 1-8 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the Clean Water 
Section 401 Permit - Water Quality Certification.  

Response: Please see response to comment 1-7.  

Comment 1-9 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) for discharges to non-jurisdictional waters of the state.  

Response: Project-related compliance with WDRs that are necessary for discharges to non-
jurisdictional waters of the state is discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8, “Biological 
Resources” Impact 4.8-4 (pages 4.8-73 through 4.8-76). As noted on page 4.8-74, water 
quality certification pursuant to Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401, or WDRs for waters of 
the state, are required before the notice of determination and a Section 404 permit are issued. 
Before construction begins in any areas containing aquatic features, future project applicants 
would obtain the required water quality certification. Any measures required as part of the 
issuance of water quality certification and/or WDRs must be implemented by the future 
project applicant.  

Comment 1-10 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to coverage for 
dewatering discharges to land.  

Response: If future projects under the proposed General Plan Update require dewatering 
discharges to land, the individual project applicant(s) will obtain all necessary permits from 
CVRWQCB, including coverage under either the Low Risk General Order or the Low Risk 
Waiver.  

Comment 1-11 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to the Limited Threat 
General NPDES Permit for construction-related discharges to surface water.  

Response: If future projects under the proposed General Plan Update require dewatering 
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discharges to surface water, the individual project applicant(s) will obtain all necessary 
permits from CVRWQCB, including a permit for construction dewatering under the Limited 
Threat General Order.  

Comment 1-12 Summary of Comment: CVRWQCB provides requirements related to coverage by an NPDES 
permit if the project would discharge waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of 
the State, other than into a community sewer system.  

Response: If future projects under the proposed General Plan Update require waste 
discharges other than into a community sewer system, the individual project applicant(s) will 
obtain all necessary permits from CVRWQCB, including an NPDES permit.  
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9.4 COMMENT LETTER #2  
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9.4.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #2 

Comment 2-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter indicates that they have reviewed the Draft EIR.  

Response: The City appreciates the review of the Draft EIR.  

Comment 2-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter has suggested that there is not guidance for what to 
do in the case of inadvertent finds of Native American remains, consistent with existing 
requirements outlined in Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.  

Response: As noted on page 4.9-10 of the Draft EIR, the City acknowledges the requirements 
of the referenced portion of State law:  

Health and Safety Code, Section 7052 and 7050.5 

Section 7052 of the Health and Safety Code states that the disturbance, mutilation, or 
removal of interred human remains is a felony if the remains are within a dedicated 
cemetery and a misdemeanor if interred outside of a dedicated cemetery. Section 7050.5 
requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human 
remains until the coroner examines the find and determines whether the remains are 
subject to various laws, including recognizing whether the remains are or may be those of 
a Native American. If determined to be Native American, the coroner must contact the 
California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, which has become an Implementation Measure of the 
General Plan also references the need for compliance with Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 (Draft EIR, page 4.9-34). This has been revised in consultation with Native American 
Tribal representatives and is now item “j”: 

j. If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical or unique 
archaeological resources, including those determined by the City to be TCRs, are 
identified in the project area, the preferred mitigation of impacts is preservation in 
place. If impacts cannot be avoided through project design, appropriate and feasible 
treatment measures are required, which may consist of, but are not limited to actions, 
such as data recovery excavations. If only part of a site will be impacted by a project, 
data recovery will only be necessary for that portion of the site. Data recovery will 
not be required if the implementing agency determines prior testing and studies have 
adequately recovered the scientifically consequential information from the resources. 
Studies and reports resulting from the data recovery shall be deposited with the 
North Central Information Center. Archaeological sites known to contain human 
remains shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5 of the 
Health and Safety Code, as outlined in the City’s Internal Guidance for Management 
of Tribal Cultural Resources and Consultation. 

Comment 2-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that the Public Resources Code states that a 
project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
would represent a significant impact, and that to determine impacts, lead agencies need to 
determine whether there are resources in the subject area of project effect.  
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Response: This guidance is referenced in the Draft EIR (page 4.9-8): 

California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA requires public agencies to consider the effects of their actions on historical 
resources, unique archaeological resources, and TCRs. Under Public Resources Code 
Section 21084.1, a “project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment.” Under Public Resources Code Section 21084.2, a “project with an effect 
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” Section 
21083.2 requires agencies to determine whether projects would have effects on unique 
archaeological resources. 

Historical Resources 

“Historical resource” is a term with a defined statutory meaning (Public Resources Code 
Section 21084.1). The determination of significant impacts on historical and 
archaeological resources is described in Sections 15064.5(a) and 15064.5(b) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. Section 15064.5(a) states that historical resources include the 
following: 

1. A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission, for listing in the CRHR (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). 

2. A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in a historical 
resource survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public 
Resources Code, will be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public 
agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of 
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant. 

3. Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, 
or cultural annals of California may be considered to be a historical resource, 
provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record. Generally, a resource will be considered by the lead 
agency to be historically significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the 
CRHR (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1). 

4. The fact that a resource is not listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
CRHR, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 
5020.1[k] of the Public Resources Code), or identified in a historical resources 
survey (meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1[g] of the Public Resources Code) does 
not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 

Comment 2-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter references CEQA amendments in 2014 that are 
commonly known as “AB 52” and suggests that the City request the Native American Tribal 
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contacts list and Sacred Lands file searches.  

Response: The Draft EIR presents detailed information related to AB 52 and incorporates this 
guidance into the analysis, development of policies, and preparation of Implementation 
Measures. Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, which has been incorporated into an Implementation 
Measure of the General Plan requires the same actions for future projects as requested by the 
commenter. 

For the General Plan Update Draft EIR, the City requested the contact list and also ensured 
that all interested Native American tribal representatives that have requested notification, in 
fact received notification of the preparation of the General Plan Update Draft EIR. The City 
sent invitations to consult in April of 2017. The City invited consultation throughout 
preparation of the proposed General Plan Update and EIR. The City held several meetings (in 
person and over the phone) and exchanged numerous email correspondences. Through 
consultation, the City’s Internal Guidance for Management of Tribal Cultural Resources and 
Consultation Tribal Consultation Policy (Tribal Policy), which was adopted on July 15, 2020, 
was prepared with input and is identified as an Implementation Measure for the General Plan.  

 Comment 2-5 Summary of Comment: The commenter recommends consultation with traditionally and 
culturally affiliated Native American tribes.  

Response: The City thanks the commenter for this suggestion, which the City incorporated 
into the General Plan Update and EIR process, and also used to inform future guidance for 
projects implemented under the General Plan. Please see response to comment 2-4.  

Comment 2-6 Summary of Comment: The commenter has provided a summary of AB 52 and SB 18 for 
reference.  

Response: The City thanks the commenter for this information, which is also summarized in 
the Draft EIR, page 4.9-11.  
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9.5 COMMENT LETTER #3  
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9.5.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #3 

Comment 3-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter introduces the comment letter.  

Response: The City is appreciative of the Air District’s review.  

Comment 3-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter expresses a concern that future projects will not be 
required to prepare a quantitative analysis if a project would generate the same or reduce 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) compared to what was included in the General Plan (GP) EIR.  

Response: The commenter is correct that there are qualitative means of demonstrating 
consistency with the assumptions of the EIR (and other means which may involve estimation 
rather than strict quantification). For example:  

► Local-serving retail and other local-serving development: The California Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) states, “By adding retail opportunities 
into the urban fabric and thereby improving retail destination proximity, local-serving 
retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies generally 
may presume such development creates a less-than-significant transportation impact” 
(page 16). 

► Infill projects: Infill projects in developed areas generally have shorter trips, reduced 
vehicle trips, and therefore less VMT than greenfield projects. Therefore, infill 
development which replaces planned development in an undeveloped area may be 
presumed to generate less VMT than assumed in the General Plan EIR. 

► Pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and electric vehicle transportation projects: The OPR 
Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA provides a list of 
transportation projects that would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase 
in vehicle travel on pages 20-21. This list includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities, new 
transit service, and electric vehicle charging infrastructure. 

► Residential projects in low per-capita household VMT areas and office projects in low 
per-worker VMT areas (85 percent or less than the regional average) as shown on maps 
maintained by SACOG: The OPR Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation 
Impacts in CEQA states, “Residential and office projects that locate in areas with low 
VMT, and that incorporate similar features (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit 
accessibility), will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT. Maps created with VMT data, for 
example from a travel survey or a travel demand model, can illustrate areas that are 
currently below threshold VMT (see recommendations below). Because new 
development in such locations would likely result in a similar level of VMT, such maps 
can be used to screen out residential and office projects from needing to prepare a 
detailed VMT analysis” (pages 12-13). 

As with any topic, if the General Plan EIR (or any “up-tier” environmental document) 
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addresses impacts associated with future follow-on projects, then, in certain cases, no 
additional analysis is required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, 15183, etc.).  

Regarding the District’s reference to a VMT threshold, the Draft EIR states that “The City is 
adopting a threshold of 12.8 VMT/capita for this EIR.” The threshold is specific to the Draft 
EIR. Future projects whose VMT impacts are not addressed by the Draft EIR would follow 
the City’s VMT Impact Analysis Guidelines.  

The following clarification is made in the second paragraph following Table 4.3-5 of the 
Draft EIR, in response to a comment from Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
(PCAPCD).  

Quantitative analysis would not be required if it can be demonstrated that a 
project is consistent with the General Plan and would generate VMT which is 
equivalent to or less than what was assumed in this General Plan EIR. Examples 
of such projects include local-serving retail and other local-serving 
development, which generally reduces existing trip distances by providing 
services in closer proximity to residential areas, and therefore reduce VMT. 
Multi-family residences generally have fewer trips per household than single-
family residences, and therefore also produce less VMT per unit. Infill projects 
in developed areas generally have shorter trips, reduced vehicle trips, and 
therefore less VMT (low VMT areas, as described in the analysis below). 
Pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and electric vehicle transportation projects are 
presumed to be consistent with the VMT analysis, while new vehicular 
transportation projects not included in this General Plan that could induce 
additional VMT would be presumed to have a conflict and would require 
quantitative analysis. Residential projects in low per-capita household VMT 
areas and office projects in low per-worker VMT areas (85 percent or less than 
the regional average) as shown on maps maintained by SACOG would also be 
presumed not to have a significant effect. 

Comment 3-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that future projects should be required to 
prepare quantified analysis to demonstrate that VMT would be below the baseline by at least 
15 percent.  

Response: Please see the Response to Comment 3-1. The threshold of 12.8 VMT per capita 
was adopted for use in this EIR and for projects which are consistent with the EIR 
assumptions and the General Plan. In addition, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) 
demonstrates a scenario for passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions reductions, and the 
City’s General Plan is an input to that analysis. For future projects with impacts that are not 
addressed in the General Plan Update EIR (and the MTP/SCS), the City’s policies for VMT 
reductions will apply (Policies Circ4.3 through 4.5). Existing CEQA tools, such as tiering and 
streamlining provided by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15182, 15186, and 15183, could apply, 
and could limit the extent to which future quantified VMT analysis is required. Therefore, 
there would not necessarily need to be quantified analysis for future projects, and when that 
analysis is required, it will use updated guidelines for VMT analysis (as noted in Policies 
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CIRC4.3 through 4.5 and in the Implementation Measure Appendix under the heading, 
“VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION).  

Comment 3-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter expresses concern that the proposed VMT threshold 
may not be applicable to a local commercial project.  

Response: While it is generally true that local commercial projects, particularly those in 
primarily residential areas would reduce VMT, there could be unique uses that could generate 
new and/or longer trips, and where a project-specific VMT analysis could be appropriate.  

The City is applying the OPR guidance in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, which states, “By adding retail opportunities into the urban 
fabric and thereby improving retail destination proximity, local-serving retail development 
tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies generally may presume such 
development creates a less-than-significant transportation impact. Regional-serving retail 
development, on the other hand, which can lead to substitution of longer trips for shorter 
ones, may tend to have a significant impact” (page 16).  

This document also states, “Generally, however, retail development including stores larger 
than 50,000 square feet might be considered regional-serving, and so lead agencies should 
undertake an analysis to determine whether the project might increase or decrease VMT” 
(page 17). Trips to retail projects that are local-serving, such as grocery stores, drug stores, 
restaurants, or convenience stores less than 50,000 square feet, are often pass-by trips or 
replace trips to more distant retailers. However, depending on their location and 
characteristics, larger retail developments may require project-specific analysis.  

Comment 3-5 Summary of Comment: The commenter has referenced a table numbering issue.  

Response: The City appreciates the detailed review. This change has been made. Please refer 
to Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more detail.  

Comment 3-6 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests an update related to attainment status for 
Federal 1-hour ozone standard.  

Response: Table 4.4-2 has been updated to reflect Placer County attainment of the Federal 1-
hour ozone standard. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-7 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests an update related to the attainment status for 
PM2.5 CAAQS.  

Response: Table 4.4-2 has been updated to reflect Placer County attainment of the California 
PM2.5 standard. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-8 Summary of Comment: The commenter recommends that the characterization of District 
Rule 228 (Fugitive Dust) be revised.  

Response: Text has been revised to reflect Rule 228 more accurately, and not limit its 
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application to projects greater than 1-acre in size. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for 
more detail. 

Comment 3-9 Summary of Comment: The commenter recommends reference to additional construction 
mitigation.  

Response: Policy AQ1.3 has been revised as a part of the proposed General Plan Update to 
provide clear direction for future projects:  

Policy AQ1.3 Projects that could generate or expose sensitive uses to substantial air 
pollutant concentrations should incorporate strategies to reduce exposure to such 
emissions using measures recommended by the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District and other applicable, feasible strategies, as needed, to avoid significant air quality 
impacts. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, Policy AQ1.3 is designed to reduce construction-related emissions 
generated by projects developed within the Planning Area by incorporating strategies 
recommended by PCAPCD to reduce exposure to such emissions. 

The Draft EIR states that the impact is significant and that there is no additional feasible 
mitigation because, even after the application of all feasible mitigation, including strategies in 
Appendix C of the Handbook (including as it may be revised in the future), there still would 
be a significant impact. The Draft EIR is not suggesting that there is no feasible mitigation, 
only that there is no feasible mitigation that would avoid the significant impact.  

Comment 3-10 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests an update to the odor complaint data.  

Response: The City appreciates this updated information, and has made the requested 
revisions to Impact 4.4-5 to reflect the 2019 odor complaint information provided by 
PCAPCD with regard to the Western Regional Sanitary Landfill and Materials Recovery 
Facility, as well as the Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant. Please see Chapter 10 of 
this Final EIR for more detail.  

Comment 3-11 Summary of Comment: The commenter discusses updates to odor-related information for the 
Western Region Sanitary Landfill.  

Response: Please see the Response to Comment 3-10.  

Comment 3-12 Summary of Comment: The commenter discusses updates to odor-related information for the 
Pleasant Grove Wastewater Treatment Plant.  

Response: Please see the Response to Comment 3-10.  

Comment 3-13 Summary of Comment: The comment has requested clarification related to Table 4.5-3 data 
on population, employment, and total service population.  

Response: The employment numbers listed in the table had not been sorted for the 
employment projections associated with the land uses for which emissions are being 
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considered, per note 3 to Table 4.5-3. However, the total service populations presented in 
Table 4.5-3 and used to calculate the Per Service Population Efficiency Targets are accurate. 
The tabular information has been revised. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more 
detail. The efficiency targets and related discussion used in this analysis have not changed.  

Comment 3-14 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests a revision to the Table 4.5-3 title to clarify 
that the data is based on state data. 

Response: This revision has been incorporated. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for 
more detail. 

Comment 3-15 Summary of Comment: The commenter has requested calculations used to establish the 
Emissions Efficiency Target threshold.  

Response: Appendix B has been revised to add the requested information. Please see Chapter 
10 of this Final EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-16 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests consistency in the service population used 
throughout the EIR.  

Response: There is a difference between the service population used in support of the GHG 
impact analysis and that used in the Transportation section of the EIR. The service population 
used for the baseline calculations in the GHG impact analysis is tied to the activity data used 
to develop the baseline estimate, because this is the most accurate method. The service 
population used for transportation modeling and the future scenario is an estimate based on 
land use; though the employment assumptions used in the traffic model is less precise, traffic 
models are not designed to estimate employment density for different land uses.  

The service population for the Transportation section is directly from the traffic model, so 
that it can be compared to the VMT output from the traffic model. While the service 
population presented in the Transportation section is different than in the GHG section, each 
analysis uses the methodologies and the assumptions which are the most appropriate for the 
context. This approach provides the most accurate available estimates of traffic volumes and 
VMT used in the air quality, GHG, and traffic noise analysis.  

Comment 3-17 Summary of Comment: The commenter discusses the scenarios modeled in the EIR for 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

Response: Appendix B has been revised to include the GHG emissions estimated related to 
existing conditions. In addition, notes have been included with this new table in Appendix B 
to provide reference to the year assumed for estimating existing conditions GHG emissions 
and methodology.  

Most General Plan EIRs provide only future estimates of GHG emissions when comparing 
against an efficiency threshold. The City wanted to take the additional step of estimating 
existing emissions, but using different methods based on actual activity data (electricity 
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demand, natural gas demand, etc.) rather than on model defaults (for better accuracy). So, the 
results for existing emissions and future emissions are not directly comparable due to the 
differences in methods.  

Comment 3-18 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests information related to the GHG emissions 
summaries in Table 4.5-5 and Appendix B.  

Response: Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-17. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final 
EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-19 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests information about the existing baseline.  

Response: Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-17. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final 
EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-20 Summary of Comment: The commenter asks about information on baseline area source 
emissions.  

Response: Please refer to the Response to Comment 3-17. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final 
EIR for more detail. 

Comment 3-21 Summary of Comment: The commenter asks about table numbering Table 4.5-7 (existing, 
change, and future total).  

Response: The City has revised the callout to “Table 4.5-7” to instead reference the intended 
“Table 4.5-5.” The City has also directed revisions to accurately describe the two scenarios 
presented in Table 4.5-5 (existing and full buildout of the Planning Area). Please see Chapter 
10 of this Final EIR for more detail. 
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9.6 COMMENT LETTER #4 
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9.6.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #04 

Comment 4-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that they are not aware of any cultural 
resources that would be affected by the proposed General Plan Update, but that they would 
like to remain in consultation.  

Response: The City is thankful for the review and input on this effort and will continue to 
invite input from the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians. 

Comment 4-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter requests record searches and surveys for the General 
Plan Update.  

Response: The City compiled several recent records searches to help inform the detailed 
setting presented in the EIR but did not request a records search or conduct surveys 
specifically for the proposed General Plan Update – this would be more typical practice for 
environmental review of a proposed development project, as opposed to a general plan 
update.  

Comment 4-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that if human remains are found, they would 
like to be involved and help to protect resources.  

Response: The City will continue to invite input from the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians, including in instances of unanticipated finds. 

Comment 4-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter has provided updated contact information to 
facilitate future coordination.  

Response: The City will use this contact information for future invitations to consult and in 
the instance of unanticipated finds. 
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9.7 COMMENT LETTER #5  
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9.7.1 RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER #5 

Comment 5-1 Summary of Comment: The commenter introduces the letter and requests a response that the 
letter has been received. 

Response: The City has notified the commenter and participated in meetings and email 
correspondence to address each issue raised.  

Comment 5-2 Summary of Comment: The commenter references the fact that the EIR includes a Cultural 
and Tribal Cultural resources section instead of separate sections on cultural resources and 
tribal cultural resources. 

Response: The City has coordinated with the commenter to, instead of separating the 
chapters, add text which more explicitly acknowledges the key differences between cultural 
resources and tribal cultural resources. This includes text added to Section 4.9 of the EIR 
acknowledging that these are different types of resources, and that the sections have been 
combined to reduce duplication and page length. Please refer to Chapter 10 of this Final EIR 
for more detail.  

Comment 5-3 Summary of Comment: The commenter asks about the status of the City’s Internal Guidance 
for Management of Tribal Cultural Resources and Consultation.  

Response: This was approved by the City on July 15th, 2020. The City is appreciative of the 
extensive input and guidance from the UAIC, which directly informs much of the substantive 
content of the Internal Guidance.  

Comment 5-4 Summary of Comment: The commenter references the fact that the EIR includes a cultural 
and tribal cultural resources section instead of separate sections on cultural resources and 
tribal cultural resources, and requests that these analyses occur in separate sections. 

Response: As described in the response to Comment 5-2, the City combined these sections in 
order to avoid duplication and reduce page length. Rather than separate the sections, the City 
has addressed this concern with changes to the EIR text which ensure a distinction is made 
between these types of resources, and that tribal cultural resource values are taken into 
consideration. The City has coordinated with the commenter to add requested information to 
the section to address this comment. Please refer to Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more 
detail. 

Comment 5-5 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that the information on page 4.9-18 of the 
Draft EIR be incorporated into the EIR.  

Response: This detailed information is included in the City’s now-approved Internal 
Guidance for Management of Tribal Cultural Resources and Consultation, which itself was 
developed in extensive consultation with the UAIC. As noted in separate communication with 
the commenter, the combination of the Internal Guidance and revisions to the proposed 
General Plan Update and EIR address all substantive topics discussed between the City and 
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the UAIC representatives with the exception of the pay rate of monitors for City projects. 
Mitigation Measures 4.9-2 (a and b), 4.9-3, and 4.9-4 (which are now Implementation 
Measures of the proposed General Plan) were also revised to defer to the Internal Guidance 
for Management of Tribal Cultural Resources and Consultation (included as Appendix E of 
the Final EIR), because as noted above, the text and example mitigation measures contained 
within were previously coordinated with, and vetted by the UAIC. 

Comment 5-6 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests that additional information on living 
descendant communities should be provided.  

Response: The City is appreciative of the additional recommended language, which was 
subsequently provided, and is included in EIR Section 4.9.  The EIR also now includes 
separate subheadings to distinguish between ethnographic history occurring before 1900, and 
history from 1900–Present, to emphasize the portions of the section describing current 
information. 

Comment 5-7 Summary of Comment: The commenter suggests additional information about living 
descendant communities and that Native American Tribal representatives make 
determinations related to tribal cultural resources (TCRs). 

Response: The City is appreciative of the additional recommended language, which was 
subsequently provided, and is included in EIR Section 4.9. The City is appreciative also of 
the input from the commenter, which has been directly used to revise the EIR mitigation to 
ensure all mitigation measures which reference evaluation of a potential resource includes 
coordination with culturally affiliated Native American tribes. Please see Chapter 10 of this 
Final EIR for more information.   

Comment 5-8 Summary of Comment: The commenter references Draft EIR page 4.9-28, suggesting that 
impact analysis and mitigation measures must be included in separate chapter and specific to 
TCRs and include tribal values and acknowledge tribal participation in the stewardship of 
ancestral sites. 

Response: The City is appreciative of the additional recommended language, which was 
subsequently provided, and is included in the EIR, as well as the detailed review and 
concurrence of the revised EIR language. The City is appreciative also of the input from the 
commenter, which has been directly used to revise the EIR mitigation. Also see the response 
to Comment 5-7, above. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more information.  

Comment 5-9 Summary of Comment: The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a include 
consulting with traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes. 

Response: The City has revised the EIR mitigation, as requested. Please see Chapter 10 of 
this Final EIR for more information. 

Comment 5-10 Summary of Comment: The commenter observes that Mitigation Measure 4.9-1a is geared 
toward built environment resources, but should also address TCRs. 
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Response: Mitigation Measure 4.9-1 is part of the evaluation of potential impacts to historic 
structures, and therefore addresses the built environment. After coordination with the UAIC, 
it was clarified that the concern is related to the need to recognize that tribal cultural 
resources may be historic-era, not just pre-historic. Impact 4.9-4 was revised to clarify this in 
response to this comment. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for more information.  

Comment 5-11 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a only addresses 
archaeological values and that EIR mitigation should also address TCRs. 

Response: The City has revised this mitigation measure, based on input from UAIC, as well 
as more directly connecting the EIR mitigation to the City’s now-approved Internal 
Guidance, to ensure that mitigation addresses tribal values. Please see Chapter 10 of this 
Final EIR for the changes made to Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a.  

Comment 5-12 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that TCRs can also be historic resources, as 
well. 

Response: The City is appreciative of this observation and appropriate revisions to Impact 
4.9-4 have been made to reflect this input. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for the 
changes made to Impact 4.9-4. 

Comment 5-13 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that it is not up to an archaeologist to 
determine if an area is sensitive for TCRs. 

Response: See response to Comment 5-5. The City has revised mitigation in the EIR based on 
input from UAIC to ensure coordination with culturally affiliated Native American tribes is 
required when making determinations of sensitivity. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR 
for more information.   

Comment 5-14 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that an archaeological survey is not adequate to 
identify TCRs. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 5-5. The City has also revised mitigation in 
the EIR based on input from UAIC related to TCRs. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR 
for the changes made to Mitigation Measures 4.9-2a and b.   

Comment 5-15 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that Native American Tribal representatives 
make determinations related to TCRs. 

Response: See response to Comment 5-5. The City has revised mitigation in the EIR based on 
input from UAIC related to TCRs and consultation. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR 
for the changes made to Mitigation Measures 4.9-2a and b and Mitigation Measure 4.9-3.   

Comment 5-16 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that Native American Tribal representatives 
should make recommendations for management of TCRs. 

Response: See response to Comment 5-5. The City has revised mitigation in the EIR based on 
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input from UAIC related to TCRs and consultation. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR 
for the changes made to Mitigation Measures 4.9-2a and b and Mitigation Measure 4.9-3.   

Comment 5-17 Summary of Comment: The commenter makes recommendations related to consultation and 
tribal cultural resources for EIR mitigation. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 5-5. The City has revised mitigation in the 
EIR based on input from UAIC related to TCRs and consultation, and shared these revisions 
with UAIC to ensure consensus. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR for the changes made 
to Mitigation Measures 4.9-2a and b and Mitigation Measure 4.9-3.   

Comment 5-18 Summary of Comment: The commenter notes that UAIC’s policy is preservation in place and 
that if items must be recovered, Tribal protocols should be followed. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 5-5. The City appreciates this input and has 
revised EIR mitigation and approved the Internal Guidelines, which require input and 
consultation with traditionally and culturally affiliated Native American Tribal 
representatives, and which indicate that preservation in place is the preferred approach. 
Please see Chapter 10 of this Final EIR and Appendix E for more information.   

Comment 5-19 Summary of Comment: The commenter has suggested a specific text revision to change 
“should be afforded the opportunity to” to “shall” in reference to monitoring. 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 5-5. The City appreciates this input and has 
revised EIR mitigation and approved the Internal Guidelines, which require input and 
consultation with traditionally and culturally affiliated Native American Tribal 
representatives and specify procedures for monitoring. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final 
EIR and Appendix E for more information.   

Comment 5-20 Summary of Comment: The commenter has recommended specific revisions to EIR 
mitigation to change “qualified archaeologist” to “consulting tribes shall collaborate and 
coordinate with the archaeologist.” 

Response: Please see the response to Comment 5-5. The City has made revisions to EIR 
mitigation, including revisions that require input and consultation with traditionally and 
culturally affiliated Native American Tribal representatives. The City also has added General 
Plan Policy OS4.12 to address this topic, shown below. Please see Chapter 10 of this Final 
EIR and Appendix E for more information. 

Policy OS4.12: The City will continue to coordinate with Native American Tribes 
that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with resources in the Planning Area 
on management of, and access to City properties that have Tribal Cultural 
Resources. 

Comment 5-21 Summary of Comment: The commenter has suggested that revisions should be made to the 
Draft EIR Impact 4.9-4 to recognize that tribal cultural resources may be historic-era. 
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Response: The City is appreciative of the additional recommended language, which was 
subsequently provided, and is included in EIR Impact 4.9-4 acknowledging that tribal cultural 
resources may be historic-era.  

Comment 5-22 Summary of Comment: The commenter has recommended a revision to Policy OS4.10 to add 
“local tribes” to public awareness and educational programs. 

Response: The City has made the suggested revision, as shown below.   

OS4.10 Provide opportunities for public awareness and education through coordination 
with the Roseville Historical Society and local schools, and culturally affiliated 
California Native American tribes. 

Comment 5-23 Summary of Comment: The commenter concludes the letter and offers additional assistance. 

Response: The City is greatly appreciative of this, and subsequent input, which has improved 
the EIR and the proposed General Plan Update.  
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