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LETTER 41: SHIRHALL, JEFF, PLANNING COMMISSIONER  
 
Response to Comment 41-1 
 
For more information regarding impacts related to stormwater runoff see Impact 4.11I-1. 
For a discussion of hazardous materials management (includes impacts related to paints 
and other potential pollutants) see Impacts 4.10I-1 through 4.10I-7. Impact 4.5I-1 and 
associated mitigation measures address impacts related to vehicle equipment maintenance 
and performance standards related to on-site construction vehicles. 
 
The other impacts mentioned by the commenter are addressed throughout the DEIR. In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to abide by all existing state and local 
standards and regulations related to construction-related impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 41-2 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-3(b) requires all development to comply with SWPPP 
requirements, but does not specifically impose upon the applicant the responsibility to 
oversee enforcement of these requirements on individual developers of custom lots.  
Nonetheless, failure to comply with the SWPPP requirements would expose individual 
developers of custom lots to enforcement activities by the City, by the Regional Board, 
and even by private citizens (via citizen suits brought under the federal Clean Water Act), 
with significant financial penalties for non-compliance.  This approach satisfies the 
requirements of CEQA.  However, in processing and acting upon the application for the 
subdivision map, City staff, the Planning Commission, and the City Council will have the 
authority to consider recommending and imposing additional conditions beyond what 
CEQA requires, including conditions creating additional enforcement mechanisms for the 
SWPPP. 
 
Response to Comment 41-3 
 
Impacts related to the unintentional loss of oak trees are discussed in Impact 4.8-2. The 
primary difference between the unintentional loss of trees discussed in Impact 4.8-2, 
which is concluded to be less-than-significant after the implementation of suggested 
mitigation measures, and the loss of oak trees due to project implementation is that the 
project impacts are certain and expected impacts from the proposed project. However, no 
unintentional loss of oak trees is desired, nor expected, but does occasionally happen. By 
constructing the project as proposed and implementing all necessary oak tree preservation 
mitigation measures, unintentional losses will be infrequent and isolated, and therefore a 
less than significant impact. Since there is no specific mitigation set forth for the 
unintentional, and uncertain, loss of oaks, such losses must be mitigated under the City Of 
Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.  
  
Response to Comment 41-4 and 41-5 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
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Response to Comment 41-6 
 
The commenter is correct. The following change is hereby made to Mitigation Measure 
4.11MM-5(d): 
 

Water quality monitoring (including biological monitoring which includes 
monitoring of the species and their abundance within the Creek and 
monitoring the overall toxicity of the Creek water and sediment to living 
organisms.) shall occur in Clover Valley Creek at the upstream and 
downstream edges of the development and at the most downstream 
detention basin. The list of constituents monitored shall should be 
consistent with the monitoring performed by the City and by the Dry Creek 
Council Conservancy. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes and does not alter the conclusions reached in the 
DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 41-7 
 
See Section 2 of Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. The City is unable to disclose 
specific management measures developed in the Historic Properties Management Plan 
(HPMP) and Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) because, at the time of this 
writing, the federal NHPA Section 106 process has not been completed. CEQA allows for 
mitigation measures to be developed in the future so long as the EIR includes performance 
standards for the mitigation to be developed. (CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(1)(B)) The 
federal NHPA Section 106 process is the mitigation performance standard to which the 
applicant will be held. All of the issues will be addressed in the federal HPMP and HPTP.  
 
Response to Comment 41-8 
 
This project will be responsible for paying traffic impact fees in accordance with the 
City’s ordinances as a matter of law and therefore would improperly be identified as a 
mitigation measure.  
 
The proposed project would contribute traffic-segment fee programs as detailed on page 
4.4-15 of the DEIR. Additionally, if the proposed project is approved, the applicant would 
be responsible for improvements as dictated in mitigation measures within the DEIR (see 
Mitigation Measure 4.4MM-5[a]). 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 28-1 for additional traffic volume and level of 
service information. Medians are, or are not, included in street cross sections at the design 
and improvement plan review and approval process. The City approved the design of Park 
Drive without medians when the Whitney Oaks project worked through the entitlement 
process. The addition of medians now would be an offsite improvement unrelated to the 
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proposed project, since there is significant additional traffic capacity on Park Drive and 
the project traffic does not exceed any impact thresholds of significance. 
 
Response to Comment 41-9 
 
See Section 3 of Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
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LETTER 42: SIERRA CLUB PLACER GROUP (JANUARY 23, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 42-1 
 
Please see Response to Comment 23-2. 
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