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Letter 13 Mrs. V.H. Montgomery, City Resident

13-1: Traffic – Safety for School Children

The proposed project would construct a new signalized intersection on Auburn Boulevard into 
the project site.  The traffic signal at this intersection would include crosswalks with pedestrian-
actuated controllers.  The project would also include a detached sidewalk along its frontage on 
Auburn Boulevard to accommodate students who walk or bike to school.  In addition, a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge would be constructed across Arcade Creek to allow students residing 
along Stock Ranch Road to get to school without using Sylvan Road.

13-2: Traffic - Impacts

The Draft EIR acknowledged the potential for increased traffic on Carriage Drive and Raintree 
Drive.  However, since the DEIR, the primary access to the Auburn Commerce District has been 
relocated west of Raintree Drive to opposite Coachman Drive.  A new signalized intersection will 
be installed at this location.  Direct access to Coachman Way or the frontage will not be
provided at this signal.  Therefore, the proposed circulation plan would reduce impacts to
neighborhoods to the north of the project compared to the previous configuration analyzed in 
the DEIR. 

13-3: Type of Planned Development

Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the size of the businesses that could be located on 
the site and effects on neighboring residential areas.  This issue has been previously addressed.
Refer to Response to Comment 12-6, above.

13-4: Traffic - Impacts

Commentor expresses a concern regarding deliveries to large box stores potentially located on 
the project site.  The issue of noise was addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR (refer to pages 4.3-13
and 4.3-14).  The Guide for Development  includes a variety of design features to reduce the 
issues identified (e.g. noise).  The EIR also identifies mitigation measures, in addition to the design 
guidelines and development standards contained in the Guide for Development, where
necessary to reduce the impacts to less than significant.  The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis.  No further response is required.

13-5: Detention Basins

The proposed detention storage to be provided (20 acre-feet) is sufficient to mitigate runoff 
increases induced by the proposed development.  With the detention facilities in place,
downstream property owners will not experience any increase in flooding resulting from the 
project.

13-6: Air Quality

The DEIR calculated total regional emissions associated with the proposed development and 
compared these emissions to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s 
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thresholds of significance.  This result requires that available mitigation measures be applied to 
the project, and would require that the City of Citrus Heights make a finding of overriding
consideration to approve the proposed project.

13-7: Air Quality

Sensitive receptors are an issue related to local air quality impacts.  The DEIR found that the 
project would have a potentially significant (but mitigatible) effect on local air quality during 
construction.  Local indirect impacts, those related to vehicle traffic, were found to be less than 
significant since projected concentrations of carbon monoxide at worst-case locations were 
below the ambient air quality standards that are also the thresholds of significance for this
pollutant.  Since impacts and concentrations at sensitive receptors would be less than those at 
worst-case locations, the local impacts of project traffic were determined to be less-than-
significant.

The term “smog” refers to photochemical ozone pollution.  While project emissions of ozone 
precursors were found to be significant, this would not affect nearby sensitive receptors due to 
the regional nature of this pollutant.  Due to the transport of precursors by the wind, the
dispersed nature of the project’s emissions over the entire regional roadway network and the 
time lag between precursor emission and formation of ozone in the atmosphere, local sensitive 
receptors would be no more affected by project ozone impacts than any other site within the air 
basin.
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Letter 14 Mrs. V.H. Montgomery, City Resident

14-1: Quality of Life

Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the project as a mechanism to generate tax
revenue.  Comment noted.

14-2: General Comment

Commentor identifies her location relative to the project site.  This comment is specifically 
responded to in subsequent responses.

14-3: Noise

Bollard and Brennan, Inc. analyzed the project noise impacts.  No significant noise impact was 
identified for the entrance to the site.

14-4: Traffic – Access

The Draft EIR analyzed each project alternative assuming the signalized project access is
located on Auburn Boulevard opposite Raintree Drive.  The signalized access is currently
proposed to be located further west on Auburn Boulevard (opposite Coachman Way) for two 
reasons.  First, the neighbors on the north side of Auburn Boulevard were concerned that 
situat ing the traffic signal at Raintree Drive would encourage “cut-through” traffic in the
neighborhood.  Second, the project applicant indicated that relocating the signal further west 
would provide better on-site circulation.

14-5: Building Setbacks

The Commentor expresses concern regarding setbacks.  The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.

14-6: Size of Planned Development

The Commentor requests that the project include only one box store.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR analysis but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No 
further response is required.

14-7: Quality of Life

Comment noted.
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Letter 15 Rebecca Cassell, City Resident

15-1: Traffic – Impacts

To mitigate the project’s impact at the Auburn Boulevard/San Tomas Drive intersection, the 
project applicant would install a traffic signal.  The traffic signal would provide motorists from 
Crosswoods and the adjacent neighborhood to the north with a protected crossing onto
Auburn Boulevard, thereby improving their ability to enter and exit each neighborhood.
Crosswalks with pedestrian-actuation would also be provided.
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Letter 16 Jack E. Sales, City Resident (via email)

16-1: Aesthetics – Night Sky

Commentor expresses a concern regarding the impacts of the effects of the project on the 
visual nighttime environment.  The project is located in an urban area with existing sources of 
artificial light that result in nighttime “light pollution.”  As such, the project in and of itself would 
not introduce night lighting to an area that was previously without nighttime light sources.  The 
proposed project attempts to provide safe levels of illumination for pedestrians while avoiding 
excessive light spillage.

16-2: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Guide for Development  states, “Maximum illumination levels shall not exceed 20 foot
candles (FC) at any point.”  The Guide includes setbacks from the edges of the property as well 
as landscaping throughout the site.  Both setbacks and landscape will help to confine lighting to 
the project site and avoid spillage onto surrounding uses.

16-3: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding use of “cutoff luminaries.”  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No 
further response is required.

16-4: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Development Standards and Guidelines section of the Guide for Development  identify 
lighting specifications for the project.  They are listed on 4.12-9 and 4.12-10 of the EIR.  The 
Commentor expresses an opinion regarding concealed source lighting.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.

16-5: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding parking area lighting.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.

16-6: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding the lighting of parking lots and pedestrian areas.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers
consideration.

16-7: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the use of metal halide lights.  Commentor 
requests that high-pressure sodium be considered over metal halide.  The comment does not 
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address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.

16-8: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

Comment noted.  No further response is required.

16-9: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding service area lighting.  Commentor re-iterates an 
opinion regarding cut-off lighting.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but 
is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

16-10: Mitigation Measures – Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding building illumination and architectural lighting. 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers
consideration.  No further response is required.

16-11: Aesthetics – Night Sky

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding classifying the night sky as a cultural resource.
The term “cultural resources” encompasses both historical and archaeological resources.  Both 
historical and archaeological resources are defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.  For all 
practical purposes, the Guidelines refer to tangible artifacts, structures, etc.  Preservation of the 
night sky is not recognized in the Guidelines and is best discussed in the Visual Resources/Light 
and Glare Section of the EIR.
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Letter 17 Jack E. Sales, City Resident

17-1: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding streetscape fixtures identified in the Guide for 
Development .  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the 
decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-2: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the use of lighted bollards as identified in the 
Guide for Development .  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted 
for the decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-3: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the use of Acorn fixtures identified in the Guide
for Development .  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the 
decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-4: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding luminaries depicted in Design Character
Examples in the Guide for Development.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-5: Lighting

This issue has previously been addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 17-3, above.

17-6: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding lighting the bike path and Arcade Creek.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers
consideration.  No further response is required.

17-7: Lighting

Comment noted.  No further response is necessary.

17-8: Light and Glare – Signage

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding illumination of signage.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.
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17-9: Light and Glare - Signage

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding the lighting of signage in the Sylvan Commerce
District.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-
makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-10: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding lighting restrictions for outdoor display areas.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers
consideration.  No further response is required.

17-11: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding light spillage.  This issue has been previously
addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-2, above.

17-12: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding concealed source fixtures.  This issue has been 
previously addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-4, above.

17-13: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding parking area lighting.  This issue has been
previously addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-5, above.

17-14: Lighting

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding the lighting of parking lots and pedestrian areas.
This issue has been previously addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-6, above.

17-15: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the use of metal halide lights.  This issue has 
been previously addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-7, above.

17-16: Lighting Design

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding the co-location of parking lot lights and
planters.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-
makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-17: Light and Glare

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding service area lighting.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.
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17-18: Lighting

The Commentor expresses an opinion regarding building illumination and architectural lighting. 
This issue has been previously addressed.  Refer to Response to Comment 16-10, above.

17-19: Lighting

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding use of lighting to enhance architecture and 
landscape.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the
decision-makers consideration.  No further response is required.

17-20: Lighting

The Commentor expresses a concern regarding security lighting.  The comment does not
address the adequacy of the EIR but is noted for the decision-makers consideration.  No further 
response is required.


