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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
0. 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 Commission® 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

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

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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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

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.

Barker, Aria A.

Barstad, David and Marsha
Bartylla, James G. and Mary L.
Baskin, Jack

Bates, Charles and Jennifer
Bentz, Jo (March 8, 2006)
Bentz, Jo (March 27, 2006)
Berry, Joseph

Beusan, Vince

Bischel, Mary

Bonadonna, Marjorie L.

Booth, Sean, Professor of Geography and GIS

Brewer, Doug (February 28, 2006)

Brewer, Doug and Dave Bennett (March 15, 2006)

Briggs, Sue

Bryant, Marie

Chang, Michael

Cheap, Jim

Combs, Laurie

Coy, Jose and Mary
Degli-Esposti, Robert and Deanna
Dehaan, Donald R.

Desmul, Vern and Dorothy
Deuschel, Laurie A

Diroll, Anne

Dolder, Bruce and Barbara
Dozier, Diana and Terry

Dunlap, Janet (January 21, 2006)
Dunlap, Janet (March 1, 2006)
Dunlap, Victoria

Ehrhardt, David and Kristi

Feder, Sherie and Jeffrey Surwillo
Fibush, Judi

Forster, Jerry

Frederick, Donelle

Frey, Bob and Pat

Fuqua, Donald G. and Paulette A.
Gaye, Shirley

Ginsberg, Richard (H.R.)
Golemis, Denis and Marie
Gomez, Darlene

Goss, Madeline

Greenhalge, Charlotte
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3.3-444
3.3-449
3.3-451
3.3-453
3.3-455
3.3-457
3.3-483
3.3-487
3.3-489
3.3-491
3.3-493
3.3-495
3.3-511
3.3-519
3.3-526
3.3-528
3.3-530
3.3-532
3.3-534
3.3-536
3.3-538
3.3-540
3.3-542
3.3-544
3.3-547
3.3-550
3.3-553
3.3-556
3.3-558
3.3-568
3.3-570
3.3-572
3.3-575
3.3-577
3.3-579
3.3-581
3.3-583
3.3-585
3.3-587
3.3-589
3.3-591
3.3-593
3.3-595
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RESIDENT COMMENTS(cont’d)

Letter
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.

Groom, Paul A. and Lillian
Gross, Janice K.

Guest, Lois and Sam
Gutermann, Carl and Louise
Haag, Dwight W.

Hale, Janet M.

Hammitt, Douglas L., D.P.M.
Hanger, Sally

Harder, Kathleen Cole
Hargraves, Phil and Marlies
Harry, David J.

Hart, John H. and Toni M.
Havens, Sylvia

Helbig, Thomas

Herlocker, Matt and Lisa
Holland, Mary Etta
Holverstott, Ron

Horsley, Jeanne G.

Houston, David

Houston, Rosemary
Jarne-Euan, Cheryl

Jasper, Marilyn

Johnson, Barbara

Johnson, Hunter K.

Kahn, Kenneth and Nancy A.
Kapsalis, Dean and Patricia
Kizer, Suzanne (January 23, 2006)
Kizer, Suzanne (undated)
Knapp, Howard

Kristiansen, Sigrid L.
Lawler, Mary Jane

Leavell, Pierce M., MHA, MA, CHE
Lee, Lawrence and Reyna
Lerch, Jim

Lewis, Patricia

Loon-Stern, Liese

Lynam, Michelle

Mader, Lothar, Ph.D. and Melanie
Medeiros, Joseph L

Miller, Barry
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Page
3.3-597

3.3-599
3.3-601
3.3-603
3.3-606
3.3-608
3.3-612
3.3-614
3.3-616
3.3-623
3.3-625
3.3-628
3.3-630
3.3-632
3.3-634
3.3-636
3.3-638
3.3-640
3.3-642
3.3-644
3.3-646
3.3-648
3.3-667
3.3-671
3.3-674
3.3-676
3.3-678
3.3-680
3.3-690
3.3-695
3.3-697
3.3-699
3.3-701
3.3-703
3.3-705
3.3-707
3.3-709
3.3-711
3.3-715
3.3-726
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RESIDENT COMMENTS (cont’d)

Letter
142.
143.
144,
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.
150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.

Mirner, Esbern and Joan

Mitchell, Helen

Moran, Holly

Morehead, Lawrence and Mary

Murphy, Rod

Newington, Betsy

O'Deegan Family, The

Odzak, Josip

Olsen, Eleanor

Orrick, Pamela

Pace, lda S.

Perera, Don, (undated; received February 24, 2006)
Perera, Don (undated; received March 3, 2006)
Perera, Don (March 14, 2006)

Petersen, Darby

Podleski, Janice

Porter, Judith

Rakocija, Tony

Remedios, Beatrice and Roy

Renner, Albert and Joanne

Riofrio, R.

Rutz, Karen R.

Schimandle, John (March 6, 2006)

Schimandle, John (March 13, 2005)

Servin, Robert and Shari

Seyfried, Monica Eames, Certified Arborist #WE-1259A
Sheaffer, Charles R.

Simpson, Jenny

Singh, Jamie, March 4, 2006

Singh, Jamie, (undated; received March 21, 2006)
Smith, Howard J. and Patricia

Somers, Susan

Southwick, Frank and Betty

Spriggs, Ruby

Stark, Michael, (undated; received February 21, 2006)
Stark, Michael (March 6, 2006)

Taylor, Marissa

Tritel, Cathie

Vasilj, Jozo

Vasilj, Zlatan

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

JUNE 2007

Page
3.3-732

3.3-734
3.3-736
3.3-738
3.3-740
3.3-743
3.3-746
3.3-755
3.3-757
3.3-760
3.3-762
3.3-764
3.3-772
3.3-778
3.3-784
3.3-786
3.3-788
3.3-790
3.3-793
3.3-795
3.3-797
3.3-799
3.3-801
3.3-835
3.3-841
3.3-843
3.3-845
3.3-847
3.3-857
3.3-859
3.3-861
3.3-863
3.3-868
3.3-870
3.3-872
3.3-874
3.3-876
3.3-878
3.3-880
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, lan 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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3.3-6



Mar 06 OB 0OZ:Z21p

CITYOF

B
ROSEVILLE

Roseville Manager/cdd

TRADITION FRIDE*PROGRESS

Community Devolopment
311 Varnon Siroet
Roseville, Colilarnio 9567 8-24649

March 6, 2006

City of Rocklin Planning Department
3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677-2720

Attn; David Mohlenbrok

Via: Fax and Regular Mail

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok:

FINAL EIR
CLOVER VALLEY [ SI. TSM
JUNE 2007

9167745195 _ p.1

Letter 1

Fax No. (916) 625-5195
Page 1 of 1

Subject: Clover Valley Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Our only comment is that the project should be
Incorporated into the Highway 65 JPA and SPRTA Fee Programs.

Should you have any gquestions, please don't hesitate 1o contact Rob Jensen with

the Roseville Public Works Department (774-5331).

Sincerely,

Mok f Mo
Mark Morse
Environmental Coordinator

ce: Rob Jensen, Roseville Public Works Dircetor

Q16,774,5334 + Fox 9167745195 = TDDO16.774.5720 »  www.roseville.co.us

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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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.

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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Mar-06-06 10:13A Placer Co APCD 1 530 B89 7107 FP.0O1

Letter 2

@ 11484 B Avenue, Aubum, CA 95603 « (530) 745-2330 « Fax (530) 745-2373
Plocer Conundy

AR FOLLY IO GARTROLDISTRICT vaww.placer.ca.goviaped Thomas J. Christofk, Air Pollution Control Officer

March 06, 2006 SENT V1A FAX 916-625-5195

Sherri Abbas

Planning Scrvices Manager
City ol Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA 95677-2720

Subject: Clover Valley Recirculated Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Abbas:

As you arc aware, the City of Rocklin is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, which is a non-
attainment area for federal health based ambicnt air quality standards for ozone. Tn addition, this area is
also classified as a non-attainment area for Statc ozone standards and non-attainment for State particulate

matter standards.

Build out of this project will result in significant short and long-term air quality impacts in the City of
Rocklin and Placer County.

The District’s specitic comments on the Recirculated DEIR are as follows:

2-1 1. Please note thut the federal primary standard for ozonc was withdrawn on 6-15-05.

2-2

2. Onpage 2-4, under Air Quality, second sentence in the second paragraph is incorrect. It needs to
state," Impacts related to construction-generaled pollutants and impacts resulting from inereased
vehicle and urea source air emissions were found 10 be significant und unavoidable even alter
mitigation.”

Construction emissions for NOX and PM10 cxceed the District’s thresholds as shown on Table
4.5-3 on page 4.5-9. It is also stated in the first paragraph on page 4.5-10, “the overall impact
would be significant and unavoidable.”

Table 4.5-4 on page 4.5-13 shows that the operational emissions are above the District’s
threshold for ROG and PM10. Thus, on page 4.5-13 (he statement under Miligation Measures(s)
needs to read,” The following mitigation measures would reduce project emissions of PM10toa
less then sipnificant level, howcever, operational cmissions (ROG) still remain significant and
unavoidable.”

The statcment above lor PM10 is valid as long as item 9 in our comment letter is added.

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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2-3

2-5

2-8

2-9
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Letter 2 cont’d

Mayr-06-06 10:13A Placer Ca APCD 1 530 889 7107

3. Build out of the project is lo occur between 2006-2011.Table 4.5-3 is inconsistent with the
URBEMIS data located in Appendix E. Table 4.5-3 does not reflect the worst ease year, 2011,
for ROG, NOx, CO, and PM10 for building construction (page! of Appendix E). URBLMIS Site
grading (pape 2 of Appendix E) shuws NOx being at 347.58 and Tuble 4,5-3 does not reflect this,

4. Revise the last bullet, first sentence to mitigation measure 4.5MM-1(g) to read: An applicant
representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely
cvaluate compliance to Rule 228, Fugitive Dust, Fugitive dust is not to cxceed 40% opacity and

not go beyond propetty boundary at any time. This would include weekends and holidays.

5. Revise the third bullet in mitigation measure 4.5SMM-1(b): Pleasc take out reference to the
PCAPCD and replace with, “An applicant representative, CARR-certificd to perform Visible
Emissions Evaluations (VEE), shall routinely evaluate projcct related ofl-road and heavy-duty
on-road equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement. Operators of vehicles and
equipment found to exceed opacity limils will be notified and the equipment must he repaired
within 72 hours.”

Add to the last bullet in mitigation measure 4.5MM-1(b), *Contractors can access the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s web site to determine if their
off-road flect meets the requircments listed in this measure.
http://www.airquality. ore/ceqa/ConstructionMitigation Calculator.xls This construction
mitipation calculaior data is to be provided to the District in electronic format for review and
for project compliance.” In addition, please change 40% NOx reduction in that mitigation
measure Lo 20% NOx. The rational being is that achieving a 40% NOx reduction is not
feasible.

6. The last paragraph on page 4.5-13 should be revised to read: * The City ol Rocklin and the Plucer
County APCD have identified additional measures intended to maintain and control emissions.
These measures are incorporated into the following mitigation measures:”

The rational for taking out the 40% offset is that the mitigation measures identified cannot be
adequately quantificd for a true offset.

7. Add the below mitigation measures to Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-2(d):

HVAC unils shall be equipped with PremAir (or other manufacturer) catalyst system, il
available and economically feasible at the time building permits are issued. The PremAir
catalyst can convert up to 70% of ground level ozone that passcs over the condenser coils into
oxygen, The PremAir system is considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10
percent of the base HVAC system.

8. Revisc the Jast bullet to read in mitigalion measure 4.5MM-2(d), ? 'The project shall
implement an offsile mitigation program, coordinated through the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District, to offset the project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions. The
applicant provides monctary incentives to sources of air pollutant emissions within the
projeets’ general vieinity that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therelore,
the emission reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 Stute
Implementation Plan. The offsilec mitigation program reduces emissions within the region
that would nol otherwise be eliminated and thereby “ofTsets” the project’s incrcase to
regional crnissions,

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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Letter 2 cont’d

Mar-06-06 10:13A Placer Co aAPCD 1 530 B89 7107 P.OZ2

A

In lieu of the applicant implementing their own offsite miligation program, the applicant can
choose to participate in the Placer County Air Pollution District Offsite Mitigation Program by
Ppaying an equivalent amount of money into the District program. The actual amount of

emission reductions needed through the Offsite Mitigation Program.would be calculated when
2-9 the project’s uverage daily emissions have been determined. The amount of emissions would
cont’d be reduced by any on site measures implemented by the project.”

So based on the ubove mitigation mcasure, the operational emissions arc 94.1 Ibs/day for ROG
and 56.2 lbs/day for NOx as taken from Table 4.5-4, Projeets need to be below the cumulative
threshold of 10 lbs/day ROG/NOx, The District calculates the project’s contribution by
aggregating its estimated ROG and NOX emissions over the ozone scason (May-October) and
paying a cost effectiveness of $14,300 per ton of emission reduced. Thus, the estimated offsite
miligation fee based on 558 single-family residences is $167,953.50 or $300.99/sinple family
residence. Payment of the off-site mitigation fee would be collceted at the time of final map
recording.

9. Delete the first and second bullet item in mitigation measure 4.5MM-2(c) and replace with,

"Only natural gas or propane fircd, fireplace appliances are permitted, Masonry fireplaces
2-10 must have installed UL listed decorative natural gas firchoxes. Any outdoor burn pits shall be
plumbed with natural gas.” Table 4,5-4 shows that the arca sources for PM10 is 86.4 Ibs/ day
and the discussion on page 4.5-13 states that this is primary “ from wood burning fireplaces or
wood stoves... could adverscly affect local air quality.”

Controlling PM10 sources would contribute to better air qualily.

10. In 2007 the Placer Counly Air Pollution Control District is required Lo devclop a new State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for achieving the Clean Air Act air quality standards, New or
moditied control measures and best management practice will be developed to achieve our
mandates under the Clean Air Act.

2-11 Therefore, we recommend the following mitigation meusure:” The Placer County APCD may

substitute different air pollution control measures for individual projects, that are equally

ellective or superior to those proposed herein, as new technology and/or other feasible measures
become available in the course of build out of the project.”

Thank you for (he opportunity lo comment and if you have any questions ar coneerns, I can be
reached at (530)-745-2333,

Sincerely, l

|

Brent Backus
Associate Plunncr

Ce: Yu-Shuo Chang, Senior Planner

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 3311
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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
Pollutant Averaging California Federal Standards
Time Standards Primary Secondary
Ozone 1 Hour 0.09 ppm E&NQIA; P Same as primary
Ozone 8 Hour 0.07 ppm 0.09 ppm Same as primary
. 8 Hour 9 ppm 9 ppm .
Carbon Monoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Same as primary
Nitrogen Dioxide Annula:_;g\::?rage 0.25 ppm 0.053 ppm Same as primary
Annual Mean 0.030 pom
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.04 ppm . PP 0.50 ppm
0.14 ppm
3 Hour '
Respirable 3 3
. Annual Mean 20 ug/m 50 ug/m .
Partlc(upli;e l)\/latter 24 Hour 50 ug/m” 150 ug/m?® Same as primary
10
Fine Particulate Annual Mean 12 ug/m’ 15 ug/m’ Same as brimar
Matter (PM,s) 24 Hour 65 ug/m® primary
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 ug/m’
Lead 30 Day Average 1.5 ug/m’ 1.5 ug/m® 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/m® = 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:

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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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 NOy site grading emissions. The table is hereby revised to read:

Table 4.5-3
Construction Emissions for On-Site Project

Construction
Bhere ROG NOx (6{0) PMjig
Site Grading 53.0 385-3- 347.58 441.4 1208.6
Building 16.1 98.1 129.0 1534.1
Construction ==
PCAPCD
Significance 82.0 82.0 550.0 82.0
Threshold

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 NOy 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:

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:

e Construction equipment exhaust shall not exceed RGARED 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:

e 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

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
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a project-wide fleet average 40 20 percent NOy 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.airguality.org/cega/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-effortto-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:

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 0zone 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 NOXx, 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:

e 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 4.51-1:

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 4.51-2:

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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COUNTY OF PLACER -
COMMUNITY PEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
: Letter 3
FACSIMILE COVER SHEET
DATE: 3/3/06
TIME: . 11:00 am
RECEIVING TELEPHONE NUMBER: 916-625-5195
TO: K David Mohlenbrok, City of Rocklin
FROM: Rebecca Maddex/FA\
SUBJECT: Comments on Clover Valley Subdivision, Recirculated
DEIR
ORIGINAL COPY TO FOLLOW: Yes  [JNo
TOTAL NUMBER OF SHEETS 5 '
INCLUDING COVER SHEET:

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS,
PLEASE CALL: L
See attached letter. Figure 1 prints better in
color and | would be happy to email you a copy if
- you would like to call me and provide your email
COMMENTS: address. Thank you.

11444 B Avenue Aubum CA 85603 | 530-889-7500 { Fax 530-889-7589
565 West Lake Boulevard / P.O, Box 1909 Tahoe City CA 96145 | 530-581-6227 / Fax 530-581-6228
Www.placer.ca.gov
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| Letter 3 cont’d
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENC

Planning » Engineering and Surveying e Building E

March 3, 2006
David Mahlenbrolg

Community Development Department
City of Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

SI:JBJEGT: CLOVER VALLEY SUEDIVISION; RECIRCGULATED DRAFT -
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT; CITY OF ROCKLIN

Oear Mr. Mohlenbrok,

The Clover Valley Subdivision project includes dividing a 622-acre site into 33 large lots.
The proposed small lot tentative map would potentially subdivide the large lots further; a
fotal of 558 single-family residential lots would be created. The proposed action is a
Recirculated Draft EJR to address the specific concerns that were raised during the last
public review period of the Draft EIR. .

The Engineering and Surveying Division of the Placer County Commuhity Developmént
Resource Agency and the Placer County Department of Public Works have- reviewed the
above-clted document. Our comments are submitted together in this letter and Include the
following: :

1. Under cumulative conditions, a significant amount of delay is being added due to
traffic generated by this project to the intersection of Sierra College Blvd and Del
Mar Avenue. A signal warrant analysis should be performed and if required, the
project should pay its fair share toward the cost of that improvement. If a signal is
not warranted, an analysis of other improvements should be provided and the
_project should be conditioned to construct those improvements.

2. In the Transportation and Circulation section there is a discussion of the South
Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) as it specifically relates to Sierra
College improvements. Within this discussion it states, “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
Roclflin. 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 four
\ 4 lanes.

11444 B Avenue Auburm CA 85603 | 530-889-7500 / Fax 530-889-7589
565 West Lake Boulevard / P.O. Box 1909 Tahoe City CA 96145 | 530-581-6227 / Fax 530-581-6228
www.placer.ca.gov
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Mr. David Mohlenbrok Letter 3 COﬂt’d

3-2
Cont’d

3-3

3-4

RE: CLOVER VALLEY RECIRCULATED NOP
October 14, 2005
Page 2 of 2

A

+ Segment 5- Interstate 80 to Rocklin Road. This segment would be six lanes.

s Segment 6 — Rocklin Road to the southern city limits of the Clty of Rocklm
This segment would consist of six lanes.”

When the SPRTA fee program was developed, it was assumed some of the
improvements would be constructed by development and others by the fee
program. Attached is a figure depicting these two scenarios. The segment along
the west side of Siema College Boulevard for the length of this project was
assumed to be constructed by development and is not included in the fee
program. The EIR should be modified to add mitigation for the project to construct
the improvements along Sierra College Blvd and not have payment of the SPRTA
fee as the sole mitigation for Sierra College Blvd.

3. As commented previously in our letter dated October 14, 2005, Figure 3-2 should

be revised to indicate the correct location of the city and county limits in relation to
the project boundaries. This project location map included in the Draft EIR is not
an accurate representation of the ¢ity and county limits, and it is misleading. A
portion of Sietra College Boulevard is within the City of Rocklin's jurisdiction, not
Placer-County, as it appears on the map. This relates to our comment #2 above, in
which the Clover Valley project should address construction of Improvements along
Sierra CoIIege Boulevard. This should be included in the project description and

[ analyzed in the EIR. The Tentative Maps should be revised to show grading and
drainage features along Sierra College Boulevard, for instance, Figure 3-4(a),

Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Map, on page 3-5 dces not show contours/grading
or the proper encroachment of Valley View Parkway onto Sierra College
Boulevard.

Thank you for the opportun'ity to comment on this document. If you have any questions,

please contact me at (630) 889-7538.

Sincerely,

Rebdcca MaddeX
Associate Civil Engineer, P.E.

Engineering and Surveying Division

Attachment: Figure 1: Frontage/Fee Program Jmprovement Assumptions

cc

Richard Moorehead, DPW Transportation Division
Stan Tidman, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency

C:\Data\1 Cenditioning\Environmenizl Review\ER-other jurlsdictions\City of Rocklin_Clover Valley_Recire DEIR doc
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a Letter 3 cont’d

. _ ;./'“‘ G
e, ‘_/'
W
N AV
S
74 ENCUEH | CuY | _WAY

PENRYN

Al |
! S e
__/Lj% LOOMIS /
!

!N ,

S

i

| i H
E /#/ ROSEVILLE o i

FRONTAGI/FEE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT ASSUMPTIONS |  surmemsrermsss i s s
SIERRA COLLEGR BLYD FEE PROGRAM } -

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
3.321



FINAL EIR
CLOVER VALLEY LS. TSM
JUNE 2007

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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FROM :Placer County Flood Control FRX MO. :538 BB6 3531 Mar. 15 20686 18:44AM P1

| efter 4

PLLACER COUNTY .
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

Ken Grehm, Executive Iirectar
Brilan Keating, District Bngineer
Andrew Dnrmw, Development Coordinutnr

March 10, 2006

Sherti Abbas, Planning Scrvices Manager
Commounity Development Department
City of Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

RE: Clover Valley Subdivision / Draft EIR
Sherri:

We have revicwed the Draft Environmental Impact Report dated January 2006 for the subject project
and have the following comments.

Per the Draft EIR, the applicant is proposing to provide mitigation of 2- through 100-year starmwater
peak flow rates at both the subject project’s downstream property linc and at Clover Valley Creek's
confluence with the main stem of Dry Creek. The District requests that the applicant provide a copy of
the project’s Final Drainage Master Plan for our review when it becomes available.

We have no additional concerns regarding the subject project at this time. Please call me at (530) B89-
7541 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Andrew Darrow, P.E.
Developnent Coordinator

a\datallaliorsiend-7 5. doc

L1444 B Avenue / Auburm, CA 95603 / Tel: 530/889-754 / Fax: 530/886-3531
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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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03/08/08 MON 12:56 FAX 15308234036 PLACER CO TRANS AGENCY @002

| efter 5

.PLACER COUNTY

BOB SNYDER,
TRANSPORTATION Clty of Aubum
PLANNING AGENCY SHERRIE BLACKMUN
Cley of Colfax
. 4 TOM COSGROVE
Clty of Lingeln
VIA FAX to 916.625.6195 on March 6, 2006 pmouer veowcs
Town of Loomis

KATHY LUND
Clty of Rackiin

CINA GARBOLING

March 6, 2006 Clry ef Rescuille

TED GAINES
Jira HOLMES
Placer County

HOGER IMSDAML
Utizen Representative
CELIA MCADAM
Exccutive Ditcctor

David Mohlenbrok

Gity of Rocklin

Communily Development Department
3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report — Clover Valley — Large & Small
Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps (SCH# 93122077)

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). DEIR Section 4.4 — Transportation and Circulation
references the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA), its fee
program, and Sierra College Boulevard improvements.

This DEIR section should be revised to reflect the following SPRTA information.

The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) is a Joint Powers
Authority (JPA). JPA member jurisdictions consist of the Cities of Lincoln,
Rockiin and Roseville and the County of Placer. SPRTA was formed in January
2002.

The JPA's purpose is to coordinate planning, design, financing, determining
construction timing, and construction for 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 detall.

One of SPRTA'’s powers js to collect and implement a regional transportation and
air quality mitigation fee on new development. This fee is to assist funding
several regional transportation projects:

* Rail & Bus Transit
s Douglas Boulevard/i-80 Interchange
» Siemra College Boulevard

249 Nevada Street + Auburn, CA 95603 - (530) 823-4030 - FAX 823-4036
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03/06/06 MON 12:56 FAX 153082340386 PLACER CO TRANS AGENCY Boos __

Letter 5 cont’d

David Mohlenbrok, City of Rocklin
March 8, 2006
Page 2

s SR 65 Lincoln Bypass
= Placer Parkway

Except for the Placer Parkway and Rail & Transit projects, member jurisdictions
are responsible for over-seeing 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,

Sierra College Boulevard improvements are broken down into the following
segments. Segments to be funded/credited by the program include:

SR 193 to the northem city limit of Rocklin

From the northem city limit of Rocklin to the northern boundary of the
Town of Loomis

I-80 fo Rocklin Road

Rockiin Road to the southern ity limit of Rocklin

Southern city limit of Rocklin to Douglas Boulevard

Douglas Boulevard to Eureka Road

Eureka Road to Roseville Parkway

0  Roseville Parkway to the Sacramento County line

-
&

5-1
Cont’d

~ 3 W

= w0

Segments that are currently not ineluded but could be funded in later years of the
fee program include:

*» Segment 2b — Front the northern boundary of the Town of Loomis to
Taylor Road all within Loomis
* 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

SPRTA recently updated Sierra College Boulevard improvement cost estimates.
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David Mohlenbrok, Clty of Rocklin Letter 5 cont’d
March 6, 2008
Page 3

Thank you for you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. Please contact
Celia  McAdam, PCTPA  Executive Director  (530.823.4030 -
cmecadam@pctpa.org) or me (530.823.4033 —~ stidmah@pctpa.org) if you have

any questions.
Sincerely,
Ao | 1cuuaan

Stan Tidman, Senior Planner

Copies: City of Rocklin —  Carlos Urrutia, City Manager
Larry Wing, Engineering Services Manager -
Placer County - Richard Morehead, Associate Engineer
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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 guality 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:

e Segment 2b — Front of the northern boundary of the Town of Loomis to
Taylor Road all within the Town of Loomis; and

e Segment 3 — From Taylor Road to Granite Drive all within the Town of
Loomis.

Segments that would be funded by other sources include:

e Segment 4 — 1-80/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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Ed Tigdemann, General Counsel
March 6, 2006
File: Clover Valley Letter 6

Mr. David Mohlenbrok, Senior Planner
City of Rocklin

Community Development Department
3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

SUBJECT: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for Clover Valley
Large and Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps
Project #30-98-05, SCH#93122077

Dear Mr. ohlenbrok:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Repott for Clover Valley and have the
following comments:

1. On page 4, 12-2 under water supply it states that the City is supplied with water
6-1 through long term contracts with PCWA. PCWA does not have long term contraets
with the City of Rocklin for water supply, The City of Rocklin is in the Agency’s
Zone 1 Service Area and the citizens in Rocklin are Agency customers.

2. On October 11, 2005 the Agency forwarded a letter to the City concerning the Notice
of Preparation for the Clover Valley Recirculated Environmental Impact Report.
This letter addressed PCWA’s concerns with the project. We did not see where these
6-2 issues were addressed in the Drafl Environmental Impact Report. One big concemn is
that the project shows Valley View Parkway connecting to Park Drive through the
Agency’s property. The Agency takes exception to this road going though the
Agency's property. A copy of the October 11, 2005 letter is attached.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

/ﬂk | C Tt
Brian C. Martin
Director of Technical Services

BCM:ly

Attachment
pe: Brent Smith

Heather Trejo
w2/ ly.muc)é.cor

Warter "Our Most Precious Resource”
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- Placer County Water Agency o
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Michael B. Lee
David A, Breninger; General Mi

QOctober 11, 2005
File No. WA/Rocklin

]

it it
R al o,
: OCT 13 2000 i .»
f!_ﬂl r.J,

David Mohlenbrok
Community Development Department

City of Rocldin

3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation Clover Valley
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr, Mohlenbrok:

This letter is written in response to your request for comments dated September 12, 2005 for the Notice of
Preparation for the Clover Valley Recirculated Environmental Impact Report. PCWA has the following

comments:

PCWA's Antelope Canal traverses the sastern edge of the project. This canal delivers untreated water for
irrigation purposes to existing customers downstrearn of the proposed project. Development of the project
will require the canal to be encased in pipe in conformance with the Agency’s improvement standards.
Easements will be required for any proposed spills and access.

The PCWA Sunset Water Treatment Plant is located adjacent to the development and will continue to

| operate as it has in the past, Hazardous materials are routinely used and stored on site, The water
__ireatment faoility will be a source of noise and light near the development. Also loceted west of the project
site are the Sunset Treated Water Storage Tank facilities and the Whitney Raw Water Reservoir. Potential
storm water runoff and overflow from the Whitnsy Reservoir to the proposed Claver Valley Subdivision
will need to be addressed in the design of the project’s storm drainage facilities. PCWA will need a spill
and drzinage easement from the Sunset Water Treatment Plant through Clover Valley for emergency
discharges, On May 4, 2000 PCWA exscuted 2 contract with Rocldin 650 Investors to provide emergency
access to the proposed Clover Valley development. The contract required‘a spill easement be granted to
PCWA for the existing Sunset Water Treatment Plant across Rocldin 650 Investars™property to Clover
Valley Circle for use in the event of an emergency spill from the treatment plant. The contract also
tequired a construction easement be granted to PCWA for the Sunset Tank Pipeline. Rocklin 650
Investars apreed to convey these permanent easements to the Agency en or before August 1, 2000. To date
these easernents have not been granted.

Current fencing around the water treatment plant consists of chain link fencing with berbed wire on top.
This is PCWA s standard for securing water treatment plants, If the project proponent desires to install an
alternative type of fence along the common praperty line, the type of fencing must meet with PCWA’'s
approval and not compromise security of the water treatment plant,

Warer *Our Most Precious Resource”
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Letter 6 cont’d

PCWA currently maintains a 42-inch treated water transtission pipeline at the north end of the project.
Development of the proposed Clover Velley subdivision will require that a connection be made between
this pipeline and the proposed water distributian system for the subdivision. This will require an above-
prade pressure reducing station, antenna, and related SCADA facilities. Depending on the size of the
pressure reducing station 2 building (approximately 25 squere feet) may be required to house the station.
The station building will require in fee land. In order to provide future treated water service to lands along
the ridge south of the proposed Clover Valley development, and to increase transmission capacity between
the proposed development and the PCWA Midas Tanl, certain water distribution pipelines will need to be
oversized, The project EIR should evaluate the-potential impacts of these water facilities,

The applicant has shown the proposed Valley View Parkway connecting Park Drive to Sierma College
Bouleverd. Please note that the west terminus of this road is shown encroashing upon PCWA property
used for a 2.5 million gallon storage tank. The use of PCWA land for Valley View Parkway has not been
reviewed or approved by PGWA Board of Directars. The proposed alignment will need to be presented to
the PCW A Board of Directors for their review and approval after 2 request from the project proponent has
been made.

Tn order to obtain treated water service, the developer will have to enter into a Facilities Agreement with
the Agenoy to provide any on site or off site pipelines or other facilities if they are needed to supply water
for domestic or fire protection purposes, and pay all fees and charges required by the Agency, including the
Water Connection Charges (WCC). The Agency does not reserve water for prospective customers and this
Tetter in no way confers any tight o entitlement to receive water service in the future. The purpose of this
Jetter is to apprise you of the current status of water availability from the Agency’s treated water system at
the location specified above. The Agency makes commitments for service only upon execution ofa
Facilities Agrecment or service order agreement and the payment of all fees and charges required by the
Agency. All water availability is subject to the limitations described above and the use by existing
customers.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment, If you have any questions, please call me at

(530) 823-4886,
Sincerely,

Heather Trejo

Environmental Specialist

HT:ly

ot Brian Martin
Mike Nichol
Brent Smith

Ross Hooper
Customer Service

20Sec\ LY \Coraet05.doc

TOTAL P.B4
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LETTER6:  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:

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 4.121-1 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 PlacerCounty—\Aater—TFreatment
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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Page 1 of |
Letter 7

Jessica Hankins

From: Larry Stark [Istark@rocklin.k12.ca.us]
Sent:  Friday, January 20, 2006 4.01 PM
To: Jessica Hankins

Subject: FW: Clover Valley

Jessica,
| just received the "Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report” for Clover Valley. On page 4.12-15, Table

4.12-5 the 9-12 student yleld rate is shown as 0.65 instead of the 0.15 as shown on the email sent you on
December 8, 2005.

Larry Stark

Assistant Superintendent
Facilities & Operations
(916) 630-2246

From: Larry Stark

Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2005 1;26 PM
To: 'jessicah@raneymanagement.com’

Cc: Suzanne Wesselius

Subject: Clover Valley

Jessica,

The Table you faxed from 1995 is pretty much out of date. | have attached our current design capacities and
enroliments for your use. Once you have reviewed them, please feel free to call with any questions you may
have.

Also for your use, our current yield rate is 0.4 for K-6, 0.10 for 7-8 and 0.15 for 9-12.

| know this is not part of the EIR process, but | have asked the developer to look into the possibility of annexing
the entire project into the Rocklin Unified School District. However, | have not heard back from them at this time.

Larry Stark

Assistant Superintendent
Facilities & Operations
(916) 630-2246

2/15/2006
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ROCKLIN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
SUMMARY OF SHOOL CAPACITIES
December 8, 2005
School Design Capacity Enrollment
Antelope Creek Elementary School - 600 530
Breen Elementary School - 600 643
Cobblestone Elementary School - 600 494
Parker Whitney Elementary School - 600 545
Rocklin Elementary Schoaol - 600 549
Rock Creek Elementary School - 650 579
Ruhkala Elementary School - 650 623
Sierra Elementary School - 525 461
Valley View Elementary School - 650 456
Granite Oaks Middle School - 800 849
Spring View Middle School - 800 716
Alternative Education Center - 200 165
Rocklin High School - 1800 2048
Whitney High School - 2000 739
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LETTER7:  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 0410.10

9-12 0.650.15
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 Design Existing Project % Over
Enrollment | Capacity % Over | Students' | Capacity
Capacity W/Full
Project
Buildout
Loomis Union District®
K-8 | 1892 | 1884 | 04% | 159 | 9%
Placer Joint Union District?
9-12 | 4743 | 3976° | 19% | 70 | 21%
Rocklin Unified District*
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://datal.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
o :-"-.‘.:;—*a. P.O. Box 45 - 3671 Taylor Road

LOOMIS, CALIFORNIA 95650
Phone (916) 652-5877

February 27, 2006

City of Roclklin

Community Development Department
3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

Attention: Sherri Abbas

Subject: Recirculated Draft E.L.R.
Claver Valley Subdivision
(SCH# 93122077)

Dear Ms. Abbas:

SPMUD’s comments on the above matter are generally as follows:

The above property is within the service area of the South Placer Municipal Utility District, and is eligible
for sewer service.

All sewer service which the District may hereafter provide to said lands or any portion thereof will be
subject to all ordinances, resolutions, rules and regulations, taxes, charges, fees, and assessments of the
SPMUD which may now or hereafter be in effect.

The design and construction of all on-site and off-site facilities which may be required as a result of this
project including the acquisition/granting of sewer easements will be the responsibility of the
developer/owner. It should be noted that substantial on-site and off-site sewer construction is necessary in
order for sewer service to be provided. The District will not consider for approval the on-site sewage
treatment option nor the on-site lift station (with force main in Rawhide Road) option. Other proposed
options as indicated on the attached map of the off-site sewer plan will be considered by the District for
approval, with the preferred option being gravity service.

Other comments pertaining to the on-site (and off-site) sanitary sewers are as follows:
Sewer easemenlts: Where sewers are located outside of the streets traveled way, the sewer

easements (sewer only or when in combination with another utility) shall be a minimum width of 20 feet,

Sewer access: All weather access shall be provided along and over all sewers not located in the
streets. The minimum width of the driveable portion of the access shall be 12 feet, including those
portions proposed to be shared with the bike trail. A width of 15 feel or greater may be required in certain
cases. The structural section shall be 2 minimum of 2” of asphalt over 4” of compacted aggregate base.
The District may waive its access requirements where access is impracticable due to slope considerations.
In any event, access shall be provided to all manholes and points of connection. The “future’ sewer
located at the south end of the project and shown on the plans to be constructed by others will require all
weather access to be built along the alignment.
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Letter 8 cont’d

City of Rocklin
February 27, 2006
Page -2-

Landscaping: Where proposed landscaping may affect sewer facilities, access, or easements, the
landscape plan(s) shall be submitted to SPMUD for review and approval. Trees shall remain clear from
all sewer easement areas. Other proposed plantings/shrubs shall not encroach into the easements without
the approval of the District. Fencing shall not block any sewer casements where access is required.

All work pertaining to the sanitary sewers shall conform to the Standard Specifications of SPMUD.
Improvement plans shall be submitted to SPMUD for review and approval,

On page 3-13 (2™ paragraph) it is correctly indicated that SPMUD will be the authority for operation and
maintenance of the sewer; however, the contracting and construction of the sewer will be the
responsibility of the developer, and not SPMUD’s.

The Wastewaler Section under chapter 4.12 references a series of figures, “Figures 4.12-1 through 4.12-
8" that are not within the recirculated D.E.L.R. document, and thus are not able to be reviewed. SPMUD
advises that further comments may need to be made afler review of the absent figures.

This letter does not constitute a reservation of capacity in the District’s sewage treatment facilities, nor
does it constitute the assumption of a utility obligation to said lands or any portion thereof by the District.
Due to restrictions on the capacity of existing ofisite sewers, the District, based on current connected
conditions, can provide service only to the first 180 homes within the project. The offsite sewers will need
to be constructed and in service before the remainder of the project can be served.

The District may be rendered unable to provide sewer service to said lands due to prohibitions or
restrictions which may be imposed upon it by federal, state, county or local regulatory agencies having
Jurisdiction or due to conditions caused by an Act of God. Prohibitions and/or restrictions may be
imposed at the Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant on the plant’s capacity in accordance with existing
agreements; this may also impact the District’s ability to accept new applications for sewer service for the
project. Currently no restrictions exist.

This letter shall be of no force or effect after the expiration of 365 calendar days from the date hereof, but
may at the discretion of the District, be renewed cr extended upon application of the developer/owner of
the land referred to herein or their agent.

All non residential development within SPMUD is subject to the requirements of the City of Roseville
Industrial Waste Pretreatment Program in accordance with Ordinance 14.26 of the Roseville Municipal

Code.

Sincerely,

e

ichard R. Stein
Project Administrator

RRS:jag

Enclosures
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LETTER8:  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

Dam Source: Stantec Consulting, o,
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Figure 4.12-2
Offsite Sewer Alignment
Rawhide Road to Midas

Avenue

SEGTION 143
QFFSITE SEWER ALIGNIMENT
(RANHIDE RD TO MIDAS AVE)
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Figure 4.12-3
Proposed 12 inch Gravity
Line (In street)
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Figure 4.12-4
Proposed 6 Inch Force Main
(In Street)
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Dat Source: Smntee Censulting, Inc.
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Figure 4.12-5
Gravity Sewer Golf
Course Alignment

GRAVITY SEWER
BOLF COURSE ALIGNMENT

Data Source: Santec Consulting, Inc.
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Dats Souree: Stantee Cansulting, Inc.

Figure 4.12-7
Force Main/Golf Course
Alignment
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Figure 4.12-8
Force Main/In Street
Alignment

EXISTING SEWER

PROPOSED &” FORCE
MAIN IN STREET:

SECTIEN 3B
FORGE MAINIR STREET ALIGHIIENT

Dat Source: Stantec Consulting, Inc.
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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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DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

California Highway Patrol
9440 Indian Hill Road
Newcastle, CA 95658
(916) 663-3344

(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)
(800) 735-2922 (Voice)

March 1, 2006

File No.: 9220.10284.8837. SCH#1993122077

Mr. David Mohlenbrok
City of Rocklin

3790 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA 95677

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok:

Recently, the California Highway Patrol (CHP) Auburn Area had the opportunity to review the

Clover Valley Large and Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse SCH#1993122077.

We feel the growth discussed will have an impact on the mission of the CHP of ensuring safety

and providing service to the public as they utilize the highway transportation system of Placer

County. The addition of 558 residential units will add to the already overburdened transportation

system in the Auburn Area. The anticipated growth will significantly increase the traffic volume

and circulation along State highways and other roadways within the western portion of the CHP

Auburn Area. Roadways that will be particularly impacted will be State Route (SR) 65,SR 193

and Interstate () 80.

The rapid increase in population in Placer County has placed a burden on the ability of CHP in

this area to complete its mission. The increased growth without increasing staffing within the

Auburn Area CHP Office, may compromise our ability to complete our mission of safety, service

and security,

Safety, Service, and Sccurity
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LETTER9: 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
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Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Yalley Region
, Robert Schneider, Chair g
Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. Arnold
A gency Secretary ) Socramento Main Office Schwarzenegger
11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordove, California 956706114 - : Governor

Phone {916) 464-3291 « FAX (916) 464-4645

httpuiwww. waterboards ca.gov/ Ivall
14 March 2006 LWV RECEIVED Lett(?r 10
\\6\6@ MaR 17 206 | Cont’d
David Mohlenbrok Sl . -
City of Rocklin - \ﬂ(ﬁ STATE CLEARING HOUSE
3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, California 95677

COMMENTS ON RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
CLOVER VALLEY LARGE, AND SMALL TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAPS, ROCKLIN,
PLACER COUNTY Grin¥ \095| 22077

As a Responsible Agency, as defined by CEQA, we have reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Clover Valley Large and Small Tentative Subdivision Maps, which was
received on 27 January 2006. Clover Valley is in the northeast comner of the City of Rocklin. The project
congists of 13 parcels, total'mg 622 +/- acres along the west side of Sierra College Boulevard, north of
10-1 | the terminus of Rawhide Road and 'south of North Clover Valley Way/Creekside Lane. The project -
request is for a Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide 622 +/- vacant-acres into 33 large’lots.
The large lots would. establish md:wdual units being further subdivided by the proposed small lot
tentative subdivision map. The small 16 tentative subdivision map results in 558 single-family -
residential lots. A General Plan Amendment and Rezone are also being requested to address
modifications to the open space and residential componenls of the proposal.

Our comments relate to the hydrology, water quality, and biological resource sections of the Draft EIR.
We recommend that the Draft EIR address the issues as discussed below. Below each list of impacts are
comments corresponding to those impacts and their corresponding mitigation measures.

Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation

Section 4.11 - Hydrology and Waier Quality

4,111-1 Impaects resulting in a change in peak stormwater flows.

4.111-6 Impacts due to erosion or deposition of sediment in Clover Valley C‘reek at roadway
crossings.

4.111-7 Impacts regarding the deposition of sedlment in Clover Valley Creek from underground
10-2 | utility crossings.

4.111-8 Impacts caused by pru]ect construction that would resu]t in ﬁli and excavation within
Clover Valley Creek

Central Valley Regional Water’ Quaht}r Control Board (Water Boa:d) staff.do-not support the prnpased
creation of two detention basins within Clover Valley Creek (on:line detention basins) to mitigate for
increases in peak flows during large storm events as a result of the project. Detention basins:must be  *
located outside the creek and associated riparian area. The creation of instream (on-line) detention basins
upstream of the proposed Valley Clover Way and the proposed Nature Trail Way involve the creation of

California Environmenial Protection Agency

‘{:’ Recyeled Paper
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David Muhlenbrok 2.
City of Rocklin

L& VIl Wil Ly

Letter 10 cont’d

, Aculvert bridges, which would restrict the conveyance capacity of the creek and would back up the flow
during large storm events. The creation of detention basins within the creek would disturb the creek
channel, alter the natural flow of the creek,.and could cause threats to water quality in the following
Manmner: T ; A TSR Y B -

B el

1) The cq’n'sﬁ'ﬁcﬁu;l and installation of _EI‘.!.LlV.Glft 'b_ridg'tf:s 'wqﬁld dlsmrb the creek chahnal_and_rasult in
temporary increases in suspended solids and turbidity within the creek. ' '

10-2 2) The proposed detention basin could cause increased siltation upstream of the culvert bridges.

Cont’d 3) The culvert bridges may increase flow velocity near their inlet and outlet. This could increase
channel erosion upstream and downstream of the culverts resulting in increases in suspended
solids and turbidity.

Water Board staff do not support the use of culvert bridges in Clmﬁ:r Valley Creek. Bridges crossing
Clover Valley Creek must not have footings, abutments, or any part of the bridge within the channe] or
bed of the creek.

4.111-3 Impaets as a result of construction-phase erosion.
10-3 4.111-6 Impacts due to erosion or deposition of sediment in Clover Valley Creek at roadway
crossings.

4,111-9 Degradation of water quality resﬁlting from construction of the off-site sewer line
extension.

Due to the steep topography of the project area, Water Board staff want to ensure that erosion and
sedimentation into surface waters is avoided and that water quality is maintained according to baseline
conditions during and after construction. Although the Draft EIR for the Clover Valley project addresses
erosion and sedimentation issues during construction in Mitigation Measures 4.11MM-3 (a)-(¢), and
Mitigation Measures 4.11MM-9(a)-(¢), Water Board staff would like to reiterate the water quality
requirements of its program below. C

Dischargers of storm water to surface waters associated with construction activity, including clearing,
grading, and excavation activities of one-acre or more, must obtain coverage under the State Water
10-4 Resources Control Board, Order No: 99.08-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System,
General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit). Dischargers must also implement Best
Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology (BCT) to reduce or eliminate storm water pollution.- '

To obtain authorization for proposed storm water discharges to surface waters, the Discharger must
submit a Notice of Intent (NOT) with a vicinity map and the appropriate fee to the State Water Resources
Control Board prior 10 commencement of construction activities. Coverage under the General Permit
shall not occur until the applicant deyelops a Storm Water Poliytion Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The :
SWPPP must identify Best Management Practices ‘{hatutilize the BAT/BCT performance standard o . .
control pollutant discharges. These controls must reduce pollutants and implement any more stringent
controls necessary to meet water qualify standards contained in the Water Board’s Basin Plan. .~
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David Mohlenbrok 3 14 March 2006

City of Rocklin Letter 10 cont’d

The Draft EIR identifies erosion and sediment contro) Best Management Practices (BMPs) including
waste management and materials pollution control BMPs to mitigate the impacts-fo a “less-than--
significant level.” Although these BMPs are examplesof what shall be used during construction, they -
should not be considered exclusive of new or innovative approaches currently available or being SR
developed in order to meet the BAT/BCT performance standard and/or exceed water quality standards.
BMPs must meet BAT/BCT performance standards and; at 4 inimum, st provide an “effective
combination of both erosion and sediment conirol on all'disturbed areas during-the Tainy season.”

BMP Monitoring Program

The Draft EIR does not address BMP monitoring. Monitoring Programs are an important component of
the SWPPP. Due to the sensitive area of the proposed project, the applicant must ensure the SWFPPP
contains a well-developed monitoring program that will provide a good method for checking the
effectiveness of the BMPs. 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 10 reduce pollutant
loadings identified in the SWPPP are adequate, properly installed, and functioning in accordance with
the terms of the General Permit; and (3) whether additional contrdl practices or corrective maintenance
activities are needed. '

4.111-4 Impacis relating to post-construction erosion. I .
4.111-11 Cumulative impacts related to the degradation of water quality.

The City of Rocklin requires post construction stormwater BMPs pursuant to the City’s Phase I
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) permit. Storm water and surface water flows must be
managed to retain the natural flow regime and water quality, including not altering baseline flows in
receiving waters, not allowing untreated discharges to occur into existing aquatic resources, not using
aquatic resources for transport of flows above current hydrology, duration, and frequency. All storm
water flows generated on-site during and after construction and entering surface waters must be pre-’
treated to reduce oil, sediment, and other urban pollutants.

S . jraelan 3 B0 TRF RS

The long-term health of Clover Valley Creek is a concern to Water Board staff due to the proposed
project location. Therefore, Water Board staff request the project applicant develop and implement a
post-construction storm water monitoring and reporting program for constituents of concern in urban
runoff from the development. The program should be submitted to the Water Board for review and
concurrence. '

Section 4.8 - Biological Resources _ g - o
4.81-4 Construction-related impacts to riparian and seasonal wetland habitat due to intrusion.
4.81-5 Long-term operational impacts to riparian and seasonal wetlan d habitat due to intrusion:” -
4.81-7 Construction impacts to riparian'and aquatic habitats. ~ i L

Water Board staff concur with the NOAA Fisheries conservation measure from the Biological Opinion

described in Impact 4.81-5 which encourages the project applicant to consider designing the layout of
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David Mohlenbrak .4 N
Gity of Rock{in Letter 10 cont’d

__.A-the road system suchi that the road is at Jeast 75 feet from the edge of the riparian zone. In addition, no

development should occur within the buffer area so that water quality may be maintained in Clover

Valley Creek. Development exceptions within the creel setback are the construction of bridges, outfalls
{e.g., culverts), and the bike trail, Development @xcep'tion_s' iwithin the creek setback should be
specifically identified in the Dfaft EIR. The term “necessary development” by itself should not be used
to describe development exceptions within the creek setback ‘area because any activity could ultimately
be justified as necessary development and the creek seiback would no longer serve its purpose. Regional
Water Board staff also concur with NOAA Fisheries recommendation from the Biological Opinion that a

50-foot buffer should be present between the bike trail and Clover Valley Creek.

4.81-8 Long-term operational impacts to riparian and aquatic habitat.

The design and construction of outfalls (e.g., culverts) that drain into Clover Valley Creek must
minimize impacts to riparian habitat and must avoid impacts to the creek: Outfall design and
construction for the project must also comply with the City’s Phase 11 MS4 permit. Outfall design
criteria is specifically addressed in design standard d.5) in Attachment 4 of the Phase I MS4 permit.
The text from design standard d. is listed below: «  Fi

d. Protect Slopes and Channels :
Project plans must include BMPs consistent with local codes, ordinances, or other regulatory mechanism
and the Design Standards to decrease the potential of slopes and/or channels from eroding and impacting
storm water runoff: o '

1) Convey runoff safely from the-tops of slopes énd'sf_abiliz_e disturbed slopes. -

2) Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable.

3) Stabilize permanent channel crossings. ' ' '

4) Vegelate slopes with native or drought tolerant vegetation, as appropriate.

5) Install energy dissipaters, such as riprap, at the outlets of new storm drains, culverts, conduits,

or channels that enter unlined channels in accordance with applicable specifications to minimize

erosion, with the approval of all agencies with jurisdiction, e.g., the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game.

If you have any further questions, please contact Robert J. Solecki at 'rsolccki@,watcrbéards.ca.gov “or
016.464.:4684, or contact Dannas J. Berchtold at dberchtold@,watarboards.ca.-gov or 916.464.4683.. -

2 ¢ Y od

WILLIAM J. MARSHALL
Chief, Storm Water and Water Quality Unit

cc: State Clearinghouse
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LETTER10: 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 Il MS4 permit. Therefore, the standards will be
applied, and no changes to the DEIR would result from this comment.
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME _
http: [ /www.dfg.ca.qov Letter 11

‘Sacramento Valley - Central Sierra Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
916/358-2900

February 28, 200§ : @iﬂ(@

Ms. Sherri Abbas . | HECFT!?VED

Planning Services Manager

City of Rocklin . MAR - 2 2005
Community Development Department -
3970 Rocklin Road STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Rocl_(Iin, CA 95677

Dear Ms. Abbas:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Clover Valley Large and Small Lot Tentative Maps
(SCH# 93122077). The project proposes a residential development on about 622 acres
in the northeast corner of the City of Rocklin, Placer County. ;

Significant natural resources of the plan area include oak woodlands, wetlands,
riparian habitats associated with Clover Valley Creek, as well as the potential for
associated listed and sensitive wildlife species. The project proposes retention of about
366 acres of the project site as Open Space, primarily associated with the steep slopes

of Clover Valley.

The DFG is providing comments in response to the DEIR under California _
Environmental Quality Act as both a responsible and trustee agency. As trustee for the
State's fish and wildlife resources, the DFG has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for _
biologically-sustainable populations of such species. The DFG administers the ;
California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA), .
and other provisions of the California Fish and Game Code that affords protection to the -
State's fish and wildlife trust resources. In that capacity, the DFG recommends the

following:

The DFG believes that the DEIR has substantially understated project impacts to
vegetation, wildlife, and water quality, substantially overstated the value of the proposed
mitigation measures, and failed to provide appropriate and feasible mitigation - - . '

measures.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Ms. Abbas ’
February 28, 2006 cont’d
Page 2

While the DEIR discusses loss of oak tress and places this loss at about
26.3% of oaks within the project site, the DEIR does not quantify the amount of oak
woodland habitat onsite and makes no quantitative evaluation, in acres, of the loss of
oak woodland habitat. The document states in Section 4.81-9 (page 4.8-37) that the
“most contiguous stands of oak tress on the project site would largely be retained” and
that "most of the oak trees proposed for removal are isolated from, or at the edges of,
the stands of oak trees that would be preserved.” These are the only statements within
the DEIR that provide the basis for the conclusion within the document that "the impacts
to oak woodland habitat from anticipated development and the proposed project would
be considered less-than-significant.”" Notably, this discussion follows discussion in
Section 4.81-9 (page 4.8-36) that statés: "California’s oak woodlands are the most
biologically diverse broad habitat in the State. Cak woodlands have been reduced in
California to such an extent that the loss of any oak trees must be considered a
substantial loss of habitat for many native species.” Further discussion on page 4.8-37
states, “... it should be noted that along with urbanization comes the introduction of
exotic species such as house sparrows, and domestic dogs and cats which compete
with or prey upon native wildlife.”

Project design, the clustering of housing that both surrounds and fragments oak
woadland habitat along the steeper slopes of Clover Valley, results in a general
deterioration of habitat value for wildiife due to both habitat loss and fragmentation (an
issue not discussed in the DEIR), and the resultant disturbance to wildlife due to the
intrusion of urban development. While the document suggests that oak woodland
associated species are impacted by human intrusion and “the loss of any oak trees
must be considered a substantial loss of habitat for many native species” the document,
without any supporting evidence or facts, concludes that these impacts are mitigated by
retention of most of the trees on the project site. The document has thus failed to
identify mitigation measures for these potential project impacts. We disagree with the
DEIR regarding the loss of oak woodland habitat value and suggest that subsequent
documents fully disclose and quantify impacts to oak woodlands and provide mitigation
for these project impacts. We suggest, previously stated to the City in our letter on the
Notice of Preparation for this project, that mitigation for project impacts to oak woodland
habitats could be achieved offsite through acquisition of existing oak woodlands in west
Placer County. We believe this is feasible, practical, and reasonable. We believe that
the level of offsite habitat needed as mitigation should be equal fo the biological values
lost nat only as a result of both direct impacts due to loss and fragmentation but also
due to indirect impacts to oak woodland habitat due to human intrusion. This must be
determined through a more thorough evaluation of onsite impacts and identification of
offsite lands that may be suitable for long term conservation through either acquisition of
land in fee title or through acquisition of conservation easements. We suggest that
consideration of any offsite land be consistent with the conservation strategy as
envisioned as part of the Placer County Conservation Plan.
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February 28, 2006 . _ Lettel” 11
Page 3 cont’d

The DFG believes that Chapter 4.11 has inadequately addressed potential
mitigation measures that are fundamentally superior to achieving water quality
objectives as identified in this chapter. We believe that principles embodied in Low
Impact Development strategies must be evaluated In subsequent documents to fully
allow for their incorparation into project design and construction.  These measures are
often less expensive both in the short and long term while providing enhanced water
quality benefits. Again, as we stated in our comments on the NOP for this DEIR, we
suggest that these measures be part of this project. :

In summary, the DFG believes that the DEIR fails to objectively portray existing
project conditions, substantially underestimates project impacts to wildlife and water
quality, and presents an inadequate array of mitigation measures.- The DFG strongly - -
encourages the City of Rocklin to refect this DEIR without substantial modification that

incorporates, as suggested, feasible and reasonable mitigation measures.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If we can be of further
assistance, please contact Mr. Jeff Finn, Environmental Scientist at (530) 477-0308 or
Mr. Kent Smith, Acting Assistant Regional Manager at (916) 358-2382, :

Singerely,

Sandra Morey
.~ Regional Manager

cc:  Mr. Loren Clark
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

-. State of California.- .
Office of Planning and Research
PO Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Mr. Kent Smith

Mr. Jeff Finn

Department of Fish and Game
Sacramento Valley-Central Sierra Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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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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STATE OF CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOQLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 3, SACRAMENTO AREA QFFICE

Venture Oaks -MS 15 Lette r 12
P.O. BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

PHONE (916) 274-0614
FAX (916) 274-0648
TTY (530) 741-4509

March 6, 2006

06PLAQCODG

SCH #1993122077

Clover Valley Large and Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Maps
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report

05PLABO PM 7.40

Mr. David Mohlenbrok

Community Development Department
Cily of Rocklin

3970 Rocklin Road

Rocklin, CA 95677

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Clover Valley Large and Small Tentative Maps-
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report. Our comments are as follows:

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication indicates this project will generate
approximately 550 AM and 800 PM peak hour trips respectively, and approximately 50% of

these peak hour trips will directly impact Interstate 80 (I-80). A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be
provided. The TIS should assess the impacts at the I-80/Rocklin Rd. and I-80/Sierra College Blvd.
interchanges, and consider all possible traffic impacts to all ramps, ramp intersections, and the

State Route 65/Interstate 80 main lines. The "Guide for Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies™ can be
found on our website at: http://www.dot.ca.pov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/. . We
would appreciate the opportunity to review the scope of the TIS before the Study begins.

It is recommended to incorporate full cut off lighting for the parking lots, and consider moving large
trees with trec spades for those trees that will be removed by the grading process. These large trees
could be moved to areas that are not impacted by grading, and could potentially reduce the

amount of visual impact created by site grading. This could be a cost effective method and mitigate
project impacts because there is a large amount of plant material to be removed.

All work proposed and performed within the State’s highway right-of-way must be in
accordance with Caltrans’ standards,

All work done within State right-of-way will require an encroachment permit. For permit
assistance, please contact Bruce Capaul at (530) 741-4403.

*“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Letter 12
Mr. David Mohlenbrok cont’d
Pape 2 of 2
March 6, 2006

California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA), Public Resources Code Sections 21081.4,
21081.6 and 21081.7, mandate that lead agencies under CEQA to provide the California
Department of Transportation with information on transportation related mitigation monitoring
measures for projects that are of statewide, regional, or area wide significance. The enclosed
"Guidelines for Submitting Transportation Information from a Reporting or Moniloring Program
to the Department of Transportation” (MM Submittal Guidelines) discuss the scope, purpose
and legal requirements for mitigation monitoring reporting and submittal, specify the generic
content for reports, and explain procedures for the timing, certification and submittal of the
required reports.

This project has impacts that are of regional or area wide significance. This requires that the
enclosed Mitigation Monitoring Certification Checklist form be completed and submitted to our
office when the mitigation measures are approved, and again when they are completed.

If you have any questions, please contact Bob Justice at (916) 274-0616.
Sincerely,

MARLO TINNEY, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — East

Enclosure

c: State Clearinghouse

David Melko, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency

“Caltrans improves mobility across California®
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Eftrons

Guidelines for Submitting
Transportation Information from a
Reporting or Monitoring Program to

the California Department of
Transportation |

for a

. Project of Statewide, Regional, or
: Areawide Signiﬁcance

California Department of Transportation

July 9, 2004
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California Department of Transportation (Department)

GUIDELINES FOR SUBMITTING TRANSPORTATION
INFORMATION FROM A REPORTING OR MONITORING
PROGRAM TO THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION (DEPARTMENT)

INTRODUCTION The Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires, under
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21081.6, the adoption of
reporting or monitoring programs when public agencies include
environmental impact mitigation as a condition of project
approval, Reporting or monitoring’ takes place after project
approval to ensure implementation of the project in accordance
with mitigation adopted during the CEQA review.process. |

Assembly Bill 1807 (effective January 1, 2001) amended the PRC

in a number of ways. Section 21080.4 was amended to add a

requirement that lead agencies submit Notices of Preparation '

(NOPs) to the Govemor's Office of Planning and Research when

they determine that an environmental impact report will be

required to approve a project.

Section 21081.7 was amended with two additional provisions. The
first piovision Tequired that transporiation information resulting
from a. reporting or monitoring program adopted by a public
agency in accordance with Section 21081.6 be submitted to the
Department of Transportation (Department) when & project has
impacts that arc of statewide, regional, or area-wide significance.
The second provision required that the Dcpartment adopt
guidelines for the submittal of those reporting or monitoring
PIOgrams.

PURPOSE The purpose of these guidelines is to establish clear and consistent
statewide procedures 1o be used by both Department District
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Program Coordinators 1o identify
the scope and timing of transportation information needed from
lead agencies, and public agencies when submitting transportation
information to the Department, in accordance with Section
21081.7.
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Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Submittal Guidelines
Page 2 .

PROCEDURES A The Dis;rici-lGR Program Managlers'andfur Coordinators
shall:

1. Prior to implementation of mitigation measures: '

a. Notify the CEQA lead agency by letter during
“early consultation,” the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) stage, or the Initial Study (IS) phase of the
CEQA review process that the transportation
information included in the reporting or monitoting
program will need to be provided to the Department
following project mitigation agrecment.

b. Provide the name, address, and telephone number of
the District IGR contact to the lead agency.

¢, Provide, as an enclosure to the notification letter, a
copy of these “Guidelines” and the Department’s
“CEQA Lead Agency Checklist/Certification™
form. (Part 1 of the form, Checklist, is to be signed
by the lead agency following project approval, and
a copy Submitted to the District along with the
transportation reporting or monitoring information.
Part 2 of the form, Certification, is to be signed by
the lead agency and the District upon
implementation of all agreed-upon mitigation
measires.) ’

2. Following implementation of mitigation measures as
identified in Part 1, Checkiist, of the CEQA Lead
Apency Checklist/Certification form, and certification
of implementation by the lead agency in Part 2,
Certification:

Ensure sign off of Part 2, indicating that the mitigation
measures have been implemented.

1) If the project required encroachment onto a state
highway, obtain the District Permit Engineet’s
signature in Part 2.

2) If the project did not involve cncroachment onto
a state highway, the District IGR Coordinator
shall sign Part 2.

CHAPTER 3.3 — WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
3.3-72



FINAL EIR
CLOVER VALLEY [ SI. TSM
JUNE 2007

Mitigation Reporling or Monitoring Submittal Guidelines
Page 3

3) The District IGR Coordinator shall: (a) Retain
the original document; (b) forward a copy to the
District Permit Engineer (if the Permit Engincer
signed Part 2); (c) forward a copy to the
Depariment’s Headquarters IGR  Program
Manager; and, (d) send a copy to the lead
agency.

B. The CEQA lead agency shall:
1. Following project.approval:

Submit the following information to the Department
District IGR contact:

1) Name, addrcss, and telephone number of the
CEQA lead agency contact responsible for the
mitigation reporting or monitoring program. '

2) Location and custodian of the documents or i
other material, which constitute the record of .
proceedings upon which the lead agency’s
decision to approve the project is based.

3) Assurances that the Department can obiain .
copies of the aforementioned documents and
_materials, if needed, to clarify details or resolve
issues related to the mitigation adopted.

4) Detailed information on impact assessment
metheds, the type of mitigation, specific
location, and implementation schedule for each
transportation impact mitigation measure
included in the reporting or monitoring
program.

5) A copy of the “CEQA Lead Agency
Checklist/Certification” form, with Part 1,
Checklist, signed and dated, and the reporting or
monitoring program (ransportation information
attached or enclosed. The CEQA lead agency,
at its discretion, may submit the complete
reporting or monitoring program with the
required transportation information highlighted.
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Miligation Reporting or Monitoring Submittal Guidelines
. Page 4
ol

2. Following implementation of mitigation measures:

a. Sign and date Part 2, Certification, of the "CEQA
Lead Agency Checklist/Certification” form.

b. Forward the “CEQA Lead  Agency
Checklist/Certification” form, with appropriate
completion documents attached, to the District IGR
contact, certifying that the mitigation measures
agreed upon and identified in the reporting or
monitoring program have been implemented, and
that all other reporting requirements have been
adhered to, in accordance with PRC Sections
21081.6 and 21081.7.

APPROVED:

@«Hsﬁ’{ e | H Oncall  7-904

BRIAN ASMITH Date - LARRY ORCUTT Date
Deputy Director Acting Deputy Director
Planning and Modal Programs Maintenance and Operations
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