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2.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following section contains comment letters and written responses to comments on the Draft 
EIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b) requires that responses be made to only those
comments that are specific to the Draft EIR.  In addition, in the court case Browning-Ferris
Industries of California, Inc. v. San Jose (181 Cal. App. 3d 852, 1986), the court stated that he 
Lead Agency must respond to all significant environmental comments in a level of detail
commensurate with that of the comment, citing Gallegos v. California Board of Forestry (76 Cal. 
App. 3d 945, 1978), Twain Harte Homeowners Association v. County of Tuolumne (128 Cal. App. 
3d 664, 1982), and Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (118 Cal. App. 3d 348, 1981).  Beyond the
requirements set by CEQA and relevant court cases, every attempt has been made to respond 
to comments that address the project in general, in an effort to provide the most complete 
information possible.

Table 2-1 lists those persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided written comments 
on the Draft EIR.  The assigned comment letter number, letter date, letter author and affiliation 
with a particular organization, if presented in the comment letter or if representing a public 
agency, is also listed.

2.2 RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMENTOR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d) requires that the Final EIR consist of the responses of the Lead 
Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process.  In
addition, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15201 and 15204 discuss public participation regarding the 
review and evaluation of EIRs.  Specifically, Section 15204 states the following:

(a) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects.  At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy 
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commentors.  When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR
[Emphasis added].
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(c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments.  Pursuant to [CEQA Guidelines] Section
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial
evidence.

(d) Reviewing agencies or organizations should include with their comments the name of a 
contact person who would be available for later consultation if necessary. Each
responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental
information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility [Emphasis added].

(e) This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the
general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not
focused as recommended by this section.

(f) Prior to the close of the public review period for an EIR or mitigated negative declaration, 
a responsible or trustee agency which has identified significant effects on the
environment may submit to the lead agency proposed mitigation measures which would 
address those significant effects.  Any such measures shall be limited to impacts affecting 
those resources that are subject to the statutory authority of that agency.  If mitigation 
measures are submitted, the responsible or trustee agency shall either submit to the lead 
agency complete and detailed performance objectives for the mitigation measures, or 
shall refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference
documents which meet the same purpose
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TABLE 2-1
PUBLIC AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS COMMENT ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter # Date Commentor Affiliation
1 11/30/00 Terry Roberts State Clearinghouse
2 11/14/00 Ron Knierim, Senior Safety, Health 

and Environmental Specialist
Sacramento Municipal 

Utility District
3 11/20/00 Neal B. Allen, Senior Civil Engineer County Sanitation District 1
4 11/20/00 George H. Booth, Associate Civil 

Engineer
County of Sacramento, 
Department of Water 

Resources
5 11/28/00 Phil Stafford, Associate Air Quality 

Planner
Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management 

District
6 11/11/00 Greg Peterson, Principal Citrus Heights School
7 11/28/00 Richard L. Ehrhardt, Planning 

Director
San Juan Unified School 

District
8 11/6/00 Richard L. Ehrhardt, Planning 

Director
San Juan Unified School 

District
9 11/17/00 Terry Jewell, District Administrator Sunrise Recreation and 

Park District
10 11/27/00 Azadeh Doherty, Planning Manager Sacramento Regional 

Transit District
11 11/29/00 George Phillips Law Offices of George 

Phillips
12 11/13/00 Darlene Sedlacek City Resident
13 11/16/00 Mrs. V. H. Montgomery City Resident
14 11/20/00 Mrs. V. H. Montgomery City Resident
15 11/29/00 Rebecca Cassell City Resident
16 11/29/00 Jack E. Sales (via email) City Resident
17 11/29/00 Jack E. Sales City Resident
18 10/30/00 Oliver Sasse City Resident
19 11/16/00 Mark McIntire City Resident
20 11/14/00 Max Alexander City Resident
21 11/16/00 Greg Rice City Resident

PH 1 Harry Pelliccione Planning Commissioner
PH 2 Bill Nielsen City Resident
PH 3 Rita Rae Perry Planning Commissioner
PH 4 Charlotte Fahland City Resident
PH 5 Jeff Slowey Planning Commission Chair
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Letter 1 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Terry 
Roberts, Senior Planner

1-1: General Comment

Of the state agencies to which the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR for review, none 
submitted comments.  The City acknowledges receipt of the notice of compliance.
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Letter 2 Ron Knierim, Senior Safety, Health and Environmental Specialist,
Sacramento Municipal Utility District.  November 14, 2000

2-1:  Electrical Service

Introductory discussion of the EIR description of electrical services and possible new distribution 
substation.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and no further response is 
required.

2-2:  Underground Electrical Lines

Commentor notes that the EIR and Guide for Development  call for all new electrical lines to be 
located underground.  In addition, all existing lines along Auburn Boulevard are to be converted 
from overhead to underground lines.  The Commentor states that this would result in a significant 
financial impact to SMUD and suggests possible mitigation measures.

In response to SMUD’s concerns, the Guidel ine for Development  has been revised to reflect the 
language recommended in comment 2-8 (i.e. 69 kV lines will not be required to be underground 
and the developer will be required to bear the cost of undergrounding existing 12 kV lines along 
Auburn Boulevard).

2-3:  Underground Electrical Lines

See Response to Comment 2-2.

2-4: Rates, Rules and Regulations/CEQA Review/Underground 69 kV lines

The Commentor notes that the installation of new electric distribution facilities are subject to 
SMUD’s Rates, Rules and Regulations; SMUD is the lead agency per CEQA for new electric
facilities including new 69 kV lines and substations.  New 12 kV lines will be underground as part 
of SMUD’s standard offering.  However, new lines at 69 kV or greater would be installed
underground only if SMUD is reimbursed for the additional expense.  As described in Response to 
Comment 2-2, 69 kV lines will not be required to be underground.

2-5:  Underground Electrical Lines

See Response to Comment 2-2.

2-6:  Underground Electrical Lines

Please see Response to Comment 2-2.

2-7:  SMUD Alternative 1

See Response to Comment 2-2 and 2-8.
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2-8:  SMUD Alternative 2

The Guide for Development  (p.78) has been modified to reflect the suggested text changes.

2-9:  Fiscal Impacts

This information is provided for the consideration of the City.  Please see Response to Comments 
2-2 and 2-8.

2-10:  Landscape

The Guide for Development (Appendix D) has been modified to reflect the recommended
changes to the Landscape section. 
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Letter 3 County Sanitation District 1, Neal B. Allen, Senior Civil Engineer

3-1: Sewer Service

Commentor provides additional information pertinent to the discussion of wastewater service.
The text on page 4.11-14 of the document  has been revised as follows:

Sanitary sewer service for the project site is provided by the Sacramento Regional
County Sanitation District and the County Sanitation District No. 1 (CSD-1). In order to 
obtain sewer service, an approved sewer study must be submitted to the CSED prior to 
submittal of project improvement plans.

To serve the project, a public collector sewer will need to be constructed in compliance 
with CSD-1 standards.  An existing 27-inch trunk sewer is located north of Arcade Creek 
and a 10-inch line is located in Sylvan Road.  Sewer lines to serve the portion of the 
project site north of Arcade Creek (i.e. the Auburn Commerce District) will tie into the 
existing 27-inch line.  Uses south of the Creek will tie into the 10-inch line in Sylvan Road. 
Sacramento County Improvement Standards apply to any on-site sewer construction.

Sewer easements may be required to accommodate the new infrastructure.  All sewer 
easements will be dedicated to CSD-1 to ensure continuous access for maintenance.  In 
addition, the project developer would be required to pay sewer impact fees if applicable 
to the project.  Therefore, impacts to wastewater collection are considered less than
significant.

3-2: Sewer Service

Commentor notes that a sewer study will be required by CSD-1.  The text on page 4.11-14 of the 
document has been revised accordingly.  Refer to Response to Comment 3-1, above.

3-3: Sewer Service – Fiscal Impacts

Commentor notes that development of the project may require payment of sewer fees. The
text on page 4.11-14 of the document has been revised accordingly.  Refer to Response to 
Comment 3-1, above.


