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3.3 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
 
This section contains the written comments received during the comment period for the 
RDEIR and their associated responses.  
 
AGENCY COMMENTS 
 

Letter  Page
1. City of Roseville – Community Development 3.3-7 
2. County of Placer – Air Pollution Control District 3.3-9 
3. County of Placer – Community Development Resource Agency 3.3-18 
4. County of Placer – Flood Control and Water Conservation District 3.3-23 
5. County of Placer – Transportation Planning Agency 3.3-26 
6. County of Placer – Water Agency 3.3-31 
7. Rocklin Unified School District 3.3-37 
8. South Placer Municipal Utility District 3.3-40 
9. State of California – California Highway Patrol 3.3-54 
10. State of California – California Regional Water Quality Control Board 3.3-56 
11. State of California – Department of Fish and Game 3.3-64 
12. State of California – Department of Transportation 3.3-68 
13. State of California – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 3, 2006) 3.3-77 
14. State of California – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 9, 2006) 3.3-80 
15. State of California – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 16, 2006) 3.3-93 
16. State of California – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (March 17, 2006 ) 3.3-96 
17. State of California – Office of Historic Preservation, Department of 

Parks and Recreation (March 1, 2006) 3.3-98 
18. State of California – Public Utilities Commission1 3.3-105 
19. Town of Loomis – Mooney, Donald B., Attorney at Law 3.3-107 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES COMMENTS 
 

Letter  Page
20. Ballanti, Don, Consulting Meteorologist 3.3-163 
21. California Native Plant Society, Redbud Chapter 3.3-166 
22. California Oaks Foundation 3.3-169 
23. Clover Valley Foundation – Yeats, J. William, Attorney (March 2, 2006) 3.3-175 

                                                 
1 This comment letter was received late, but is considered and addressed in this Final EIR.   

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-1 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 

24. Clover Valley Foundation – Yeats, J. William, Attorney (March 15, 
2006) 3.3-182 

25. Coleman, Ralph E., Planning Commissioner  3.3-214 
26. Dry Creek Conservancy 3.3-216 
27. Jarvis Fay & Doporto, LLP 3.3-227 
28. Hill, Peter, City Councilmember 3.3-233 
29. Historical Trails Council 3.3-238 
30. Lund, Kathy, City Councilmember 3.3-240 
31. Menth, Larry, Planning Commissioner 3.3-242 
32. North Fork American River Watershed Group 3.3-244 
33. PG & E, Land Services 3.3-246 
34. Protect American River Canyons 3.3-248 
35. Regent Development, Inc. 3.3-250 
36. Rocklin Park Place Condominiums Owners Association 3.3-252 
37. Save Clover Valley (January 20, 2006) 3.3-254 
38. Save Clover Valley (January 26, 2006) 3.3-256 
39. Save Clover Valley (March 3, 2006) 3.3-259 
40. Save Clover Valley (March 14, 2006) 3.3-279 
41. Shirhall, Jeff, Planning Commissioner 3.3-286 
42. Sierra Club Placer Group (January 23, 2006) 3.3-291 
43. Sierra Club Placer Group and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society (March 

15, 2006) 3.3-293 
44. Sierra College ECOS Club 3.3-402 
45. Siemens, Mark, Chief of Police 3.3-405 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND INTERESTED PARTIES COMMENTS 
 

Letter  Page
46. Stantec Consulting, Inc.  3.3-407 
47. Sully, Lynne, Planning Commissioner 3.3-415 
48. United Auburn Indian Community 3.3-417 
49. Weibert, Betty, Planning Commissioner 3.3-422 

RESIDENT COMMENTS 
 

Letter  Page
50. Anonymous (e-mail name pjrdance@aol.com) 3.3-426 
51. Aldous, Vicki E. 3.3-428 
52. Angell, Lavonne 3.3-430 
53. Anzelmo, Phyllis 3.3-432 
54. Azbill, Darlene and Don 3.3-434 
55. Bachtold, Louise, (undated; received February 27, 2006) 3.3-436 
56. Bachtold, Louise (March 7, 2006) 3.3-438 
57. Bachtold, Louise (March 9, 2006) 3.3-440 
58. Bardet, Glenn 3.3-442 
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59. Barker, Aria A. 3.3-444 
60. Barstad, David and Marsha 3.3-449 
61. Bartylla, James G. and Mary L.  3.3-451 
62. Baskin, Jack 3.3-453 
63. Bates, Charles and Jennifer 3.3-455 
64. Bentz, Jo (March 8, 2006) 3.3-457 
65. Bentz, Jo (March 27, 2006)  3.3-483 
66. Berry, Joseph  3.3-487 
67. Beusan, Vince 3.3-489 
68. Bischel, Mary 3.3-491 
69. Bonadonna, Marjorie L. 3.3-493 
70. Booth, Sean, Professor of Geography and GIS 3.3-495 
71. Brewer, Doug (February 28, 2006) 3.3-511 
72. Brewer, Doug and Dave Bennett (March 15, 2006) 3.3-519 
73. Briggs, Sue 3.3-526 
74. Bryant, Marie 3.3-528 
75. Chang, Michael 3.3-530 
76. Cheap, Jim 3.3-532 
77. Combs, Laurie 3.3-534 
78. Coy, Jose and Mary 3.3-536 
79. Degli-Esposti, Robert and Deanna 3.3-538 
80. Dehaan, Donald R. 3.3-540 
81. Desmul, Vern and Dorothy 3.3-542 
82. Deuschel, Laurie A 3.3-544 
83. Diroll, Anne 3.3-547 
84. Dolder, Bruce and Barbara 3.3-550 
85. Dozier, Diana and Terry 3.3-553 
86. Dunlap, Janet (January 21, 2006) 3.3-556 
87. Dunlap, Janet (March 1, 2006) 3.3-558 
88. Dunlap, Victoria  3.3-568 
89. Ehrhardt, David and Kristi 3.3-570 
90. Feder, Sherie and Jeffrey Surwillo 3.3-572 
91. Fibush, Judi 3.3-575 
92. Forster, Jerry 3.3-577 
93. Frederick, Donelle 3.3-579 
94. Frey, Bob and Pat 3.3-581 
95. Fuqua, Donald G. and Paulette A. 3.3-583 
96. Gaye, Shirley 3.3-585 
97. Ginsberg, Richard (H.R.) 3.3-587 
98. Golemis, Denis and Marie 3.3-589 
99. Gomez, Darlene 3.3-591 
100. Goss, Madeline 3.3-593 
101. Greenhalge, Charlotte 3.3-595 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-3 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
RESIDENT COMMENTS(cont’d) 
 

Letter  Page
102. Groom, Paul A. and Lillian 3.3-597 
103. Gross, Janice K. 3.3-599 
104. Guest, Lois and Sam 3.3-601 
105. Gutermann, Carl and Louise 3.3-603 
106. Haag, Dwight W. 3.3-606 
107. Hale, Janet M. 3.3-608 
108. Hammitt, Douglas L., D.P.M. 3.3-612 
109. Hanger, Sally 3.3-614 
110. Harder, Kathleen Cole 3.3-616 
111. Hargraves, Phil and Marlies 3.3-623 
112. Harry, David J. 3.3-625 
113. Hart, John H. and Toni M. 3.3-628 
114. Havens, Sylvia 3.3-630 
115. Helbig, Thomas 3.3-632 
116. Herlocker, Matt and Lisa 3.3-634 
117. Holland, Mary Etta 3.3-636 
118. Holverstott, Ron 3.3-638 
119. Horsley, Jeanne G. 3.3-640 
120. Houston, David 3.3-642 
121. Houston, Rosemary 3.3-644 
122. Jarne-Euan, Cheryl 3.3-646 
123. Jasper, Marilyn 3.3-648 
124. Johnson, Barbara 3.3-667 
125. Johnson, Hunter K. 3.3-671 
126. Kahn, Kenneth and Nancy A. 3.3-674 
127. Kapsalis, Dean and Patricia 3.3-676 
128. Kizer, Suzanne (January 23, 2006) 3.3-678 
129. Kizer, Suzanne (undated) 3.3-680 
130. Knapp, Howard 3.3-690 
131. Kristiansen, Sigrid L. 3.3-695 
132. Lawler, Mary Jane 3.3-697 
133. Leavell, Pierce M., MHA, MA, CHE 3.3-699 
134. Lee, Lawrence and Reyna 3.3-701 
135. Lerch, Jim 3.3-703 
136. Lewis, Patricia 3.3-705 
137. Loon-Stern, Liese 3.3-707 
138. Lynam, Michelle 3.3-709 
139. Mader, Lothar, Ph.D. and Melanie 3.3-711 
140. Medeiros, Joseph L 3.3-715 
141. Miller, Barry 3.3-726 
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RESIDENT COMMENTS (cont’d) 
 

Letter  Page
142. Mirner, Esbern and Joan 3.3-732 
143. Mitchell, Helen 3.3-734 
144. Moran, Holly 3.3-736 
145. Morehead, Lawrence and Mary 3.3-738 
146. Murphy, Rod 3.3-740 
147. Newington, Betsy 3.3-743 
148. O'Deegan Family, The 3.3-746 
149. Odzak, Josip 3.3-755 
150. Olsen, Eleanor 3.3-757 
151. Orrick, Pamela 3.3-760 
152. Pace, Ida S. 3.3-762 
153. Perera, Don, (undated; received February 24, 2006) 3.3-764 
154. Perera, Don (undated; received March 3, 2006) 3.3-772 
155. Perera, Don (March 14, 2006) 3.3-778 
156. Petersen, Darby 3.3-784 
157. Podleski, Janice 3.3-786 
158. Porter, Judith 3.3-788 
159. Rakocija, Tony 3.3-790 
160. Remedios, Beatrice and Roy 3.3-793 
161. Renner, Albert and Joanne 3.3-795 
162. Riofrio, R. 3.3-797 
163. Rutz, Karen R. 3.3-799 
164. Schimandle, John (March 6, 2006) 3.3-801 
165. Schimandle, John (March 13, 2005) 3.3-835 
166. Servin, Robert and Shari 3.3-841 
167. Seyfried, Monica Eames, Certified Arborist #WE-1259A 3.3-843 
168. Sheaffer, Charles R. 3.3-845 
169. Simpson, Jenny 3.3-847 
170. Singh, Jamie, March 4, 2006 3.3-857 
171. Singh, Jamie, (undated; received March 21, 2006) 3.3-859 
172. Smith, Howard J. and Patricia 3.3-861 
173. Somers, Susan 3.3-863 
174. Southwick, Frank and Betty  3.3-868 
175. Spriggs, Ruby 3.3-870 
176. Stark, Michael, (undated; received February 21, 2006) 3.3-872 
177. Stark, Michael (March 6, 2006) 3.3-874 
178. Taylor, Marissa 3.3-876 
179. Tritel, Cathie 3.3-878 
180. Vasilj, Jozo 3.3-880 
181. Vasilj, Zlatan 3.3-882 
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RESIDENT COMMENTS (cont’d) 
 

Letter  Page
182. Vesely, Dan 3.3-884 
183. Voris, John R, B.S. 3.3-893 
184. Votaw, Kenneth (January 26, 2006) 3.3-895 
185. Votaw, Kenneth (March 3, 2006) 3.3-897 
186. Wallace, Ian DVM 3.3-903 
187. Wallace, Natsuko 3.3-905 
188. Webster, John  3.3-907 
189. Weinfeld, Sanford A. 3.3-909 
190. Whelan & Grover Families 3.3-911 
191. Wilson, Duane 3.3-942 
192. Wilson, Joseph 3.3-957 
193. Wittbrod, Geraldine 3.3-959 
194. Wittman, Fred 3.3-961 
195. Wrenn, Richard and Deborah 3.3-963 
196. Young, Delmar J. 3.3-965 
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LETTER 1: CITY OF ROSEVILLE – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 
 
All projects within the Rocklin City limits are part of the Highway 65 JPA and SPRTA 
Fee Programs, including the Clover Valley project. The proposed project will be required 
to pay appropriate fees at time of building permit issuance.  
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Letter 2 

 

 

2-1
 
2-2
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  Letter 2 cont’d

 
2-3
 

2-4 
2-5
 
2-6
 

2-9 

2-8 

2-7 
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  Letter 2 cont’d

 

2-10 

   2-9 
cont’d 
2-11
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LETTER 2: COUNTY OF PLACER – AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 2-1 
 
The commenter is correct that the 1-hour federal primary ozone standard was withdrawn 
June 15, 2005. In 1997, EPA determined that the 1-hour standards were not needed to 
protect public health given the promulgation of the 8-hour standards. On April 15, 2004 
EPA issued a final rule revoking the 1-hour standards, effective June 15, 2005.  
 
Table 4.5-1 on page 4.5-2 of the DEIR is hereby amended to read as follows:  
 

Table 4.5-1 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Federal Standards Pollutant Averaging 
Time 

California 
Standards Primary Secondary 

Ozone 1 Hour 0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm 
N/A Same as primary 

Ozone 8 Hour 0.07 ppm 0.09 ppm Same as primary 

Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 
1 Hour 

9 ppm 
20 ppm 

9 ppm 
35 ppm Same as primary 

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual Average 
1 Hour 0.25 ppm 0.053 ppm Same as primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Annual Mean 

24 Hour 
3 Hour 

0.04 ppm 0.030 ppm 
0.14 ppm 0.50 ppm 

Respirable 
Particulate Matter 

(PM10) 

Annual Mean 
24 Hour 

20 ug/m3

50 ug/m3
50 ug/m3

150 ug/m3 Same as primary 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

Annual Mean 
24 Hour 

12 ug/m3 

 
15 ug/m3 

65 ug/m3 Same as primary 

Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ug/m3   
Lead 30 Day Average 1.5 ug/m3 1.5 ug/m3 Same as primary 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm N/A N/A 
Vinyl Chloride 24 Hour 0.010 ppm N/A N/A 

ppm = Parts per Million 
ug/m3 = Micrograms per Cubic Meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, November 29, 2005. 
 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated due to the fact that the California 1-hour standard for ozone 
is more stringent than the previous federal standard.   
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
 
The commenter is correct. The comment identifies several points within the DEIR that 
require revision. Page 2-4 of the Executive Summary of the DEIR, second sentence on 
the second paragraph, is hereby amended as follows: 
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Increased carbon monoxide concentrations resulting from the proposed 
project were found to be less-than-significant. Impacts related to 
construction-generated pollutants and impacts resulting from increased 
vehicle and area source air emissions were found less-than-significant 
after mitigation. to be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation.  
 

The emissions in Table 4.5-4 on page 4.5-13 are operational emissions prior to 
mitigation.  The mitigation measures to be implemented would provide more than 
the 13% reduction that would be required to reduce the project’s emission of 94.1 
pounds per day to below the PCAPCD’s threshold of significance of 82 pounds 
per day.  Thus, the DEIR correctly concluded that mitigation would reduce ROG 
emissions to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
 
The commenter is correct. Table 4.5-3 in the Air Quality chapter of the DEIR includes an 
incorrect value for NOx site grading emissions. The table is hereby revised to read: 
 

Table 4.5-3 
Construction Emissions for On-Site Project 

Construction 
Phase ROG NOX CO PM10

 Site Grading 53.0 385.3  347.58 441.4 1208.6 
 Building 

Construction 16.1 98.1 129.0 15.3 4.1 

PCAPCD 
Significance 
Threshold 

82.0 82.0 550.0 82.0 

Note: The significance thresholds apply to each phase of construction separately, not additively, because the phases 
would occur sequentially and the construction emissions would not thus not be cumulative. 
Source:  Donald Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist. 
 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated due to the fact that the level of NOx is still above the 
PCAPCD threshold.   
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Response to Comment 2-4 
 
Because the dust control measures are recommendations by the PCAPCD and the 
applicant’s dust control plan is subject to approval by the PCAPCD, the last bullet of 
Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-1(a) on page 4.5-11 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

• Designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program as 
approved by the PCAPCD, and to order increased watering, as necessary, to 
prevent the transport of dist off sit. This designee’s duties will include holiday 
and weekend periods when work may not be in progress. An applicant 
representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations 
(VEF), shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. 
Fugitive Dust shall not exceed 40 percent opacity and not go beyond the 
property boundary at any time, including weekends and holidays.  

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 2-5 
 
Because the dust control measures are recommendations by the PCAPCD and the 
applicant’s dust control plan is subject to approval by the PCAPCD, the third bullet of 
Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-1(b) on page 4.5-11 is hereby amended to read as follows: 
 

• Construction equipment exhaust shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 202 (Visible 
Emissions) limitations. An applicant representative, CARB-certified to 
perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE) shall routinely evaluate project-
related off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance 
with this requirement. Operators of vehicles and equipment found to exceed 
opacity limits shall be notified and the equipment shall be repaired within 72 
hours.  

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 2-6 
 
Based upon the comment, the following changes to mitigation measure 4.5MM-1(b) in 
the Air Quality chapter of the DEIR are added for clarification. The last bullet in 
Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-1(b) is thus hereby revised to the following: 
 

• The prime contractor shall provide a plan for approval by the Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District demonstrating that the heavy-duty 
(>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction 
project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve 
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a project-wide fleet average 40 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent 
particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.  
Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model 
engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit 
technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they 
become available. Contractors can have access to Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD) web site 
(http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_calculator.xls)
to determine if their off-road feet meets the requirements listed in this 
mitigation measure. This construction mitigation calculator data shall be 
provided to the SMAQMD in electronic format for review and for project 
compliance. 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 2-7 
 
The commenter is correct regarding the difficulty in quantifying the 40 percent offset. For 
clarification, the last paragraph on page 4.5-13 is hereby revised to the following: 
 

The City of Rocklin and Placer County APCD have identified additional 
measures intended to provide a 40-percent offset of new emissions as part of 
the regional effort to attain the federal ozone standards. to maintain and 
control emissions. These measures are incorporated into the following 
mitigation measures: 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated.  
 
Response to Comment 2-8 
 
As has been noted in the past, the City is concerned about the equities associated with some 
of the mitigation measures suggested by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
(PCAPCD). In this particular case the PCAPCD has recommended that the Clover Valley 
project implement a measure related to equipping HVAC units with a Prem Air catalyst 
system. Because the City has not imposed such a restriction on residential developers in the 
past and has no control over whether other jurisdictions in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin 
(SVAB) implement such measures, the City is concerned that the project would be put at a 
competitive disadvantage when home buyers are seeking residences to purchase. The City 
considers such a result inequitable, and prefers an even-handed approach that treats similarly 
situated people similarly. The City would consider such solutions if they are implemented 
on a regional basis, rather than on a limited project basis.  
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Response to Comment 2-9 
 
For clarification purposes, the last bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-2(d) on page 4.5-
14 is hereby revised to the following: 
 

• Participate in the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s off-site 
Mitigation Program. Fees for single-family residences shall be collected at the 
time of building permit issuance. The project shall implement an off-site 
mitigation program, coordinated through the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District, to offset the project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions. 
Payment of the off-site mitigation fee shall be collected at the time of final 
map recording. The applicant shall provide monetary incentives to sources of 
air pollutant emissions within the project’s general vicinity that are not 
required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the emission reductions 
are real, quantifiable, and implement provisions of the 1994 State 
Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program reduces emissions 
within the region that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” 
the project’s increase to regional emissions. In lieu of the applicant 
implementing their own off-site mitigation program, the applicant can choose 
to participate in the Placer County Air Pollution District Offsite Mitigation 
Program by paying an equivalent amount of money into the District program. 
The actual amount of the emission reductions needed through the Offsite 
Mitigation Program would be calculated when the project’s average daily 
emissions have been determined. The amount of emissions would be reduced 
by any on-site measures implemented by the project.  

 
The following serves as an example of potential mitigation fees. The 
operational emissions as shown in Table 4.5-4 are 94.1 pounds per day for 
ROG and 56.2 pounds per day for NOx. Because projects are required to be 
below the cumulative threshold of 10 pounds per day of ROG and NOx, the 
applicant would be required to contribute to an off-site mitigation program. 
The PCAPCD calculates the project’s contribution by aggregating its 
estimated ROG and NOx emissions over the ozone season (May through 
October) and paying a cost effectiveness of $14,300 per ton of emissions 
reduced. Thus, the estimated off-site mitigation fee based on 558 single-
family residences is $167,953.50 or $300.99 per single-family residence.  

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated.  
 
Response to Comment 2-10 
 
A fourth bullet shall be added to Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-2(e) on page 4.5-14 to 
further reduce PM10 emissions: 
 

• Any outdoor burn pits shall be plumbed with natural gas.  
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This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 2-11 
 
In 2007, the PCAPCD is required to develop a new State Implementation Plan for 
achieving Clean Air Act air quality standards. New or modified control measures and 
best management practices will be developed at the time to achieve PCAPCD’s mandates 
under the Clean Air Act. In order to reflect the changing air pollution control measures 
that are developed within the next year, and which may be superior to those proposed in 
the current Draft EIR, the following mitigation measure is hereby added to Impact 4.5I-1: 
 

4.5MM-1(d)  The Placer County APCD may substitute different air 
pollution control measures for individual projects, that 
are equally effective or superior to those proposed 
herein, as new technology and/or other feasible measures 
become available in the court of project buildout.  

 
The same measure is also hereby added to Impact 4.5I-2: 
 

4.5MM-2(f) The Placer County APCD may substitute different air 
pollution control measures for individual projects, that 
are equally effective or superior to those proposed 
herein, as new technology and/or other feasible measures 
become available in the court of project buildout.  

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
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LETTER 3: COUNTY OF PLACER – COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
 
While the DEIR acknowledges that the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Del 
Mar Avenue will experience increased delays for individual turn movements (the westbound 
approach), the DEIR also acknowledges that overall Level of Service (LOS) at the 
intersection will remain at LOS A under existing plus project, cumulative, and cumulative 
plus project conditions. As noted in the DEIR, the City of Rocklin’s LOS policy is based on 
overall intersection delay, not individual movement or approach delay. Therefore, the 
overall LOS level for the Sierra College Boulevard/Del Mar Avenue intersection would be 
used to determine the impact significance, and because that overall LOS is “A”, the impact 
was determined to be less than significant and thus no mitigation was required to be 
identified. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
 
This comment requests the addition of a mitigation measure, which would require 
construction of frontage improvements along a small segment of Sierra College 
Boulevard which is adjacent to the project site.  The comment suggests that this 
mitigation measure is necessary to mitigate project impacts to Sierra College Boulevard, 
and states that the EIR should “not have payment of the SPRTA fee as the sole mitigation 
for Sierra College Blvd.” 
 
In responding to this comment, a distinction needs to be made between what is a CEQA 
“mitigation measure,” and what constitutes mitigation under the Mitigation Fee Act 
(Government Code section 66000).  Because the project will contribute some traffic to 
Sierra College Boulevard, and because it will benefit from improvements to this arterial, 
it is being required to pay the SPRTA fee, the proceeds of which will be used to fund 
such improvements.  Likewise, as is further discussed in Response to Comments 3-4 and 
5-1, the project will also be required to provide right-of-way for the necessary roadway 
frontage on Sierra College Boulevard for the limited portion of the project which fronts 
on that road, and to provide funding for the costs associated with such frontage 
improvements.   
  
However, the EIR has not identified any significant traffic impacts which this project will 
have on this segment of Sierra College Blvd.  Therefore, the construction of frontage 
improvements will not “mitigate” any significant impact for CEQA purposes, and it 
would not be accurate to characterize the construction of such improvements as a 
“mitigation measure” for CEQA purposes. 
 
The EIR does conclude that the construction of Valley View Parkway (regardless of 
whether this project is developed) will result in a significant traffic impact at the 
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and King Road.  But construction of the frontage 
improvements to the north will not serve to mitigate this impact. 
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Thus, while the comment is correct insofar as it suggests that the project will be 
responsible for frontage improvements, it is not correct that these improvements should 
be identified as an additional CEQA mitigation measure. See also Section 2 of Master 
Response 4 – Traffic. 
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
 
Figure 3-2 is used to show vicinity, not intended to portray relationship between project 
boundaries and Sierra College Boulevard. Frontage improvements to be covered by 
project and those covered by SPRTA is discussed in Response to Comment 3-2. 
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
 
The project will have to pay for frontage improvements as described above, however, the 
timing of such improvements is not anticipated to occur with the project and thus it was 
not analyzed in the DEIR. Because the project’s obligation for frontage improvements is 
for a relatively short distance and installing additional lanes for such a short distance 
would create potential safety issues where the additional lanes transitioned from the 
existing two-lane road to four lanes and then back to two lanes, the City felt it was more 
appropriate to do the frontage improvements required of the Clover Valley project as part 
of a larger future Sierra College Boulevard widening effort. At the time that such a 
project goes forward, the project will be subject to the CEQA process and potential 
impacts will be analyzed. In the interim, the Clover Valley project will be required to 
dedicate the necessary roadway frontage and pay the costs associated with their frontage 
improvements directly abutting Sierra College Boulevard. 
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
 
Grading and contours for encroachment of Valley View Parkway onto SCB are in 
application package plan set (Sheet GP-1 of 58), which was not included in the EIR due 
to space limitations. However, these plans have been, and continue to be, available for 
review at the City of Rocklin offices. Figure 3-4(a) on page 3-5 was intended to show the 
proposed layout of the subdivision as part of the project description chapter and was not 
meant to show all of the infrastructure elements of the project. 
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LETTER 4: COUNTY OF PLACER – FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
 
Pursuant to the request of the Place County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District (PCFCWCD), the applicant shall provide the Final Drainage Master Plan to 
Placer County Flood and Water Conservation District for review upon availability. 
Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-1(a) is thus hereby revised to read as follows: 
 

4.11MM-1(a) The applicant shall prepare a final master drainage plan 
for City Placer County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District review and City approval prior to 
approval of the final maps. The final master drainage plan 
shall include the final design of the roadway crossings of 
Clover Valley Creek. The Valley Clover Way and Nature 
Trail Way roadway crossings shall restrict flows slightly 
more than the proposed structures to ensure peak flows are 
not increased. The final LOMR must include the final 
design of the roadway crossings. The final hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling for the final master drainage plan shall 
include the 10 cfs overflow from Whitney Reservoir. 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
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LETTER 5: COUNTY OF PLACER – TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
The DEIR included information regarding the South Placer Regional Transportation 
Authority (SPRTA) in the section of the Traffic and Circulation chapter (Chapter 4.4) on 
pages 4.4-14 through 4.4-15. However, to clarify and complete this information, the 
following information is hereby added to page 4.4-14: 
 

In January 2002, the cities of Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln, the County of 
Placer, and the Placer County Transportation and Planning Agency entered 
into a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) known as the South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority (SPRTA).  The JPA’s purpose is to coordinate 
planning, design, financing, determining construction timing, and 
construction of several transportation improvements located in member 
jurisdictions. The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) 
provides staffing and accounting support for SPRTA. See www.pctpa.org 
for more detail. The primary purpose of the JPA is to generate revenue to 
construct a program of transportation improvements.  

 
Additionally, the following information is hereby added to the top of page 4.4-15: 
 

In general, the improvements are expected to be made during the next 
several years, but the timing of these roadway and transit system projects 
is ultimately dependent on the collection of the fees necessary to fund 
them.  
 
One of SPRTA’s powers is to collect and implement a regional 
transportation and air quality management fee on new development. This 
fee is to assist funding several regional transportation projects. Except for 
the Placer Parkway and Rail & Transit projects, member jurisdictions are 
responsible for overseeing the construction of transportation improvements. 
For all transportation improvements, it is assumed that: 
 
1. Curbs, gutters and sidewalks, where required by zoning, are the 
responsibility of the applicable developer or member jurisdiction; and 
2. Frontage improvements of a lane plus shoulder, where required by 
zoning, will be constructed along development property at no cost to the 
SPRTA improvement program. 
 
Because Sierra College Boulevard would serve as a primary transportation 
link to the Clover Valley project, the improvements related to this 
roadway included in the JPA are described below: 

 
Finally, the following information is hereby added to page 4.4-15: 
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The Sierra College Boulevard segments affected by the Clover Valley 
development and to be funded or credited by the fee program include: 
 

Segment 1 – from State Route 193 to the northern city limits of the 
City of Rocklin.  This segment would consist of a four-lane 
facility. 
 
Segment 2a – from the northern city limits of the City of Rocklin 
to the northern boundary of the Town of Loomis.  This facility 
would also be built to four lanes. 
 
Segment 5 – Interstate 80 to Rocklin Road.  This segment would 
consist of six lanes. 
 
Segment 6 – Rocklin Road to the southern city limits of the City of 
Rocklin.  This segment would consist of six lanes. 

 
Segments that are not included but could be funded in later years of the fee 
program include: 
 
• Segment 2b – Front of the northern boundary of the Town of Loomis to 

Taylor Road all within the Town of Loomis; and 
• Segment 3 – From Taylor Road to Granite Drive all within the Town of 

Loomis. 
 
Segments that would be funded by other sources include: 
 
• Segment 4 – I-80/Sierra College Boulevard Interchange. 

 
These revisions do not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
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LETTER 6: COUNTY OF PLACER – WATER AGENCY 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
 
To clarify that the City is not supplied with water through long-term contracts with Placer 
County Water Agency, the following text on page 4.12-2 is hereby deleted: 
 

The City is supplied with water through long-term contracts with the 
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA).  

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2 
 
Comments on the Clover Valley Recirculated Environmental Impact Report Notice of 
Preparation that were forwarded to the City on October 11, 2005 are included below in 
Response to Comments 6-3 through 6-10. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3 
 
The Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) indicates that their Antelope Canal, which 
delivers untreated water for irrigation to customers downstream of the project site, 
traverses the eastern edge of the project site. Development of the project would require 
that the canal be encased in pipe in conformance with the PCWA improvement standards. 
Therefore, Impact 4.12I-1 is hereby revised to read as follows:  
 

Water Transmission
 
As noted previously, PCWA’s transmission capacity is equal to its 
treatment capacity in the Foothill/Sunset system serving Loomis, 
Rocklin, Lincoln and surrounding County jurisdiction areas. PCWA’s 
Antelope Canal traverses the eastern edge of the project site; thus, 
project development would require improvements to the canal in 
conformance with PCWA’s improvement standards. These 
improvements are standard conditions of approval to projects with 
PCWA canals on-site. The proposed project would also be conditioned 
to encase the Antelope Canal in conformance with PCWA’s 
improvement standards. 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
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Response to Comment 6-4 
 
The project’s proximity to a water treatment plant is noted in the Hazards section of the 
DEIR on page 4.10-10. However, the text on page 4.10-10 is hereby revised to the 
following for sake of clarification: 
 

The project site is located adjacent to the Placer County Water Agency’s 
(PCWA) Sunset Water Treatment Plant Placer County Water Treatment 
Plant, which routinely stores hazardous materials associated with the 
operation of the treatment plant. 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 6-5 
 
The Noise chapter of the DEIR notes that the water treatment plant would be a source of 
noise on the project site in the last paragraph on page 4.6-4 of the DEIR. This section 
identifies the ambient noise produced from the water treatment plant as 46 dB Leq near 
the water treatment facility. This noise level is not considered to be substantially adverse 
and does not exceed the threshold of significance for interior or exterior noise 
environments. 
 
The comment also states that the treatment facility would be a source of light for the 
proposed residences. However, the facility would emit light consistent with urban 
development of which the proposed project would consist. Therefore, the lighting from 
the water treatment facility is not considered to be substantially adverse.  
 
Response to Comment 6-6 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-1(a) provided on page 4.11-13 of the DEIR requires that the 
applicant prepare a final master drainage for City approval that includes the 10 cfs 
overflow from Whitney Reservoir. Access easements to drainage facilities for any 
agencies or organizations responsible for maintenance activities is also included in the 
third bulleted item under in Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-1(a).  
 
Response to Comment 6-7 
 
The proposed project does not include, nor is the City requiring, the installation of 
alternative fencing along the common property line adjacent to the PCWA Sunset Water 
Treatment Plant. 
 
Response to Comment 6-8 
 
The pressure reducing station (PRV's) and related improvements are shown at the north 
end of the valley on the easterly side of the creek and also one at or near Rawhide Road 
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terminus. The upsizing of mains refers to the 16-inch main running in Wild Ginger Drive 
south of Valley Clover Way down towards the Summit.  The 16-inch is oversized per 
PCWA request. As stated in the DEIR on page 4.12-32 the project applicant would be 
responsible for extending PCWA’s existing transmission infrastructure to the project site 
and constructing the needed on-site infrastructure, including the potable water 
distribution system. 
 
Response to Comment 6-9 
 
Comment noted.  Page 3-27 of the RDEIR, under Required Public Approvals, is hereby 
modified as follows: 
 

“Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) – Approval of water supply; 
approval of encroachment of Valley View Parkway on PCWA-owned 
property

 
Response to Comment 6-10 
 
Comment noted.  As the RDEIR explains, PCWA approval of the water supply will be 
required 
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LETTER 7: ROCKLIN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
 
The comment notes that information regarding student yield rates in Table 4.12-5 on page 
4.12-15 of the Public Services and Utilities chapter of the DEIR was incorrect. The table 
is hereby amended to the following: 
 

Table 4.12-5 
Rocklin Student Generation Ratio 

Grade Level Generation Ratio 
K-6 0.44 0.40 
7-8 0.11 0.10 

9-12 0.65 0.15 
Source: Larry Stark, Assistant Superintendent, Rocklin Unified School 
District, October 26, 2005;

 
The generation rates also affect projected enrollment as shown in Table 4.12-4. 
Therefore, Table 4.12-4 is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.12-4 
School District Existing + Project Enrollment 

School District Current 
Enrollment

Design 
Capacity 

Existing 
% Over 
Capacity 

Project 
Students1

% Over 
Capacity 
W/Full 
Project 

Buildout 
Loomis Union District2

K-8 1,892 1,884 0.4% 159 9% 
Placer Joint Union District2

9-12 4,743 3,9763 19% 70 21% 
Rocklin Unified District4

K-6 4,880 5,475 N/A 95 96 N/A 
7-8 1,565 1,600 N/A 24 N/A 

9-12 2,951 2952 4,000 N/A 36 N/A 
Notes: 
1. These figures are based on a rough estimate of 320 housing units within the Loomis Union District and Placer Joint 
Union District, and 238 units in the Rocklin Unified District.  
Sources: 
2. California Department of Education, Educational Demographics Unit, Accessed and prepared December 28, 2005. 
http://data1.cde.ca.gov/ 
3. Placer Union High School District, April 2004; provided by Cathy Allen, Director of Facilities and Operations, 
Placer County Office of Education, December 29, 2005. 
4. Larry Stark, Assistant Superintendent, Rocklin Unified School. Phone and e-mail to Jessica Hankins, December 8, 
2005. 
 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover Valley 
project as currently evaluated.  
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LETTER 8: SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
 
This comment is correct. As noted in the final paragraph on page 4.12-8 of the Public 
Services and Utilities chapter of the DEIR, the proposed project is within the SPMUD 
service area. 
 
Response to Comment 8-2 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 8-3 
 
Given the SPMUD’s input, the sewer systems for the proposed project site would still 
function as described in the EIR. Further analysis would not be required. 
 
Response to Comment 8-4 
 
The easements in question are drawn at 30 feet, and the tree removal impact analysis 
assumes a 30 feet wide easement. 
 
Response to Comment 8-5 
 
The easement located near the southern boundary is assumed to be built by the 
landowners to the south when they choose to develop the property. For the proposed 
project, the analysis as assumed that all oak trees within the easement would be removed 
to allow the sewer line to be built and to ensure that the tree-count for the proposed 
project would be conservative.  
 
Response to Comment 8-6 
 
Comment noted.  The project will be required to comply with applicable requirements of 
SPMUD. 
 
Response to Comment 8-7 
 
The Project Description (Chapter 3 of the DEIR) notes on page 3-27 that the off-site 
sewer improvements would require review and approval from the SPMUD. 
 
Response to Comment 8-8 
 
As stated in the Project Description (Chapter 3 of the DEIR) on page 3-12, the proposed 
project would include the construction of necessary on and off-site sewer infrastructure. 
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Response to Comment 8-9 
 
The commenter is correct. Figures 4.12-1 through 4.12-8 were inadvertently left out of 
the DEIR. The figures are included below and are hereby amended into the Public 
Services and Utilities chapter (chapter 4.12) of the DEIR beginning at the bottom of Page 
4.12-9. Additionally, these figures were circulated to all reviewing agencies by the State 
Office of Planning and Research on March 9, 2006 (see Comment Letter 14).  
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Figure 4.12-1 
Offsite Sewer Alignment 

Across Clover Valley Park 
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Figure 4.12-8 
Force Main/In Street 

Alignment 
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Response to Comment 8-10 
 
As noted on page 4.12-9, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the South Placer Municipal 
Utility District can currently provide service to only 180 additional units and that off-site 
sewers would be constructed as part of the proposed project to accommodate the 
additional homes proposed by the project.  
 
Response to Comment 8-11 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 8-12 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 8-13 
 
Development of the commercial property would be required to comply with all applicable 
ordinances. 
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LETTER 9: STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
 
The letter states that the project would contribute to the overburdened transportation 
system in Placer County, including along State highways and other roadways within the 
western portion of the CHP Auburn area such as State Route (SR) 65, SR 193, and 
Interstate 80. The letter does not comment on the DEIR. However, these concerns will be 
forwarded to the decision makers on the project. 
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
 
The comment notes that proposed project would increase the need for staffing in the 
Auburn Area CHP office, which would compromise CHP’s ability to effectively perform 
their job. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, this 
concern will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration during deliberation of 
project approval. 
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LETTER 10: STATE OF CALIFORNIA – CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY 

CONTROL BOARD  
 
Response to Comment 10-1 
 
This comment consists of a description of the proposed project and does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 10-2 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 11 – Hydrology for a discussion of the planned 
stormwater detention facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 10-3 
 
This comment includes a listing of impacts discussed more fully in comment 10-4 below. 
 
Response to Comment 10-4 
 
The comment outlines policies and regulations of the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. The project applicant would be required to comply with these and any 
additional applicable policies and regulations. 
 
Response to Comment 10-5 
 
The commenter is correct. As stated in the Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the 
DEIR in Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-3(b), the BMPs suggested in the chapter and 
throughout the DEIR are not limiting and are not all-inclusive. Any BMPs used must 
meet BAT/BCT performance standards and provide effective combination of both 
erosion and sediment control on all disturbed areas during the rainy season. 
 
Response to Comment 10-6 
 
The commenter is correct. Provisions for a BMP monitoring plan were not included as 
part of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measure 4.11MM-3(b) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

4.11MM-3(b) Comply with, at minimum, the provisions of the State General 
Construction Activity Permit, which requires a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) to be filed with the SWRCB, the preparation of a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and the 
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and 
Best Available Technologies (BATs) to control construction-
site runoff.  Stormwater runoff BMPs selected from the Storm 
Water Quality Task Force (California Storm Water Best 
Management Practices Handbook 1993), the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association Start at the 
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Source-Design Guidance Manual, or equally effective 
measures shall be identified prior to final design approval.  
To maximize effectiveness, the selected BMPs shall be based 
on finalized site-specific hydrologic conditions, with 
consideration for the types and locations of development.  
Mechanisms to maintain the BMPs shall also be identified in 
the plan for the review and approval of the City Engineer. 
Additionally, a BMP monitoring program shall also be 
included in the SWPPP. The monitoring program shall 
ensure that all dischargers are required to conduct 
inspections of the construction site prior to anticipated storm 
events and after actual storm events. During extended storm 
events, inspections must be made during each 24-hour 
period. The goals of these inspections are (1) to identify 
areas contributing to a storm water discharge; (2) to 
evaluate whether measures to reduce pollutant loadings 
identified in the SWPPP are adequate, properly installed, 
and functioning in accordance with terms of the General 
Permit; and (3) whether additional control practices or 
corrective maintenance activities are needed. BMPs that 
shall be used during construction of the proposed project 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 
This revision does not result in changes to the environmental effects of the Clover 
Valley project as currently evaluated. 
 
Response to Comment 10-7 
 
See Master Response 11-Hydrology and Water Quality.  
 
Response to Comment 10-8 
 
The comment states that the Water Board staff agrees with the NOAA Fisheries 
suggested buffer of 75 feet. The project proposes a 50-foot setback, with two roadway 
encroachments into the 50-foot setback, as well as the bike trail within the entirety of the 
setback. As noted on page 4.8-29, the City’s policy is a 50-foot buffer zone from the edge 
of the bank of all natural streams and creeks.  
 
Response to Comment 10-9 
 
See Master Response 2 – Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 10-10 
 
The comment states that the Water Board staff agrees with the NOAA Fisheries 
recommendation of a 50-foot buffer between the bike trail and Clover Valley Creek. 
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Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, the 
comment will be forwarded to the project decision makers for their use in deliberations 
on the project approval. 
 
Response to Comment 10-11 
 
The comment is correct. The project must comply with the outfall design criteria as 
outlined in Attachment 4 of the Phase II MS4 permit. Therefore, the standards will be 
applied, and no changes to the DEIR would result from this comment.  
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Letter 11 

11-1 

11-2 

11-3 
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Letter 11
cont’d 

11-4 
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11-5 

11-6 
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LETTER 11: STATE OF CALIFORNIA – DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
 
Response to Comment 11-1 
 
This comment includes a description of the project and existing setting and does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 11-2 
 
This comment describes the role of the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 11-3 
 
This comment is an introduction to questions and comments specified in following 
paragraphs and addressed in Responses to Comments 11-4 through 11-6 below. 
 
Response to Comment 11-4 
 
See Sections 2 and 3 of Master Response 8 - Biology. 
 
Response to Comment 11-5 
 
See Master Response 11 - Hydrology.  
 
Response to Comment 11-6 
 
The comment is a summary general comment about the inadequacy of the DEIR; specific 
responses have been provided above.  
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Letter 12 

12-1 

12-2 

12-3 
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12-4 
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