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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
ROCKLIN COMMONS
CITY OF ROCKLIN, CALIFORNIA

2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for
the Draft EIR, which concluded September 9, 2009. In conformance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of
the Draft EIR were prepared and provided in this document.

2.1

LIST OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Table 2-1 indicates each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, the comment
letter date, the comment number, and the comment topic.

Table 2-1: Written Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Commenter
Native American Heritage Commission

Date
August 25, 2009

Comment Number
1-1
1-2
1-3
1-4

Comment Topic
Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources

United Auburn Indian Community

September 1, 2009

2-1

Cultural Resources

Department of Transportation

August 31, 2009

3-1
3-2
3-3
3-4
3-5
3-6

General
Traffic Operations
Travel Forecasting
Travel Forecasting
Hydrology
Hydrology

Placer County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District

September 2, 2009

4-1

Stormwater Runoff

South Placer Municipal Utility District

September 8, 2009

5-1

Wastewater

Placer County Air Pollution Control
District

September 9, 2009

6-1

Air Quality

6-2
6-3
6-4
6-5
6-6
6-7

Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
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Date

Comment Number
6-8
6-9
6-10
6-11
6-12
6-13
6-14

Comment Topic
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
Air Quality
GHG

Donald B. Mooney

September 9, 2009

7-1
7-2
7-3
7-4
7-5
7-6

General
Traffic
Traffic
Urban Decay
Urban Decay
Global Warming

Town of Loomis

September 8, 2009

7-7A
7-7B
7-7C
7-7D
7-7E
7-7F
7-8
7-9
7-10
7-11
7-12
7-13
7-14
7-15

Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic

Applied Development Economics

September 8, 2009

7-16
7-17
7-18
7-19
7-20
7-21

Economic Impact
Economic Impact
Economic Impact
Economic Impact
Economic Impact
Economic Impact

Sierra Club

September 7, 2009

8-1

Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Traffic
Traffic
Traffic

8-2
8-3
8-4
8-5
8-6
8-7
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Date

Comment Number
8-8
8-9
8-10
8-11
8-12
8-13
8-14
8-15
8-16

2.2

Comment Topic
Traffic
Traffic
Water Entitlements and
Demands
Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in
this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to
the letter. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line
bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter.
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Native American Heritage Commission Letter (August 25, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response 1-1
A records search and literature review was carried out at the North Central Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System maintained by the California Office of Historic
Preservation on January 23, 2003 and August 4, 2004 in conjunction with the cultural resources
inventory of the project area. The results of the records search indicated that:
•

only part of the APE had been previously surveyed for cultural resources

•

one previously recorded site has been recorded in the APE: CA-PLA-1078H, the Takahashi Farm

•

there was a high probability of cultural resources inside the APE

•

a survey was required to determine whether or not previously unrecorded cultural resources are
present

Response 1-2
Following the completion of a pedestrian survey, ECORP prepared a technical archaeological survey
report that detailed the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
Following the completion of the test program, ECORP prepared a technical evaluation report. The
complete citations of the survey and evaluation reports are as follows:
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2007a Cultural Resources Inventory: Rocklin Commons (AKA Rocklin Pavilions), Placer
County, California. Prepared for Rocklin Pavilions LLC. Prepared by ECORP
Consulting, Inc., Rocklin California.
2007b Test Program Results and Evaluation for Archaeological Site CA-PLA-1901 in the
Rocklin Pavilions Project APE, Rocklin, Placer County, California. Prepared for
Rocklin Pavilions LLC. Prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc., Rocklin California.
•

The final reports containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures were submitted
to the City planning department by the project applicant on February 28, 2008. All information
regarding site locations and site records was presented in confidential attachments, which were
marked as restricted from public distribution. No Native American human remains or associated
funerary objects were documented inside the APE.

•

The final inventory and evaluation reports were submitted to the North Central Information
Center on February 26, 2007, with a revised inventory report submitted September 18, 2007.

Response 1-3
ECORP contacted the NAHC on August 4, 2005 by letter with a project area map, and township,
range and section location, requesting consultation.
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•

The NAHC responded by letter on August 9, 2005 and indicated that a search of the sacred lands
file failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project
area.

•

In its August 9, 2005 response letter, the NAHC provided a list of Native American contacts
(Rose Enos, Jeff Murray of Shingle Springs, Nicolas Fonesca of Shingle Springs, Christopher
Suehead of the Todd Valley Miwok-Maidu Cultural Foundation, and Jessica Taveras of the
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria), who were subsequently contacted
individually by letter on August 30, 2005 and telephone on March 14 and 15, 2006. Telephone
correspondence continued with the United Auburn Indian Community on August 15 and 22, 2007
and September 11 and 12, 2007. While the contact list the commenter has provided with its
comment letter on the DEIR differs from the August 2005 contact list, ECORP satisfied its duty to
consult based on the information provided.

Response 1-4
The Initial Study for the Project concluded that the Project was unlikely to have a significant effect on
cultural resources; therefore, the subject was not analyzed further in the Draft EIR. (See Draft EIR,
Appendix A, p. 17 of Exhibit 2 to Initial Study.) As noted in the Initial Study, however, all applicable
mitigation measures from prior relevant EIRs for cultural resources impacts incorporated as goals and
policies in the General Plan EIR will be applied to the project as uniformly applied development
policies and standards and/or as conditions of approval in the course of processing to ensure
consistency with the General Plan and compliance with City rules and regulations. (See Draft EIR,
Appendix A, p. 16 of Exhibit 2 to Initial Study.) Thus, to address the potential discovery of unknown
resources, the following mitigation measure will be applied to the project:
If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of shell,
charcoal, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, structure/building remains)
is made during project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area
of the find shall be halted and a qualified professional archaeologist and the United
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) shall be notified regarding the discovery. The
archaeologist shall determine whether the resource is potentially significant as per
CEQA (i.e., whether it is a historical resource, a unique archaeological resource, or a
unique paleontological resource) and shall develop specific measures to ensure
preservation of the resource or to mitigate impacts to the resource if it cannot feasibly
be preserved in light of costs, logistics, technological considerations, the location of
the find, and the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation of the find is
consistent or inconsistent with the design and objectives of the project. Specific
measures for significant or potentially significant resources would include, but are
not necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field documentation, archival
research, subsurface testing, and excavation. The specific type of measure necessary
would be determined according to evidence indicating degrees of resource integrity,
spatial and temporal extent, and cultural associations, and would be developed in a
manner consistent with CEQA guidelines for preserving or otherwise mitigating
impacts to archaeological and cultural artifacts.
The above-noted mitigation measure will be applied to the project as a condition of approval. To
address the concern related to the inadvertent discovery of human remains, the condition of approval
shall be modified to include the language below:
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In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there
shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of
Section 15064.5 (e)(1) and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98, has occurred.
If any human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of
the find and the County Coroner shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code. The City’s Community Development Director
shall also be notified. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner will notify the
Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn will inform a most likely
descendant. The descendant will then recommend to the landowner appropriate
disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply with
the requirements of AB 2641.
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United Auburn Indian Community Letter (September 1, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response 2-1
Comment noted.
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Department of Transportation (August 31, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response to Comment 3-1
Comment noted.
Response to Comment 3-2
The intersection of Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 WB Ramps was analyzed in the existing and future
conditions using the correct (as built) configuration. The future condition configuration includes a
slip on-ramp from southbound Sierra College Boulevard to westbound I-80, which is located just
south of the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 WB Ramps. Hence the southbound traffic
along Sierra College Boulevard destined for the I-80 WB slip on-ramp is included in the through
volumes because this traffic has to cross the intersection before it diverges to the slip ramp. The
traffic volume utilizing the slip ramp (intersection # 10) can be seen in the level of service (Synchro)
worksheets for each scenario, which are included in the appendices (Appendix C and E through J) for
the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) in Appendix E of the DEIR. The total volume using the slip onramp is a combination of traffic from Rocklin Commons (eastbound right turn at the intersection of
Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 WB Ramps) and southbound traffic along Sierra College
Boulevard. Attached Table A shows the traffic volume on the slip on-ramp, which connects
southbound Sierra College Boulevard to I-80 westbound. As shown in the table, traffic volumes on
the slip ramp are less than 400 vehicles per hour (vph) which is far below the capacity of the on-ramp
(900-1500 vph).
Although the City of Rocklin did not require a ramp/merge operational analysis in the project’s traffic
impact study, and the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study (TIS) guidelines do not require a traffic study to
include ramp merge operation analysis, such analysis is presented below to specifically address the
Caltrans comment requesting ramp/merge analysis for this slip ramp for various 2025 (cumulative)
scenarios. The attached Table B and worksheets document demonstrate that all ramp/merge
operations result in a level of service of D or better.
It should also be noted that the traffic operations analysis (January 2003) conducted for the Sierra
College Boulevard/I-80 interchange improvement project included the ramp merge operation analysis
for the future 2025 conditions and included the traffic generated by the Rocklin Commons project.
Based on the January 2003 operational analysis, the ramp junction (merge) was also projected to
operate at acceptable LOS for 2025 conditions.
Response 3-3
The traffic volumes used in the freeway mainline analysis were based on the Caltrans Transportation
System Network (TSN) 2006 counts. Since Caltrans is the only source for truck counts along freeway
segments, the truck percentages used for the freeway mainline LOS analyses were also based on
Caltrans 2006 truck counts. The analysis of the segments along I-80 assumed trucks constituted an
average of 6% of traffic volume, while the analysis of the segments along SR-65 used a truck
percentage of 15% of traffic volume. The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) worksheets for all the
scenarios that are included in Appendices K through M of the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (DEIR
Appendix E) confirm the use of these truck percentages.
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Response 3-4
The commenter is correct that the existing peak hour traffic volumes used in the project’s traffic
analysis for I-80 ramps were lower than 2006 Caltrans counts reported in the Transportation System
Network (TSN). The existing peak-hour traffic volumes used in the traffic analysis were manually
counted by an independent traffic count firm, All Traffic Data, Inc. (ATD), for the a.m. and p.m. peak
hours at each intersection. Existing traffic counts at the 18 study intersections were collected in
October 2006 (a.m. and p.m. peak hours) and September 2006 (Saturday peak hour). These counts
were taken during a nonholiday period when schools were in session, and therefore include the traffic
generated by Sierra College and all schools within the study area. The traffic count sheets are
included in Appendix A of the Traffic Study for the Rocklin Commons Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). The traffic count methodology is sound and accurate.
A review of several traffic studies for other contemporaneous developments (Sierra College Center,
Lowe’s, etc.) in the City of Rocklin shows that the existing condition (2006) counts conducted for the
traffic analyses for these developments were also less than the existing condition counts used in the
Rocklin Commons traffic study at the Interstate 80 (I-80) ramps on Rocklin Road (and less than those
noted by Caltrans in their Transportation System Network). The traffic counts, forecast volumes, and
levels of service (LOS) reported in the traffic studies conducted by other independent consultants
were more consistent with those included in the Rocklin Commons traffic report as compared to the
Caltrans Transportation System Network counts and as such, there is no need for revisions to the peak
hour traffic volumes used in the traffic analysis conducted for the Rocklin Commons project.
In summary, the 2006 Caltrans counts were used for the truck percentages for analysis of I-80
mainlines and ramps because such data was the only available source for truck counts. In contrast, the
turning movement counts for all the study area intersections that were collected in 2006 were used in
the ramp analysis rather than using counts from the 2006 Caltrans TSN because these counts are
specific to the study area and are consistent with counts collected by other consultants at similar
locations and during a similar time period.
Response 3-5
Comment noted.
Response 3-6
The City will provide any further traffic analysis and ensure the Final EIR is sent to the commenter
for review as requested.
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Table A: Sierra College Boulevard Slip On-Ramp to I-80 Westbound Volumes
From
Rocklin
Commons

From the
North

Total

23
136
116

193
142
75

216
278
191

n/a
n/a
n/a

255
260
169

255
260
169

16
93
116

251
233
130

267
326
246

n/a
n/a
n/a

368
229
269

368
229
269

14
173
170

335
225
177

349
398
347

n/a
n/a
n/a

385
235
242

385
235
242

14
173
170

352
225
150

366
398
320

Existing plus Project
AM
PM
Saturday
Existing plus Approved
AM
PM
Saturday
Existing plus Approved plus Project
AM
PM
Saturday
Without Dominguez
2025 No Project
AM
PM
Saturday
2025 Plus Project
AM
PM
Saturday
With Dominguez
2025 No Project
AM
PM
Saturday
2025 Plus Project
AM
PM
Saturday

P:\DSR534 - Rocklin Commons\Traffic Study\xls\Ramp volume.xls\Sheet1(9/22/2009)
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Table B: Sierra College Boulevard Slip On-Ramp to I-80 Westbound Ramp/Merge Operation Analysis
Peak Hour
Volume

Desnsity
pc/mi/ln

LOS

AM
PM

349
398

31.0
24.9

D
C

AM
PM

366
398

31.1
30.2

D
D

Without Dominguez
2025 Plus Project

With Dominguez
2025 Plus Project

Notes:
pc/mi/ln - Passenger Car per Mile per Lane

Ramp volume.xls\Sheet2(9/22/2009)

HCS+: Ramps and Ramp Junctions Release 5.2

Phone:
E-mail:

Fax:

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________
Analyst:
PPD
Agency/Co.:
Date performed:
9/22/2009
Analysis time period:
AM Peak Hour
Freeway/Dir of Travel: I-80 Westbound
Junction:
Sierra College Boulevard
Jurisdiction:
City of Rocklin
Analysis Year:
2025 - Without Dominguez
Description: Rocklin Commons
__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________
Type of analysis
Number of lanes in freeway
Free-flow speed on freeway
Volume on freeway

Merge
3
70.0
4632

mph
vph

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________
Side of freeway
Number of lanes in ramp
Free-flow speed on ramp
Volume on ramp
Length of first accel/decel lane
Length of second accel/decel lane

Right
1
45.0
349
250

mph
vph
ft
ft

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________
Does adjacent ramp exist?
Volume on adjacent Ramp
Position of adjacent Ramp
Type of adjacent Ramp
Distance to adjacent Ramp

Yes
241
Upstream
On
500

vph

ft

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________
Junction Components

Freeway

Ramp

Volume, V (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Peak 15-min volume, v15
Trucks and buses
Recreational vehicles
Terrain type:
Grade
Length
Trucks and buses PCE, ET
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER

4632
0.90
1287
6
0
Level

349
0.90
97
6
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Adjacent
Ramp
241
0.90
67
0
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

vph
v
%
%
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV
Driver population factor, fP
Flow rate, vp

0.971
1.00
5301

0.971
1.00
399

1.000
1.00
268

pcph

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________
L

=

(Equation 25-2 or 25-3)

EQ
P

=

0.585

Using Equation

1

FM
v

= v
12

(P
F

) =

3098

pc/h

FM

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

v

Actual
5700

Maximum
7200

LOS F?
No

3497

4600

No

FO
v
R12
_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________
Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v + 0.0078 v
- 0.00627 L
=
R
R
12
A
Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence

31.0

pc/mi/ln

D

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________
Intermediate speed variable,

M

= 0.427
S

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,

S

= 58.0

mph

= 63.9

mph

R
Space mean speed in outer lanes,

S
0

Space mean speed for all vehicles,
S = 60.2
mph
_______________________________________________________________________________
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Phone:
E-mail:

Fax:

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________
Analyst:
PPD
Agency/Co.:
Date performed:
9/22/2009
Analysis time period:
PM Peak Hour
Freeway/Dir of Travel: I-80 Westbound
Junction:
Sierra College Boulevard
Jurisdiction:
City of Rocklin
Analysis Year:
2025 - Without Dominguez
Description: Rocklin Commons
__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________
Type of analysis
Number of lanes in freeway
Free-flow speed on freeway
Volume on freeway

Merge
3
70.0
3384

mph
vph

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________
Side of freeway
Number of lanes in ramp
Free-flow speed on ramp
Volume on ramp
Length of first accel/decel lane
Length of second accel/decel lane

Right
1
45.0
398
250

mph
vph
ft
ft

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________
Does adjacent ramp exist?
Volume on adjacent Ramp
Position of adjacent Ramp
Type of adjacent Ramp
Distance to adjacent Ramp

Yes
398
Upstream
On
500

vph

ft

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________
Junction Components

Freeway

Ramp

Volume, V (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Peak 15-min volume, v15
Trucks and buses
Recreational vehicles
Terrain type:
Grade
Length
Trucks and buses PCE, ET
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER

3384
0.90
940
6
0
Level

398
0.90
111
6
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Adjacent
Ramp
398
0.90
111
0
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

vph
v
%
%
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV
Driver population factor, fP
Flow rate, vp

0.971
1.00
3873

0.971
1.00
455

1.000
1.00
442

pcph

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________
L

=

(Equation 25-2 or 25-3)

EQ
P

=

0.585

Using Equation

1

FM
v

= v
12

(P
F

) =

2264

pc/h

FM

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

v

Actual
4328

Maximum
7200

LOS F?
No

2719

4600

No

FO
v
R12
_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________
Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v + 0.0078 v
- 0.00627 L
=
R
R
12
A
Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence

24.9

pc/mi/ln

C

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________
Intermediate speed variable,

M

= 0.358
S

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,

S

= 60.0

mph

= 66.0

mph

R
Space mean speed in outer lanes,

S
0

Space mean speed for all vehicles,
S = 62.1
mph
_______________________________________________________________________________
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Phone:
E-mail:

Fax:

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________
Analyst:
PPD
Agency/Co.:
Date performed:
9/22/2009
Analysis time period:
AM Peak Hour
Freeway/Dir of Travel: I-80 Westbound
Junction:
Sierra College Boulevard
Jurisdiction:
City of Rocklin
Analysis Year:
2025 - With Dominguez
Description: Rocklin Commons
__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________
Type of analysis
Number of lanes in freeway
Free-flow speed on freeway
Volume on freeway

Merge
3
70.0
4625

mph
vph

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________
Side of freeway
Number of lanes in ramp
Free-flow speed on ramp
Volume on ramp
Length of first accel/decel lane
Length of second accel/decel lane

Right
1
45.0
366
250

mph
vph
ft
ft

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________
Does adjacent ramp exist?
Volume on adjacent Ramp
Position of adjacent Ramp
Type of adjacent Ramp
Distance to adjacent Ramp

Yes
241
Upstream
On
500

vph

ft

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________
Junction Components

Freeway

Ramp

Volume, V (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Peak 15-min volume, v15
Trucks and buses
Recreational vehicles
Terrain type:
Grade
Length
Trucks and buses PCE, ET
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER

4625
0.90
1285
6
0
Level

366
0.90
102
6
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Adjacent
Ramp
241
0.90
67
0
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

vph
v
%
%
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV
Driver population factor, fP
Flow rate, vp

0.971
1.00
5293

0.971
1.00
419

1.000
1.00
268

pcph

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________
L

=

(Equation 25-2 or 25-3)

EQ
P

=

0.585

Using Equation

1

FM
v

= v
12

(P
F

) =

3094

pc/h

FM

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

v

Actual
5712

Maximum
7200

LOS F?
No

3513

4600

No

FO
v
R12
_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________
Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v + 0.0078 v
- 0.00627 L
=
R
R
12
A
Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence

31.1

pc/mi/ln

D

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________
Intermediate speed variable,

M

= 0.429
S

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,

S

= 58.0

mph

= 63.9

mph

R
Space mean speed in outer lanes,

S
0

Space mean speed for all vehicles,
S = 60.1
mph
_______________________________________________________________________________
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Phone:
E-mail:

Fax:

_________________________________Merge Analysis________________________________
Analyst:
PPD
Agency/Co.:
Date performed:
9/22/2009
Analysis time period:
PM Peak Hour
Freeway/Dir of Travel: I-80 Westbound
Junction:
Sierra College Boulevard
Jurisdiction:
City of Rocklin
Analysis Year:
2025 - With Dominguez
Description: Rocklin Commons
__________________________________Freeway Data_________________________________
Type of analysis
Number of lanes in freeway
Free-flow speed on freeway
Volume on freeway

Merge
3
70.0
4390

mph
vph

__________________________________On Ramp Data_________________________________
Side of freeway
Number of lanes in ramp
Free-flow speed on ramp
Volume on ramp
Length of first accel/decel lane
Length of second accel/decel lane

Right
1
45.0
398
250

mph
vph
ft
ft

_________________________Adjacent Ramp Data (if one exists)____________________
Does adjacent ramp exist?
Volume on adjacent Ramp
Position of adjacent Ramp
Type of adjacent Ramp
Distance to adjacent Ramp

Yes
348
Upstream
On
500

vph

ft

____________________Conversion to pc/h Under Base Conditions___________________
Junction Components

Freeway

Ramp

Volume, V (vph)
Peak-hour factor, PHF
Peak 15-min volume, v15
Trucks and buses
Recreational vehicles
Terrain type:
Grade
Length
Trucks and buses PCE, ET
Recreational vehicle PCE, ER

4390
0.90
1219
6
0
Level

398
0.90
111
6
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Adjacent
Ramp
348
0.90
97
0
0
Level
%
mi

1.5
1.2

vph
v
%
%
%
mi

1.5
1.2

Heavy vehicle adjustment, fHV
Driver population factor, fP
Flow rate, vp

0.971
1.00
5024

0.971
1.00
455

1.000
1.00
387

pcph

_________________________Estimation of V12 Merge Areas_________________________
L

=

(Equation 25-2 or 25-3)

EQ
P

=

0.585

Using Equation

1

FM
v

= v
12

(P
F

) =

2937

pc/h

FM

_______________________________Capacity Checks_________________________________

v

Actual
5479

Maximum
7200

LOS F?
No

3392

4600

No

FO
v
R12
_________________Level of Service Determination (if not F)_____________________
Density, D = 5.475 + 0.00734 v + 0.0078 v
- 0.00627 L
=
R
R
12
A
Level of service for ramp-freeway junction areas of influence

30.2

pc/mi/ln

D

_____________________________Speed Estimation__________________________________
Intermediate speed variable,

M

= 0.414
S

Space mean speed in ramp influence area,

S

= 58.4

mph

= 64.3

mph

R
Space mean speed in outer lanes,

S
0

Space mean speed for all vehicles,
S = 60.5
mph
_______________________________________________________________________________
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Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (September 2, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response 4-1
The commenter’s determination that the applicant is adequately proposing mitigation measures for
the project runoff is noted. The commenter will be provided with the project’s drainage report and
grading plans, when available, as requested.
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South Placer Municipal Utility District (September 8, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response 5-1
The commenter’s statements that sewer service for the proposed project would be subject to all
ordinances, resolutions, rules and regulations, taxes, charges, fees, and assessments of the South
Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD), and that the design and construction of sewer facilities to
serve the project site would be the responsibility of the project applicant are noted.
The commenter states that sewer connection permits will not be issued by SPMUD until such time as
all sewer facilities have been constructed and accepted by SPMUD. The commenter also identifies
potential limitations that could affect the ability of SPMUD to provide sewer service to the site. These
comments are noted.
As requested, a correction will be made to the introductory paragraph 4.8 “Utilities” (page 4-175) as
follows:
This section describes existing conditions and discusses potential impacts to
wastewater treatment services, sanitary sewer services and water supply services.
Impacts are evaluated in relation to increased demand for utilities associated with the
proposed project and actions needed to provide the services that could potentially
lead to physical environmental effects. The information contained in this section on
wastewater is largely based on the South Placer Regional Wastewater and Recycled
Water Systems Evaluation, (June 2007) prepared by the South Placer Wastewater
Authority Municipal Utility District. The information on potable water contained in
this section is largely based on the Placer County Water Agency Integrated Water
Resources Plan (August 2006).
The release of SPMUD’s 2009 Master Plan and the inclusion of considerations for Rocklin’s longterm plan projections in the new plan are noted.
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Placer County Air Pollution Control District (September 9, 2009)
Response to Comments:

Response to Placer County Air Pollution Control District Letter 6
Response 6-1
Comment noted. The Project is located in the Sacramento Air Basin, which is a non-attainment area
for federal and State ozone standards and State particulate matter standards. Because of the nonattainment status, the DEIR concludes that, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2,
Impact AQ-2 would be significant and unavoidable.
Response 6-2
The commenter suggests that the City require the project applicant to participate in the newly revised
Placer County Air Pollution District Offsite Mitigation Program by paying a fee equal to the Project’s
contribution to pollutants (ROG and NOx), which exceeds the cumulative threshold of 10 pounds per
day. The commenter states that the estimated payment for the Project would be $204,633 based on a
fee of $14,300 per ton and an estimated exceedance of 14.31 tons of emissions, though no details
were provided as to the calculations of the amounts.
The commenter states that its preference is to mitigate impacts onsite rather than mitigate with the
payment of a fee. The Project includes a number of features which will reduce the project’s
cumulative operational air quality impacts:
•

LED lighting for all exterior signs

•

Walking paths in parking lots for pedestrians to access all portions of the center, including the
adjacent Park and Ride lot

•

Direct bicycle access into the shopping center is provided from existing striped Class II bike lanes
on Granite Drive and Commons Way

•

Moisture-based, Smart Water Management, automatic irrigation systems for landscaping, using
drip irrigation, as applicable

•

Recycling and reuse of construction and demolition waste through the Placer County Materials
Recover Facility or other designated recycling programs

•

Recycling and greenwaste from businesses and in public areas is disposed of with the City’s solid
waste disposal franchisee Auburn Placer Disposal and processed through the Placer County
Materials Recovery Facility

•

Located adjacent to Caltrans park and ride lot which is accessible from the project site for
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic

•

Reduction of parking by 247 parking spaces, which is 8.8% less parking spaces on site than the
standard City parking requirement

•

Access to areas appropriate for electric vehicle charging available on the project site, with signage
adequately identifying such areas
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•

Building will be sited to take advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens
to reduce energy use, to the extent practical

•

Parking lot tree shading that exceeds the one tree per 5 parking spaces required by the City of
Rocklin Design Guidelines and is expected to provide 50% tree coverage in parking areas within
10 years as described in CAPCOA mitigation measure T-14 – Parking Area Tree Cover

•

Landscaped areas, planters and other permeable surface areas in sizes and amounts that exceed the
City of Rocklin Design Guidelines, and reduce the total surface area of potential heat-reflecting
paved area

In addition, on-site emission control measures are required to be incorporated into project design and
operation through AQ-2, which has been strengthened and revised to require more features, to reduce
the projects cumulative operational air quality impacts. As such Mitigation Measure AQ-2 now reads
as follows:
The City shall require that emission control measures be incorporated into project design and
operation. Such measures mayshall include, but are not limited to, the following items:
•

The project applicant shall provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes
transit shelters, benches, street lighting, route signs and displays, and/or bus
turnouts/bulbs, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff and
Placer County Transit Agency staff.

•

The project applicant shall provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes
secure bicycle parking.

•

Only electric equipment shall be used for project landscaping maintenance and the
project applicant shall provide on-site electrical charging stations sufficient to recharge that equipment.

•

The project applicant shall increase wall and attic insulation at least 5% beyond Title
24 requirements that are in effect at the time of approval of project design review.

•

The project applicant shall use energy efficient windows (double pane and/or LowE).

•

The project applicant shall use Energy Star compliant highly reflective roofing
materials and at least 3% cool paving (high albedo pavement).

•

The project applicant shall plant trees in the project parking lots that are expected to
provide 50% tree coverage in parking areas within 10 years as described in CAPCOA
mitigation measure T-14 – Parking Area Tree Cover.

•

The project applicant shall use programmable thermostats for all heating and cooling
systems.

•

The project applicant shall use awnings or other shading mechanisms for most
windows and walkways per plan.

•

The project applicant shall utilize day lighting systems such as skylights, light
shelves, interior transom windows in all buildings over 25,000 square feet.
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•

Both major tenants shall use natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering its
material handling equipment (forklifts).

•

Only natural gas back-up generators shall be installed.

•

All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt
power outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling
for more than 5 minutes and shall be required to connect to the 110/208 volt power
outlet to run any auxiliary equipment.

•

Signage shall be posted in the receiving areas and the parking lot to prohibit idling
for more than five minutes.

•

HVAC units shall exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards that are in effect at
the time of approval of project design review by at least 12 percent.

•

The project applicant shall provide access to areas appropriate for electric vehicle
charging on the project site, with signage adequately identifying such areas.

•

The project applicant, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff
prior to the issuance of building permits, shall incorporate measures such as: provide
electric maintenance equipment, use of solar, low-emissions, or central water heaters,
increase wall and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements, and orientation of
buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling;, use of passive solar
designs, energy efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E), highly reflective
roofing materials, cool paving (high albedo pavement) and parking lot tree shading
above that required by code, and/or installation of photovoltaic cells, programmable
thermostats for all heating and cooling systems, awnings or other shading
mechanisms for windows and walkways, utilize day lighting systems such as
skylights, light shelves, interior transom windows.

•

Parking lot design shall include clearly marked pedestrian pathways between transit
facilities and building entrances included in the design.

•

The project applicant shall require that all diesel engines be shut off when not in use
for longer than 5 minutes on the premises to reduce idling emissions.

The Project will also be compliant with or exceed the current Title 24 standards which will reduce
energy consumption1 and as a result, reduce air quality emissions, including:
•

Time Dependent Variation (TDV). Source energy was replaced with TDV energy. TDV energy
values energy savings greater during periods of likely peak demand, such as hot summer weekday
afternoons, and values energy saving less during off-peak hours. TDV gives more credit to
measures such as daylighting and thermal energy storage that are more effective during peak
periods.

•

New Federal Standards. Coincident with the 2005 Standards, new standards for water heaters
and air conditioners took effect. These changes affect all residential buildings, but they also affect
many nonresidential buildings that use water heaters and/or “residential size” air conditioners.

1

See discussion in DEIR Energy Chapter on pages 4-81 to 4-82
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•

Cool Roofs. The nonresidential prescriptive standards require “cool roofs” (high-reflectance,
high-emittance roof surfaces, or exceptionally high reflectance and low-emittance surfaces) in all
low-slope applications. The cool roof requirements also apply to roof replacements for existing
buildings.

•

Demand Control Ventilation. Controls that measure carbon dioxide concentrations and vary
outside air ventilation are required for spaces such as conference rooms, dining rooms, lounges,
and gyms.

•

Duct Efficiency. R-8 duct insulation and duct sealing with field verification is required for ducts
in unconditioned spaces in new buildings. Duct sealing is also required in existing buildings when
the air conditioner is replaced. Performance method may be used to substitute a high-efficiency
air conditioner in lieu of duct sealing.

•

Indoor Lighting. The lighting power limits for indoor lighting are reduced in response to
advances in lighting technology.

•

Skylights for Daylighting in Buildings. The prescriptive standards require that skylights with
controls to shut off the electric lights are required for the top story of large, open spaces (spaces
larger than 25,000 square feet with ceilings higher than 15 feet).

•

Thermal Breaks for Metal Building Roofs. Continuous insulation or thermal blocks at the
supports are required for metal building roofs.

•

Efficient Space Conditioning Systems. A number of measures are required that improve the
efficiency of heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, including variable-speed
drives for fan and pump motors greater than 10 hp, electronically commutated motors for series
fan boxes, better controls, efficient cooling towers, and water cooled chillers for large systems.

•

Unconditioned Buildings. New lighting standards – lighting controls and power limits – apply to
unconditioned buildings, including warehouses and parking garages. Lighting power tradeoffs are
not permitted between conditioned and unconditioned spaces.

•

Compliance Credits. Procedures are added for gas cooling, underfloor ventilation.

•

Lighting Power Limits. The Standards set limits on the power than can be used for outdoor
lighting applications, such as parking lots, driveways, pedestrian areas, sales canopies, and car
lots. The limits vary by lighting zones or ambient lighting levels. Lighting power tradeoffs are not
permitted between outdoor lighting and indoor lighting.

•

Shielding. Luminaires in hardscape areas larger than 175 W are required to be cutoff luminaries,
which will save energy by reducing glare.

•

Bi-level Controls. In some areas, outdoor lighting controls are required, including the capability
to reduce lighting levels to 50 percent.

•

Lighting Power Limits. Lighting power limits (or alternative equipment efficiency requirements)
apply to externally and internally illuminated signs used either indoors or outdoors.

All of these measures, taken together, represent a comprehensive, and far from inexpensive, strategy
for controlling air pollutants to the extent feasible. Other measures required under Mitigation Measure
GCC-1 that would also reduce air quality emissions, include:
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A. The City shall require that measures (regulatory or applicant implemented) be incorporated into
project design and operation that the Placer County Air Pollution Control District determines will
reduce the project’s CO2 equivalent emissions, as quantified in this DEIR, by at least 15 percent
in conjunction with the project’s features. Such measures shall include, but are not limited to, the
measures identified in Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2.
B. Furthermore, the City has determined that in addition to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2,
the following mitigation measures would be appropriate for the proposed Project and shall be
required with project implementation:
1. All dock and delivery areas shall be posted with signs informing truck drivers of the
California Air Resources Board regulations including the following:
a. Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use.
b. All diesel delivery trucks servicing the project shall not idle more than five minutes,
consistent with mitigation measure AQ-2.
c. Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification of the
docking areas if provided by the operator.
2. Auxiliary power shall be provided for TRUs, as feasible, at all docking facilities to minimize
emissions from these units while on the project site.
3. Restroom sinks within individual buildings on the site shall use sensor-activated, low-flow
faucets and low-flow toilets. The low-flow faucets, because they regulate flow, reduce water
usage by 84 percent, while the sensors, which regulate the amount of time the faucets flow,
save approximately 20 percent in water usage over similar, manually operated systems.
4. The project applicant shall participate in an incentive program such as an HVAC replacement
program, to reduce offsite emissions by a minimum of 66 tons of CO2 per year. Through its
participation in such an incentive program, the project shall receive a 0.3% CO2 emission
reduction credit for the project’s relative CO2 emissions per year. Under an HVAC
replacement program, participation shall involve the contribution of fees in an amount equal
to the incentives provided for the replacement of 100 air conditioning units. In the alternative,
the applicant may choose to participate in an equivalent offsite emission reduction program
which can achieve the same 66 ton reduction in offsite CO2 emissions required by this
mitigation measure.
C. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant may satisfy its obligation to
implement any of the above mitigation measures if the project applicant can demonstrate to the
City and the Placer County Air Pollution Control District that the tenant(s) for the building square
footage authorized will implement other measure(s) that achieve an equal or greater percent
reduction in the project’s CO2 equivalent emissions.
As noted, Mitigation Measure GCC-1 has been revised to require the implementation of low-flow
toilets as well as low-flow faucets.
The City also has a number of programs and policies that contribute to the reduction of GHG
Emissions, as discussed pages 6-43 to 6-46 of the DEIR, which would also contribute to reducing air
pollutant emissions.
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In the event that the PCAPCD determines that these additional features and mitigation measures do
not reduce the project’s cumulative operational air quality impact to a less than significant level, the
City has revised Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to require the applicant to pay an Offsite Mitigation
Program fee as requested by PCAPCD in an amount, to be determined in consultation between the
City and PCAPCD, that takes into consideration the emissions reducing features and mitigation
measures to be implemented by the project:
•

The project applicant shall pay a fee to be determined by the Placer County Air Pollution
Control District under its Offsite Mitigation Fee Program which is equal to $14,300 per ton of
the project’s net (taking into consideration the project’s emissions reducing features and
mitigation measures) contribution to pollutants which exceeds the cumulative threshold of 10
pounds per day; such fee shall not exceed the PCAPCD’s preliminary fee estimate of
$204,633. The fee shall be satisfied by receipt of separate payments made at the time of each
building permit issuance in an amount proportional to the building square footage authorized
at the time. Prior to building permit issuance, the City, in consultation with the Placer County
Air Pollution Control District, may opt to reduce the amount of fees owing in the event that
the project applicant can demonstrate to the City’s satisfaction that the tenant or tenants of the
buildings at issue will implement energy conservation or other emission reducing measures,
beyond those already contemplated by this measure, other mitigation measures, or project
features assumed in the EIR, that will reduce the project’s contribution to pollutants by an
amount equivalent or greater than the amount that would have been achieved by the fees to be
reduced.

Response 6-3
The commenter states that the Project does not adequately address greenhouse gas emissions and
energy conservation and claims that the Project fails to analyze how the Project proposes to reduce
such emissions. The commenter further suggests that, at a minimum, the project should be consistent
with General Plan Policy 5 of the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element. The commenter
questions the completeness of the emissions calculations and encourages the use of the CAPCOA
advisory document as a scientific and factual basis for analysis of the effectiveness of the City’s GHG
emissions reduction efforts.
The threshold of significance for greenhouse gas emissions established by the City in the DEIR is
qualitative and not quantitative. See Response to Comment 7-6. Because the EIR used a qualitative
threshold, the EIR qualitatively analyzes the Project’s compliance with the emission reduction
strategies contained in the California Climate Action Team’s (CAT) Report to the Governor regarding
the steps needed to comply with AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05, in the California Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) technical advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change:
Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review, and the
CAPCOA (the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association) advisory document titled CEQA
and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act. The DEIR also applies various mitigation measures and
City policies to the project that are designed to reduce GHG gases to the extent feasible. This
qualitative threshold and qualitative analysis is presented to show compliance with the stated goals of
AB 32.
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The California Air Resources Board (ARB or Board) is the lead agency for implementing AB 32,
which set the major milestones for establishing the program. ARB met the first milestones in 2007:
developing a list of discrete early actions to begin reducing greenhouse gas emissions, assembling an
inventory of historic emissions, establishing greenhouse gas emission reporting requirements, and
setting the 2020 emissions limit.1
ARB was required to develop a Scoping Plan outlining the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020
greenhouse gas emissions limit. The “Approved Scoping Plan” was adopted by the Board at its
December 11, 2008 meeting. This Scoping Plan, developed by ARB in coordination with the Climate
Action Team (CAT), proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse
gas emissions in California, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our
energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health. The measures in this
Scoping Plan will be developed over the next two years and be in place by 2012.
The Scoping Plan identifies the role of local governments with the following language:
“Local Government Targets: In recognition of the critical role local governments
will play in the successful implementation of AB 32, ARB added a section
describing this role. In addition, ARB recommended a greenhouse gas reduction
goal for local governments of 15 percent below today’s levels by 2020 to ensure
that their municipal and community-wide emissions match the State’s reduction
target.”2
Though the City is not establishing a specific numerical quantitative threshold, the implied percentage
reduction for compliance with the Scoping Plan and AB 32 is at least a 15% reduction in emissions.
To achieve that percentage reduction the project will be required to comply with the identified air
quality and GHG emissions reduction mitigation measures, as well as, City codes, regulations and
policies including Rocklin Municipal Code (RMC) Chapter 17.74, Development Regulations; RMC
Chapter 17.72, Design Review and the Design Guidelines adopted by the City to implement that
section (Resolution No. 2008-37); the City’s Urban Forest Plan, September 2006 and RMC Chapter
17.77, Oak Tree Preservation; RMC 13.08, Solid Waste and Construction Refuse Collection.
Construction of the project incorporating the design features listed above, implementation of the
mitigation measures listed in the revised MM AQ-2 and MM GCC-1, the additional MM GCC-2, and
compliance with City ordinances and policies would reduce the emission of greenhouse gases
attributable to the project through vehicle emission reductions, vehicular trip reductions, HFC
emission reductions, recycling programs, increases in building and appliance energy efficiencies, and
decreased water use, all serve to implement Open Space and Conservation Element Policy 5. 3
1

Climate Change Scoping Plan, California Air Resources Board, December 2008, Executive Summary.
Climate Change Scoping Plan, California Air Resources Board, December 2008, Section II.B. The Role of
Local Government: Essential Partners
3
See also Energy Chapter of the DEIR on page 4-79 through 4-85
2
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Response 6-4
CAPCOA (the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association) published an advisory
document in January of 2008 titled CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act.
Chapter 9 of the document and Appendix B identifies existing and potential mitigation measures that
could be applied to projects during the CEQA process to reduce a project’s GHG emissions that
would be identified using the analytical methodologies included in this white paper. The CAPCOA
Subcommittee retained the services of EDAW1 to assist with this effort. EDAW performed a global
search of mitigation measures currently in practice, and under study, that would reduce GHG
emissions.
The CAPCOA Appendix B, Mitigation Measure Summary, provides a brief description of each
measure along with an assessment of their feasibility (from a standpoint of economical, technological,
and logistical feasibility, and emission reduction effectiveness), and identifies their potential for
secondary impacts to air quality. Utilizing the information in Appendix B, Mitigation Measure
Summary, 2 specifically the Emissions Reduction/Score rating, the following table presents the
CAPCOA Appendix B mitigation measures which coincide with the project’s features and mitigation
measures and assigns likely mitigation reduction percentages to those features and mitigation
measures. The Emissions Reduction/Score system “entails ratings of high, moderate, and low that
refer to the level of the measure to provide a substantive, reasonably certain (e.g., documented
emission reductions with proven technologies) and long- term reduction of GHG emissions.” 3
The following two tables track the Appendix B mitigation measures and compare them to the project
features and mitigation measures included in the project. To avoid overstating GHG emission
reductions, project GHG reduction percentages were selected conservatively at the lower range limits
stated in Appendix B. Factors taken into consideration were the project site location, proximity to
residential land uses, site layout, availability and accessibility of services, availability of alternative
transportation types (e.g. bicycle access, bus stops, park and ride lot, and NEV route) and likelihood
of effective utilization of the listed mitigation measure. This site is located at the intersection of a
major freeway and regional arterial roadway in close proximity to other existing commercial
development. This Sierra College Interchange area commercial core is surrounded on all sides by
residential development. Taken on the whole, this project, in concert with the surrounding planned
and existing retail development at the Sierra College Interchange area, provides all manner of goods
and services thereby greatly increasing the opportunities for consolidated shopping trips and the
corresponding reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).
For example, with respect to measure “T-7—Bus Shelter”, although no transit is currently provided to
the project site, the project will increase potential riders from existing and planned development along
Granite Drive that would be expected to ultimately support transit service. By providing transit
facilities such as bus turnouts and shelters at optimal locations, future bus ridership potential is
enhanced. The project applicant commits to consultation with city and Placer County Transit on the
1

EDAW, Inc., Sacramento, CA (review of analytical methods and mitigation strategies).
Appendix B Mitigation Measure Summary pages B-1 through B-34. Pages B-35 to B-45 are general plan level
mitigation measures not applicable to this project.
3
CAPCOA Mitigation Measure Summary, footnote 2, page B-34.
2
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design and location of the facilities. The CAPCOA mitigation table provides a reduction range of
0.25% to 1%. The analysis for this project selected the lowest range because there appears to be good
potential for transit service on this corridor, but to acknowledge that service is not currently provided.
For measure “D-2—Orientation to Existing or Planned Transit, Bikeway, and Pedestrian Corridor”,
the project site includes numerous design features to promote access by transit, bikeways, and
walking. The project proposes a bus stop that will be connected to the development with well lighted,
shaded, and direct pedestrian connections. The site is served by Class II bike lanes and will provide
bicycle enhancing infrastructure including secure parking. Based on the location of surrounding jobs
and planned and existing residences, a substantial population base is within walking and bicycling
distance of the project site. These factors support the conclusion that the project would achieve
reductions of 2% which is in the middle of the range of the CAPCOA mitigation table (0.25-5%).
Finally for measure “D-3—Services Operational (multiple on site services for employees)”, the
project will provide a wide variety of shops, restaurants, and services that will be available to
employees throughout the center and will also allow shoppers to combine trips for multiple purposes.
The size of the center provides space for major tenants that typically provide a wide variety of
shopping and service opportunities and small businesses, specialty stores and restaurants that allow
employees to meet many of their needs without traveling off-site. The CAPCOA mitigation table
provides a range of 0.5-5% reductions from this measure. The mix of uses anticipated for the project
results in a relatively high level of services on-site. These factors support a reduction of 2% which is
in the middle of the range identified by CAPCOA.
Given that the reduction percentages in the tables can range from 8.35 to 66%, the adjusted project %
reduction figure of 12.68 is considered to be a conservative number.
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Percentage Rated CAPCOA Appendix B Mitigation Measures
MM from Appendix B

Page
No.

T-1 Bike Parking and Access

B-1

T-7 Bus Shelter
T-11 Parking Reduced Beyond Code
T-12 Pedestrian Pathway

B-5
B-9
B-9

% Range of GHG
Emissions
Reduction
.75% to 5% max
combined
.25% to 1%
1% to 12%
.5% to 4%

T-13 No Off Street Parking
D-2 Orientation to Existing or Planned
Transit, Bikeway, and Pedestrian
Corridor
D-3 Services Operational (multiple on
site services for employees)
D-6 NEV access
D-12 Infill Development2
E-4 Energy Star Roofs
E-8 Non roof surfaces

B-10
B-14

.1% to .1.5%
.25% to 5%

B-14
B-15
B-19
B-23
B-24

Sum

Project Feature or
Project MM

Project %
Reduction

AQ-2 bullet 2

.75%

Adjusted
project %
reduction1
0.53%

AQ-2 bullet 1
PF bullet 8
PF bullet 2 and AQ-2
bullet 18
Site Location
AQ-2 bullet 1 and PF
bullet 7

.25%
3%
.5%

0.18%
2.1%
0.35%

.1%
2%

0.07%
1.4%

.5% to 5%

Project Description

2%

1.4%

.5% to 1.5%
3% to 30%
.5% to 1%
1% max

Site Location
Site Location
AQ-2 bullet 6
PF bullet 12 and AQ-2
bullets 6, 7
Sum

.5%
6%
1%
.5%

0.35%
6%
0.2%
0.1%

16.6%

12.68%

8.35% - 66%

Non-Percentage Rated CAPCOA Appendix B Mitigation Measures
MM from Appendix B
T-4 Proximity to Bike Lanes
T-14 Parking Area Tree Cover
T-17 Preferential parking for EV/CNG
vehicles
D-8 Recharging Area
D-14 Enhanced Recycling
E-11 Electric Vehicle Charging

Page
No.
B-2
B-10
B-11

GHG Emissions
Reduction Score
None listed
See App. B note
Low

B-18
B-20
B-26

Low
Low
Low

E-13 Cool Roofs
E-15 Electric Yard Equipment
E-18 Shading Mechanisms
E-20 Programmable Thermostats
E-22 Day Lighting Systems
E-23 Low Water Use Appliances
M-1 Off Site Mitigation Fee Program

B-27
B-28
B-29
B-30
B-30
B-30
B-33

Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Moderate/High

Project Feature or Project MM

Project Score

PF bullet 3
PF bullet 11
PF bullet 9 and AQ-2 bullet
16
AQ-2 bullet 16
PF bullets 5 & 6
PF bullet 9 and AQ-2 bullet
16
AQ-2 bullet 6
AQ-2 bullet 3
AQ-2 bullet 9
AQ-2 bullet 8
AQ-2 bullet 10
GCC-1.3
AQ-2

Not listed
Moderate
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
High

1

The adjusted project % reduction is calculated based on the percentage of each source on Table 6-4 (70% from vehicle,
21% from utility usage, and 9% from others).
2
Smart Infill: A practical guide to creating vibrant places throughout the Bay Area. Greenbelt Alliance. 2008.
http://www.greenbelt.org/downloads/resources/report_smartinfill2008.pdf
“The term 'infill development' does not refer to one type of building. It refers to finding room for new homes and jobs
in existing urban and suburban areas, and designing them in a way that will work well with their surroundings. It can
mean building on vacant lots, reusing underutilized sites (such as parking lots, old shopping malls, or industrial sites),
or rehabilitating historic buildings for new use.”
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After further discussion with Placer County Air Pollution Control District staff, additional project
features which did not correlate to the specific language of the line items presented in Appendix B
were quantified. These quantifications have been verified by the PCAPCD to yield the following
percentage of GHG reductions:
Building AC unit upgrade
Participation in an offsite incentive
program such as an HVAC
replacement program, or equivalent
offsite emissions reduction
program, resulting in a minimum
GHG reduction of 66 tons of CO2
per year.
Water conservation measures
(water efficient fixtures/ appliances,
drought tolerant landscaping, smart
weather based irrigation controls1
Parking lot shading (provide 50%
coverage within 10 years as
described in CAPCOA mitigation
measure T-14 – Parking Area Tree
Cover)1
Exceed Title 24 insulation
requirements by 5%1

0.6%
0.3%

Total from above

12.68%

0.63%

0.97%

0.22%

15.40%
Sum
1
See Appendix E: Memorandum from Michael Brandman Associates on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation
Measure Analysis for Rocklin Commons

As the total shows, from the mitigation measures and project features assigned percentage reduction
amounts, the project has reduced GHG emissions by 15.40%, without any additional reduction credits
taken for the items listed in the Non-Percentage Rated CAPCOA Appendix B Mitigation Measures
table shown above. Notably, PCAPCD staff has also indicated that the project would receive up to
1% reduction credit for the project applicant’s payment of up to $204,633 to the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District Offsite Mitigation Fee Program pursuant to Mitigation Measure AQ-2,
which would increase the project’s GHG reductions to 16.40%.
Additional mitigation measures requested by the district for energy efficiency, water conservation,
and transportation, not included in the two tables above are discussed in response to comments 6-9
through 6-11 and 6-14 below.
Response 6-5
In response to the request that the project analysis include all emissions both direct and indirect, the
analysis does include all recommended sources of GHG emissions which are as follows:
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(1) Construction - Emissions are discussed on page 6-28 below Table 6-4 and estimated using
URBEMIS 2007.
(2) Motor vehicles - Vehicle trips are based on the traffic analysis for the project, and the motor
vehicle emissions are based on URBEMIS 2007 (for CO2) and off-model calculations for CH4 and
N20 using emission factors from EMFAC 2007 and EPA “Update of Methane and Nitrous Oxide
Emission Factors for On-Highway Vehicles”.
(3) Onsite fuel combustion - Listed as “Other Area Sources” in Table 6-4 and includes emissions for
landscaping equipment based on URBEMIS 2007.
(4) Offsite ("Indirect") emissions - GHG emissions are based on electricity and natural gas usage.
Water usage is converted to electricity use based on factors provided by the California Energy
Commission and is included in the overall electricity emission calculations. The indirect emissions
were modeled consistent with the methodology of the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR)
Protocol v.2.2 software.
(5) Solid waste generation - Recommended to be included by the Attorney General's Office. Solid
waste related GHG emission estimates are indirect emissions discussed on page 6-29 of the DEIR.
To further clarify the inclusion of indirect emissions in the calculations of the project’s contribution
to greenhouse gases, the subpart on page 6-29 of the DEIR, Electricity and Natural Gas Emissions is
amended to read as follows:
“Electricity and Natural Gas GHG Emissions: The proposed project would increase usage of electricity

and natural gas for its commercial/retail components. The generation of electricity through the
combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO2 and, to a smaller extent, CH4 and N20. Annual
consumption and greenhouse gas emissions related to energy consumption were estimated based on
data from the Energy Information Administration. GHG emissions related to water supply have been
converted to energy use for emissions analysis purposes. Water-related energy use consumes 19
percent of California’s electricity every year. Energy use and related GHG emissions are based on
water supply and conveyance, water treatment, water distribution, and wastewater treatment estimates
developed by the California Energy Commission; GHG emissions related to electricity and water use
were estimated using an Energy Information Administration emissions factor of 0.61 lbs of CO2/kWhr. Total CO2e emissions related to electricity and natural gas are estimated at approximately 4,000
metric tons per year.”
A question was raised regarding the potential for a supermarket use in the shopping center. There are
no plans at this time, and the developer does not expect to have a grocery use in the center, therefore
HFC emissions of a possible supermarket are being addressed separately, and in addition to, the
calculations of the project’s listed total annual emissions contribution to greenhouse gases as set forth
in Table 6-4 on page 6-28 of the DEIR. The final subpart on page 6-29 of the DEIR, Other
Greenhouse Gas Emissions is amended to read as follows:
“Other Greenhouse Gas Emissions: At present, there is a federal ban on CFCs; therefore it is
assumed the project will not generate emissions of CFCs. The project may emit a small amount of
HFC emissions from leakage and service of refrigeration and air conditioning equipment and from
disposal at the end of the life of the equipment. However, the detail regarding refrigerants to be used
in the project and the capacity of these are unknown at this time. PFCs and sulfur hexafluoride are
typically used in industrial applications, none of which would be used by the project. To allow for
flexibility on behalf of the project in terms of future tenants that may occur, the project description
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noted that the project may include grocery store uses. Because grocery store uses include commercial
refrigeration units that utilize HFCs, a grocery store tenant at the project represents a potential source
of other greenhouse gas emissions. However, the applicant’s current business plan does not include a
supermarket use and it is considered highly unlikely that such a use will develop. Therefore, no
supermarket HFC emissions were included in the calculation of Total Annual Emissions. However,
should the project ultimately include a grocery store tenant, a specific mitigation measure GCC-2 has
been developed to address the estimated 1,800 tonnes per year greenhouse gas emission from such a
use. Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would contribute significant emissions of these
additional greenhouse gases.”
A new mitigation measure GCC-2 for supermarket uses is added to read as follows:
Mitigation Measure GCC-2 Global Climate Change
Any use incorporating refrigerant systems utilizing 200 pounds or more of refrigerant shall use a lowGlobal Warming Potential (GWP) refrigerant, or shall incorporate equivalent mitigation on a prorate
square foot basis to offset the predicted GHG emissions of 1800 tonnes per year for a 60,000 square
foot supermarket.
In follow-up conversations with PCAPCD staff regarding the project’s air quality analysis, the City
was requested to clarify the trip generation rates that were utilized in the URBEMIS modeling
conducted for the project. The trip generation rate of 41.27 average daily trips that was utilized in the
URBEMIS modeling is from the Shopping Center category of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook, 7th edition. The trip generation analysis results for the
project is presented in Table 4-7 of the DEIR, p.4-133. When multiple use types are combined into a
single shopping center, a blended trip generation rate is utilized. The traffic consultant for this project
listed specific land use types in four categories in the URBEMIS model run Rocklin Commons
Combined Annual Emissions Reports, but substituted the shopping center rate for the specific use
type trip generation rate from the ITE handbook. The trip generation rate utilized in the URBEMIS
modeling is consistent with the blended trip generation rates used in the traffic analysis for a shopping
center.
The DEIR quantifies the Project’s GHG emissions during both construction and operation. (See
DEIR, pp. 6-28 through 6-30.) Construction-related emissions come from site grading, asphalt
paving, and the use of engines in on-site heavy-duty construction vehicles, hauling equipment, and
other construction vehicles and equipment. Operational emissions, both direct and indirect, come
from motor vehicle use, electricity and natural gas consumption, water use, and solid waste disposal.
The DEIR, therefore, did not fail to consider the entire GHG emissions output of the Project.
Response 6-6
Mitigation measure AQ-2 has been revised so that all bulleted mitigation actions shall be
implemented with the project, except for a short list of additional items which, depending on the
ultimate tenant leases, may or may not be feasible to include. Bullet 17 in AQ-2 continues to read
“The project applicant, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff prior to the
issuance of building permits, shall incorporate measures such as: use of solar, low-emissions or
central water heaters, orientation of buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling,
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use of passive solar designs and/or installation of photovoltaic cells.” See Response to Comment 6-2
above.
As it is currently unclear whether the remaining measures set forth in bullet 17 can be accomplished
due to economic, environmental, social and technological factors, the City did not definitively require
the measures. Furthermore, because determining the feasibility of such measures is a very technical
process and, ultimately, depends on many complex issues associated with the final, design,
construction plans and layouts of the buildings (which will not be completed until after the
certification of the EIR), the City drafted Mitigation Measure AQ-2 bullet 17 to indicate that further
consultation will need to occur before this determination can be made. Based on the consultation, the
City will determine if such measures are feasible, prior to the issuance of any building permits.
This decision on the City’s part is an information-gathering commitment that recognizes that this
particular kind of “mitigation” cannot be addressed without the development of additional design and
engineering information typically not available during, or required by, the CEQA process. (See Dry
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 28 (court rejects attack on
EIR for allegedly containing too little detail in describing certain components of project; “[a] general
description of a project element can be provided earlier in the process than a detailed engineering plan
and is more amenable to modification to reflect environmental concerns”), Ocean View Estates
Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist. (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400-401 (mitigation
measures “need not specify precise details of design”; “[h]aving recognized a significant
environmental impact and having determined that mitigation measures may reduce the impact to
insignificance,” the challenged document “may leave the details to engineers”; “[i]n such a context,
the design may change many times without requiring further environmental review”).)
Mitigation Measure AQ-2, bullet 17, however, is amended to make clear that the specific measures
required to be incorporated into the Project will be selected prior to the issuance of building permits.
(See Response 6-2.)
Response to 6-7
The commenter suggests additional measures to mitigate the project’s short-term construction
emissions. At this time the majority of the commenter’s suggestions have been incorporated into the
project through its need to comply with PCAPCD’s rules and regulations for construction and
through Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (e.g., idling time shall be minimized to five minutes or less for all
diesel-fueled equipment, trucks and equipment leaving the site shall be cleaned; and traffic speeds on
unpaved surfaces shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or less, unless sufficiently stabilized) and
through Mitigation Measure GCC-1(as amended here):
A. The City shall require that measures (regulatory or applicant implemented) be incorporated into
project design and operation that the Placer County Air Pollution Control District determines will
reduce the project’s CO2 equivalent emissions, as quantified in this DEIR, by at least 15 percent
in conjunction with the project’s features. Such measures shall include, but are not limited to, the
measures identified in Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2.
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B. Furthermore, the City has determined that in addition to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2,
the following mitigation measures would be appropriate for the proposed Project and shall be
required with project implementation:
1. All dock and delivery areas shall be posted with signs informing truck drivers of the
California Air Resources Board regulations including the following:
a. Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use.
b. All diesel delivery trucks servicing the project shall not idle more than five minutes,
consistent with mitigation measure AQ-2.
c. Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification of the
docking areas if provided by the operator.
2. Auxiliary power shall be provided for TRUs, as feasible, at all docking facilities to minimize
emissions from these units while on the project site.
3. Restroom sinks within individual buildings on the site shall use sensor-activated, low-flow
faucets and low-flow toilets. The low-flow faucets, because they regulate flow, reduce water
usage by 84 percent, while the sensors, which regulate the amount of time the faucets flow,
save approximately 20 percent in water usage over similar, manually operated systems.
4. The project applicant shall participate in an incentive program such as an HVAC replacement
program, to reduce offsite emissions by a minimum of 66 tons of CO2 per year. Through its
participation in such an incentive program, the project shall receive a 0.3% CO2 emission
reduction credit for the project’s relative CO2 emissions per year. Under an HVAC
replacement program, participation shall involve the contribution of fees in an amount equal
to the incentives provided for the replacement of 100 air conditioning units. In the alternative,
the applicant may choose to participate in an equivalent offsite emission reduction program
which can achieve the same 66 ton reduction in offsite CO2 emissions required by this
mitigation measure.
C. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant may satisfy its obligation to
implement any of the above mitigation measures if the project applicant can demonstrate to the
City and the Placer County Air Pollution Control District that the tenant(s) for the building square
footage authorized will implement other measure(s) that achieve an equal or greater percent
reduction in the project’s CO2 equivalent emissions.
As noted in Response 6-2, the following additional measures suggested by the commenter have been
added to Mitigation Measure AQ-2:
• Both major tenants shall use natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering its material
handling equipment (forklifts)
• Only natural gas back-up generators shall be installed.
• Signage shall be posted in the receiving areas and the parking lot to prohibit idling for more
than five minutes.
• HVAC units shall exceed current Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards by at least 12%
Response 6-8
The commenter recommends that the proposed reduction strategies in Table 6-5 be incorporated into
the project description or proposed as mitigation. The purpose of Table 6-5 was to show those
elements of the project and the mitigation measures required to be incorporated into the project that
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are consistent with the applicable strategies. These elements and mitigation measures are, therefore,
already incorporated into the Project, and no additional changes to the DEIR are required.
Response 6-9
As suggested by the commenter, and as noted in Response 6-2, Mitigation Measure GCC-1, item 3, is
revised to require low-flush toilets in addition to the low-flow faucets: “[r]estroom sinks within
individual buildings on the site shall use sensor-activated, low-flow faucets and low-flow toilets. The
low-flow faucets, because they regulate flow, reduce water usage by 84 percent, while the sensors,
which regulate the amount of time the faucets flow, save approximately 20 percent in water usage
over similar, manually operated systems.”
Response 6-10
The commenter suggests the City should require the Project to use HVAC units that exceed the Title
24 Energy Efficiency Standards. Please see Response 6-7 and revised Mitigation Measure AQ-2
bullet 15.
Response 6-11
The commenter suggests that the Project include charging stations for electric cars. As noted in
Table 6-6 on p. 6-40 of the DEIR, the Project is compliant with such a measure. The evolution of
electric vehicle technology is such that electric vehicles are able to be charged on a typical household
110 volt current, which would be available with the proposed commercial project site for powering
seasonal decorations. As noted in Response 6-2, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been strengthened and
revised to require the project applicant to provide access on the project site to areas appropriate for
electric vehicle charging, with signage adequately identifying such areas.
Response 6-12
The commenter states that the City should require the applicant to obtain LEED Certification if the
Project claims to be in full compliance with the “Green Building Initiative” strategy as stated in Table
6-5 on page 6-35 of the DEIR and Table 6-6 on DEIR page 6-39. Due to the fact that the final
building configurations and tenants are still to be determined, it is not feasible to proceed with LEED
certification at this time. The City agrees that basic compliance with Title 24 does not create full
compliance with the Green Building Executive Order S-20-04, both Table 6-5 and Table 6-6 should
be revised to show partial compliance. However, the project has taken considerable steps to increase
energy efficiency as compared with a business as usual approach in the baseline year of 2003
established by the Green Building Initiative. The project is committed to incorporating a long list of
energy saving features into the buildings including:
•

Energy Star compliant roof systems

•

HVAC which will exceed current Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards by at least 12 percent

•

Increased wall and attic insulation by at least 5% beyond Title 24 requirements

•

Energy efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E)

•

Highly reflective roofing materials

•

Programmable thermostats for all heating and cooling systems

•

Awnings or other shading mechanisms for most windows and walkways
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Day lighting systems such as skylights, light shelves, interior transom windows in all buildings
over 25,000 square feet

The City did a complete review of the compliance determinations for CAT strategies in Table 6-5 and
OPR recommendations in Table 6-6 and made the following revisions in addition to the revisions
noted above. Table 6-6 at the bottom of page 6-40 is incorrect in stating compliance with on-site
renewable energy sources, since the project at this time has not committed to installing either solar
options or photovoltaic cells, but rather such decision shall be made after further consultation
between the City and the applicant prior to building permit issuance. (See bullet 17 of Mitigation
MeasureAQ-2 in response 6-2.) One final correction will be made to Table 6-6 at the bottom of page
6-41, the entry should be not applicable, since this project would not be purchasing any government
vehicles and/or buses which use alternative fuels. After making the changes identified above in
Tables 6-5 and 6-6 the City has verified the project’s compliance with the strategies so noted in the
tables.
Response 6-13
The listed City programs and mitigation measures in the DEIR demonstrate the steps that the City is
taking to reduce the overall GHG emissions originating from Rocklin. The relevance of such
programs related to the Project is two-fold. First, some of these programs and mitigation measures
would apply to reduce existing buildings and other emitters in the City, which would reduce the
baseline GHG emissions within the City, so though not strictly related to the reduction in GHG
emissions from this project, the City considers the listing of city-wide programs and mitigation
measures to be important information which should be included in this project EIR. Those measures
that are applicable to new commercial development will be incorporated into the Project.
The second point of the listing of city-wide programs and measures relates to the City’s threshold of
significance for GHG emissions. The City has not adopted a zero emissions increase threshold of
significance, but rather the threshold of significance used in this EIR would be categorized as a nonzero increase threshold. A non-zero threshold is used to minimize the resources spent reviewing
environmental analyses that do not result in real GHG reductions. The practical advantages of
considering non-zero thresholds for GHG significance determinations fit into the concept regarding
whether the project’s GHG emissions represent a “considerable contribution to the cumulative
impact”. The CEQA Guidelines recognize that there may be a point where a project’s contribution,
although above zero, would not be a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact and,
therefore, not trigger the need for a significance determination.
In light of those concepts the City has taken steps to implement city wide programs which effectively
mitigate emissions from small projects which will otherwise be processed through the CEQA
compliance review utilizing negative declarations and exemptions. Therefore, the listing of City
programs and mitigations are included in this EIR to support the City’s rationale for using a non-zero
emissions increase threshold of significance for GHG emissions.
Response 6-14
The commenter suggests that the Project incorporate mitigation measures from the Office of the
Attorney General to address cumulative greenhouse gas emissions. Some of the measures listed (e.g.,
installing LEDs for traffic, street lights and other outdoor lighting; creating bicycle lanes and walking
paths directed to schools, parks, and other destination points) are not features that would be
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associated with a commercial development project, such as this one, but are programs that the City
has implemented on a City wide basis. As noted in Response 6-2, the project will include walking
paths in the parking lots for pedestrians to access all portions of the center, but traffic, street lights
and bicycle lanes/walking paths to schools or parks would not be the responsibility of the project.
With respect to outdoor LED lighting on the project site, LED lighting, or other lighting systems
which will perform to the same energy efficiency potential, will be used for all exterior signs, as
noted in Response 6-2. Other reliable and appropriate outdoor LED lighting products, however, are
currently limited. Appropriate LED parking lot lighting, in particular, is not widely commercially
available. According to the applicant’s consultant, there are currently only two reputable
manufactures of this type of lighting, and these manufactures are only just now coming out with a
product line. As a result, the consultant has found that available product choices are currently too
limited to provide adequate lighting options that are both cost effective and reliable for high volume
commercial use, and are of questionable quality. For instance, the consultant installed LED ground
lighting from one of these manufactures on a test basis at another commercial development and
within a month, the consultant was having issues with one of the two ground lights installed.
Moreover, the consultant indicated that the currently available LED pedestrian lighting (10’ pole)
produces inadequately low light levels, posing a significant safety concern for pedestrians. The City,
therefore, declines to require the applicant to use LED outdoor lighting, other than the LED signage
already planned. The City has, however, already taken steps to replace traffic signal lights
(incandescent bulbs) with Light Emitting Diodes (LEDs) through a project initiated in 1998 and
completed in 2001, and all new traffic signal lights come standard with LED bulbs. In addition, the
City of Rocklin Bikeway System Map includes a proposed Class II bikeway on Sierra College
Boulevard and an existing Class II bikeway on Granite Drive.
Moreover, the Project has already incorporated a number of the other features suggested in the Office
of the Attorney General’s recommended Global Warming Mitigation Measures through the project
design (as noted in Response 6-2), and through Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (as revised in
Response 6-2), including:
•

LED lighting for all exterior signs

•

Walking paths in parking lots for pedestrians to access all portions of the center including the
Park and Ride lot and adjacent bus stop

•

Direct bicycle access into the shopping center is provided from existing striped Class II bike lanes
on Granite Drive and Commons Way

•

Moisture-based, Smart Water Management, automatic irrigation systems for landscaping, using
drip irrigation, as applicable

•

Recycling and reuse of construction and demolition waste through the Placer County Materials
Recover Facility or other designated recycling programs

•

Recycling and greenwaste from businesses and in public areas is disposed of with the City’s solid
waste disposal franchisee Auburn Placer Disposal and processed through the Placer County
Materials Recovery Facility

•

Located adjacent to Caltrans park and ride lot which is accessible from the project site
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•

Reduction of parking by 247 parking spaces, which is 8.8% less parking spaces on site than the
standard City parking requirement

•

Access to areas appropriate for electric vehicle charging available on the project site, with signage
adequately identifying such areas

•

Building will be sited to take advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens
to reduce energy use, to the extent practical

•

Parking lot tree shading that exceeds the one tree per 5 parking spaces required by the City of
Rocklin Design Guidelines and is expected to provide 50% tree coverage in parking areas within
10 years as described in CAPCOA mitigation measure T-14 – Parking Area Tree Cover

•

Landscaped areas, planters and other permeable surface areas in sizes and amounts that exceed the
City of Rocklin Design Guidelines, and reduce the total surface area of potential heat-reflecting
paved area

•

Idling time shall be minimized to five minutes or less for all diesel-fueled equipment

•

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 for off-road
vehicles

•

Transit enhancing infrastructure that includes transit shelters, benches, street lighting, route signs
and displays, and/or bus turnouts/bulbs, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City
staff and Placer County Transit Agency staff

•

Bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes secure bicycle parking

•

Parking lot design shall include clearly marked pedestrian pathways between transit facilities and
building entrances included in the design

•

Increased wall and attic insulation by at least 5% beyond Title 24 requirements that are in effect at
the time of approval of project design review

•

Energy efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E)

•

Highly reflective roofing materials

•

At least 3% cool paving (high albedo pavement)

•

Programmable thermostats for all heating and cooling systems

•

Awnings or other shading mechanisms for most windows and walkways, per plan,

•

Day lighting systems such as skylights, light shelves, interior transom windows in all buildings
over 25,000 square feet

•

Both major tenants shall use natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering its material handling
equipment (forklifts)

•

Only natural gas back-up generators shall be installed

•

All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208 volt power outlet for
every two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling for more than 5 minutes and
shall be required to connect to the 110/208 volt power outlet to run any auxiliary equipment
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•

Signage shall be posted in the receiving areas and the parking lot to prohibit idling for more than
five minutes

•

HVAC units shall exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards in effect at the time of approval of
project design review by at least 12 percent

•

The project applicant shall provide access to areas appropriate for electric vehicle charging
available on the project site, with signage adequately identifying such areas

•

Participation in an offsite incentive program such as an HVAC replacement program, or
equivalent offsite emissions reduction program, resulting in a minimum GHG reduction of 66 tons
of CO2 per year

Other efforts to reduce the project’s energy use and greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the
Office of the Attorney General’s recommended Global Warming Mitigation Measures include the
following:
•

The project’s landscape plan will be required by the City to include an automatic irrigation
system, and the use of drip system irrigation will be encouraged as applicable. The project’s
landscape plan is also required by the City to be certified by the landscape architect as meeting
the requirements of the Water Conservation in Landscaping Act (Government Code Section
65591, et. seq.). As noted above, the applicant has indicated it will implement a moisture-based,
Smart Water Management irrigation system, such as the WeatherTRAK Smart Water
Management solutions from HydroPoint to reduce irrigation water use.

•

The Project will also implement measures to manage storm water and protect the environment.
The largest of five sub watersheds on site will include a storm water detention basin that will be
utilized as part of a treatment train for storm water quality treatment of the sub watershed. This
third step of the water quality treatment train would take place after the first-step BMPs that
consist of administrative controls such as signage at inlets to prevent illicit discharges into storm
drains, parking lot and other pavement area sweeping, public education, and hazardous waste
management and disposal programs, and second-step BMPs that may include underground
hydrodynamic separators or catch basin filters, or, upon approval of the City of Rocklin, a
substitute device of equal or greater effectiveness. The four remaining sub watersheds will each
incorporate a treatment train that consists of administrative controls such as signage at inlets to
prevent illicit discharges into storm drains, parking lot and other pavement area sweeping, public
education, and hazardous waste management and disposal programs, second-step BMP’s that
would include charcoal catch basin insets, or, upon approval of the City of Rocklin, a substitute
device of equal or greater effectiveness and the third-step water quality BMP’s that would consist
of a continuous deflection system (CDS) unit to complete the treatment train for each sub
watershed.

•

With respect to the solid waste measures, the City is an active partner in the Placer County
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) that supports recycling of household and business waste. The
MRF diverts over 50% of the solid waste generated within the City from landfill disposal,
consistent with the requirements of AB 939. The Project will recycle and reuse construction and
demolition waste consistent with City of Rocklin Municipal Code Section 13.08.055. The Project
will also include recycling and greenwaste containers for businesses and in public areas,
consistent with the City’s General Plan Public Services and Facilities Element, Policy 18: To
encourage programs to reduce, recycle and reuse solid waste materials to the extent possible.
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In addition, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff prior to the issuance of
building permits, the City shall require the project applicant to incorporate measures such as: use
of solar, low-emissions, or central water heaters; orientation of buildings to take advantage of
solar heating and natural cooling; use of passive solar designs and/or installation of photovoltaic
cells. Based on the foregoing, the City finds that the Project will incorporate features that are
substantially consistent with the measures from the Office of the Attorney General suggested by
the commenter.

Conclusion
The City’s stated threshold of significance is “This EIR considers the GHG emissions from the
project would be significant, if implementation of the project would be inconsistent with strategies to
help the State attain the goals identified in AB 32.” The California Air Resources Board (ARB or
Board) is the lead agency charged with establishing a program for attaining the goals of AB 32. ARB
was required to develop a Scoping Plan outlining the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 greenhouse
gas emissions limit. The “Approved Scoping Plan” was adopted by the Board at its December 11,
2008 meeting.
The Scoping Plan identifies the role of local governments with the following language:
“Local Government Targets: In recognition of the critical role local governments
will play in the successful implementation of AB 32, ARB added a section
describing this role. In addition, ARB recommended a greenhouse gas reduction
goal for local governments of 15 percent below today’s levels by 2020 to ensure
that their municipal and community-wide emissions match the State’s reduction
target.”
Though the City did not identify a specific numerical quantitative threshold, the implied percentage
reduction for compliance with the Scoping Plan and AB 32 is at least a 15% reduction in emissions.
Utilizing the CAPCOA document titled CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act, the
City evaluated the GHG reduction potential of the project features, site, and required mitigation
measures to conclude that after incorporation of the local and state regulations and policies, as well as
incorporation of project design features and mitigation measures, the City estimates that project’s
emissions are reduced by at least 15% according to the ARB adopted AB 32 Scoping Plan. With the
project’s compliance with the applicable CAT strategies, OPR recommendations, CAPCOA
Appendix B mitigation measures, and City policies and implementation of above mitigation
measures, the project’s incremental contribution to any impact relating to global climate change
would be less than cumulatively considerable; therefore, the project’s climate change impacts would
be considered less than significant. No additional mitigation, beyond the measures described above,
are necessary.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

David Mohlenbeck, City of Rocklin

From: Perry Beck, Town Manager
Brian Fragiao, Town Engineer
Date: September 8, 2009
Re:

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Rocklin Commons Project

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the
proposed Rocklin Commons commercial project to be built on Granite Drive at Sierra
College Blvd. Following are issues that Loomis continues to have with this project:
TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION: the lanes on Sierra College Blvd from
I-80 to Taylor Road should be 6 lanes. Top bullet Pg 4-114 indicates 6 lanes to the
“south of Taylor Road.” The 6 lanes should run to the railroad tracks and for the
cumulative solution, continue to Bankhead Road approximately 1/4th mile past the
railroad tracks. On page 4-115 (top paragraph) it is noted that improvements are
dependent on money being available. Money should be identified before the project is
approved, especially since this project is one of many cumulative projects (see pg 6-5
Table 6.1) in Rocklin along the Sierra College Blvd corridor from Rocklin Road to
Clover Valley Parkway. On Pg 4-123 under existing level there is no mention made that
Loomis traffic is composed mainly of traffic generated outside of Loomis (Fehr & Peer
report for Loomis General Plan 1998) and Loomis would suggest mainly from Rocklin
due to impacts from cumulative Rocklin projects (see Pg 6-5 for listing).

7-7A

7-7B

7-7C

The transportation and circulation review is deficient because the cumulative effects are
still not being considered and so Rocklin City or Rocklin developers are not mitigating
the effects that Rocklin development is causing in Loomis. That Rocklin is having an
effect in Loomis is not really subject to dispute, for instance consider the population
growth in the respective jurisdictions:

7-7D

7-7E

MEMORANDUM

1

Rocklin traffic is obviously growing and has been, and will be, impacting Loomis. This
is dismissed on Pg 4-129 (bottom paragraph) where it is noted that Rocklin does not
subscribe to the notion of cumulative effects. Thus every project Rocklin evaluates,
including Rocklin Commons, falls below a 5% impact threshold that Rocklin determines
as having zero or limited environmental effects or Rocklin simply leaves mitigation of
the effects to Loomis but wants Loomis to mitigate in a manner specified by Rocklin.
Rocklin does this while failing to acknowledge that it is the growth of Rocklin over the
past 10 years, equivalent of 3 entire Towns of Loomis, has had any effect on Loomis.
This refusal to look critically at cumulative effects leads to bizarre conclusions like the
idea that the Sierra College Blvd / Taylor Rd intersection is presently at LOS C in AM
peak hour and LOS D in PM peak hour or that Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Rd
intersection is presently LOS E in AM peak and LOS F in PM peak.(pg 4-125) without
any further analysis as to why that may be the case today. It certainly wasn’t like that 10
years ago as noted in the following chart:

Another way to look at the cumulative effects of traffic impacts is the Volume to
Capacity Ratio (V/C Ratio).
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7-7E
Cont.

7-7E
Cont.

The point is that Rocklin Commons, along with all the other Rocklin projects noted on Pg
6-5 Table 6.1, are having a deleterious affect on Loomis streets and the City of Rocklin
and their developers should pay their share of Loomis road and other mitigations. It is
instructive to note that 43% of the listed streets having “unsatisfactory LOS” are in
Loomis Pg 4-153 and that of the 8 streets that will exceed their capacity (V/C ratio) 50%
are in Loomis and if the portion of Sierra College Blvd from Taylor to I-80 that is in
Loomis is added, the streets exceeding capacity in Loomis rise beyond 50% Pg 4-154.
Since Loomis doesn’t have but one project on Sierra College Blvd (Homewood Lumber
Relocation) can there be any doubt that Rocklin development is impacting Loomis
streets? Even by the findings of the Rocklin Commons DEIR?
TRAFFIC MITIGATION PROVISIONS: beginning at Pg 4-161 the DEIR identifies
mitigation measures for various traffic impacts. Mitigation measures TC-2 Pg 4-162,
TC-3 Pg 4-163, TC-4 Pg 4-163, TC-6 Pg 4-165 indicate that “In order to implement this
measure, the project applicant shall attempt, in good faith, to enter into an agreement with
the Town of Loomis by which the applicant either shall be responsible for constructing
the improvements at issue or shall provide to the Town of Loomis with funding in an
amount equal to the agreed upon estimated cost of the improvements.” This does not
appear to be a defined mitigation measure as called for in CEQA. It is refreshing to find
that the Rocklin Commons DEIR acknowledges that the Rocklin Commons has a
responsibility to mitigate its share of the affects on Loomis, however the remedy for the
affect has not been agreed on by Loomis and the remedy that is needed is one that will
address all the impacts of all the projects (see Pg 6-5 Table 1 for a list of projects).
Rocklin should not be approving any projects until that is determined
On Page 4-168 the DEIR discusses the impacts of traffic mitigation measures and makes
the point that “…an EIR’s discussion of traffic mitigation is adequate if it explains how
the fee program will address the impact. (Save Our Peninsula Committee, 87 Cal,App.4th
at p. 141.) This doesn’t really get to what the mitigation is, who has agreed that the

MEMORANDUM

3

7-7F

7-8

mitigation is satisfactory (painting lines on streets in Loomis, Pg 4-162 Mitigation
Measure TC-2 is not acceptable) and what the agreed upon cost is so a fee can be
established and spread among projects. Loomis believes that Rocklin needs to require
real mitigations in Loomis. Further that the Loomis mitigations need to be built or paid
for by Rocklin Commons and the other Rocklin developers along the Sierra College Blvd
corridor and in other Loomis areas according to mitigation measures specified by Loomis
(Woodward Park Homeowners Association, Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150
Cal.App[.4th 683, 58 Cal.Rptr.3d 102.) Loomis further believes that if the Rocklin
developers do not pay, then the City of Rocklin should pay to mitigate the traffic
problems that its development policies are causing in Loomis (City of Marina et al. v.
Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 46 Cal.Rptr.3d
355.)

7-8
Cont.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: beginning at PG 6-52 the DEIR discusses cumulative
transportation and circulation impacts.
•

Pg 6-52 bottom paragraph reference is made to “anticipated fee programs”.
Loomis would request what those fee programs are and how much Loomis is
expected to receive for mitigations in Loomis. Base that information Loomis
cannot tell if the fees will pay for the mitigations that Loomis will require.

7-9

•

Pg 6-53 Paragraph 1 Rocklin Whitney Ranch project (1,427 homes) is mentioned
as a recently approved project but is not mentioned on page 6-5 Table 6-1 as one
of the cumulative projects or a project for air quality analysis.

7-10

•

Pg 6-62 notes in one list that 7 of 11 streets that will operate at an unsatisfactory
LOS in 2025 are in Loomis; and in another list that 3 of 5 streets that will not
operate within their daily roadway capacities are in Loomis. The question is what
cumulative mitigation plan is going to keep this from happening? That question
is not answered in the Rocklin Commons DEIR.

•

•

Pg 6-63 notes in one list that 3 of 5 intersections that will operate at unsatisfactory
LOS are in Loomis; and in another list that 3 of 5 road segments that will operate
with unsatisfactory LOS are in Loomis. The question is what cumulative
mitigation plan is going to keep this happening? That question is not answered in
the Rocklin Commons DEIR.
Pg 6-74 notes in CI-5 that Rocklin has no way to ensure that Loomis will
cooperate with the applicant to paint Loomis streets as a mitigation measure so as
to render a road impact as less than significant. So Rocklin concludes that the
impact is significant and unavoidable. This is not true. If Rocklin does a
mitigation approved by Loomis then the impact can be mitigated to a less than
significant level. Neither Rocklin nor the applicant has met with Loomis to
develop a suitable mitigation and cost. This continues for CI-6 Pgs 6-74 and 675; CI-9 Pgs 6-95 and 6-96; CI-11 Pgs 6-96 & 6-97; and CI-12 Pgs 6-97 & 6-98

MEMORANDUM

4

7-11

7-12

7-13

•

Pg 6-75 Mitigation Measure CI-6 notes that the applicant will pay its fair share to
signalize the intersection of Rocklin Road and Barton. This is a project identified
in the Loomis General Plan (Pg 91 Figure 4-5). The measure goes on to say that
Rocklin is hopeful, though not certain, that Loomis will agree to install the
improvements. Loomis wouldn’t know what to agree to because Loomis and
Rocklin do not have a global solution to the issues of traffic impacts that the
Rocklin developments are having in Loomis and the cost thereof. Loomis can
agree to a mitigation measure if it agrees to what the measure is and knows where
all the money will come from, not just some of the money that might, for instance,
come from Rocklin Commons. If Loomis were to depend on only some amount
of money from Rocklin Commons, the DEIR does not indicate how much or
when it is to be paid, then there may never be enough money to do the necessary
improvement and the impact would never be mitigated. This would circumvent
the requirements of CEQA.

In conclusion the Town requests that Rocklin not approve the Rocklin Commons DEIR
until Rocklin and Loomis officials develop a comprehensive solution to the traffic and
other impacts that developers in Rocklin are causing in Loomis.
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Donald B. Mooney for Town of Loomis (September 9, 2009)
Response to Comments:
Response 7-1
The City thanks the Town of Loomis (Loomis) for its comments on the Draft EIR for the Rocklin
Commons Project. The Town’s objection to the Project is noted. Loomis’ specific comments will be
addressed in the following responses.
Response 7-2
Responses to Loomis’s comments regarding the Project’s impacts to traffic contained in Attachment
A are provided in Responses 7-7 through 7-15.
Response 7-3
Loomis objects to the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis for traffic and the use of a 5 percent
increase in traffic as standard of significance. CEQA specifically provides agencies with general
authority to adopt criteria for determining whether a given impact is “significant.” (See Pub.
Resources Code, § 21082 (“All public agencies shall adopt by ordinance, resolution, rule or
regulation, objectives, criteria, and procedures for the evaluation of projects and the preparation of
environmental impact reports…”).) Although Rocklin has not undertaken the formal process
permitted by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7, which allows public agencies to adopt thresholds for
“general use” by “ordinance, rule, or regulation,” the City nevertheless still has a duty to determine
the significance of a project’s impact even if thresholds have not been formally adopted and
regardless of where they physically occur or the jurisdiction in which they are physically located.
(See Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.1, subd. (a) (lead agency determines whether EIR is required for
project, and that determination is binding on responsible agencies).)
For this EIR, consistent with its conduct in prior CEQA documents, the City formulated thresholds
for traffic impacts in Rocklin based on its General Plan policies, as well as its own past practices.
Policy 13 of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element states that the City strives “to maintain a
minimum traffic level of service “C” for all streets and intersections, except for intersections located
within ½ mile from direct access to an interstate freeway where a level of service “D” will be
acceptable.” Policy 13 further provides that “[e]xceptions may be made for peak hour traffic where
not all movements exceed the acceptable level of service.” Mitigation is required for any intersection
or roadway segment where project traffic causes the intersection to deteriorate from satisfactory to
unsatisfactory operation.
The City’s General Plan, however, does not include any specific policy or threshold for determining
the significance of impacts occurring to intersections or roadway segments already operating at an
unacceptable level of service. The City recognized the need to determine if significant impacts were
occurring under these conditions, and if so, the need to also identify mitigation measures. To that end,
the City has therefore relied on the expert opinions of its traffic consultants and engineering staff,
who advised that if an intersection or roadway segment is already operating at an unsatisfactory level
of service, an increase of 5 percent (addition of 0.05) to the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio would
constitute a significant project impact. In support of this threshold, DKS Associates, the City’s
independent expert traffic consultant, has prepared a memorandum to the City (Appendix C of Final
EIR) that notes the following: the use of the 0.05 threshold is quite common in the region based on
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the prevailing opinion that 0.05 v/c or 5.0 seconds of delay represents a “measurable worsening” of
level of service; there are many factors which affect inputs to the Level of Service (LOS) analysis
which in turn result in fluctuations in traffic volumes and levels of service, and many jurisdictions
have determined that use of a threshold that is less than the one used by the City of Rocklin is not
appropriate for defining a significant impact for locations that are already congested. Importantly, the
DKS memorandum concludes with “We believe that the threshold used by the City of Rocklin is
reasonable and in line with practices used elsewhere and do not recommend changes in that
threshold.”
A five percent threshold, applied across the board, is appropriate for determining a significant impact
on roadways and intersections that already operate at an unacceptable LOS. Given that traffic
volumes can typically fluctuate by 10% or more from day to day, the recognition that a significant
impact would occur when the volume-to-capacity ratio increases by 5% (or 0.05) is not unreasonable,
because such a change would typically represent less than half of the normal daily (weekday)
fluctuation in traffic volumes. This degree of change also represents a threshold that would be
noticeable to the average driver. Thus, an increase of 0.05 in the v/c ratio is significant, as it reflects
what would be considered a measurable worsening of the intersection or roadway operations and
therefore would constitute a significant project impact. In other words, regardless of whether the
existing LOS is D, E, or F, unless there is an increase of at least five percent, the increase would
generally go unnoticed, and therefore would not be significant.
Moreover, as noted by the preparers of the EIR’s traffic analysis, LSA Associates, Inc., application of
the 0.05 increase to the v/c ratio actually results in an increasing sensitivity to increased traffic
volumes as the LOS degrades (i.e., as the LOS conditions worsen, the 0.05 v/c threshold is triggered
by smaller percentage increases in traffic volume). To illustrate this point, assume that the capacity at
an intersection is 100 vehicles. If the project adds 5 vehicles, the v/c ratio would increase by 0.05 and
meet the threshold. As the congestion level increases (i.e. as the number of vehicles through the
intersection approaches or exceeds the intersection capacity), however, the same 5 vehicles equate to
descending percentages (6.2% (for a v/c ratio of 0.81 increasing to 0.86) to 4.1% (for a v/c ratio of
1.21 increasing to 1.26)) of allowable increases in traffic volume before an impact is triggered. Thus,
the same 5% (addition of 0.05 to the v/c ratio) criterion is appropriate for the full range of conditions
exceeding the basic level of service criteria, because the 0.05 threshold does not equate to a fixed
percentage increase in traffic triggering an impact at each LOS condition. Rather, when the 0.05
increase in v/c ratio is applied to the v/c ratio at any LOS condition, the percentage of additional
traffic necessary to trigger an impact decreases as congestion levels increase and LOS conditions
degrade. (See memorandum of LSA Associates, Inc., attached as Appendix D of Final EIR.)
When the City of Rocklin was preparing the traffic analysis for the recently approved Rocklin
Crossings project, the City’s traffic consultants contacted the Town of Loomis to clarify the
significance criteria that should be applied to intersections that currently operate in excess of the
Town’s LOS C and D thresholds. At that time, Town staff requested that the same significance
criteria be applied to Loomis intersections as applied in the City of Rocklin. Based on (i) the
professional judgment of the City’s consultants and staff, (ii) the approach the Town took in its own
General Plan EIR, and (iii) this past communication with Town staff, the EIR for Rocklin Commons
concludes that, if an intersection in the Town of Loomis is already operating at an unsatisfactory level
of service, an increase of 5 percent (addition of 0.05) or more to the v/c ratio would constitute a
significant project impact. Thus, pursuant to City’s understanding of Loomis’s own policies and
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practices, the City’s policies and practices (as accepted by Loomis Staff), and the expert views of the
City’s staff and consultants, the EIR analysis concluded that, where roadway and intersections in
Loomis affected by the Project were already operating at an unacceptable LOS, a significant impact
would only result if the Project’s traffic increased the volume-to-capacity ratio by five percent or
more.
Despite having blessed this approach in the past, and despite having used the approach in its own
General Plan EIR, Loomis now contends that applying a 5 percent threshold regardless of whether the
baseline LOS is D, E, or F is inappropriate. Notably, Loomis itself has not employed such a sliding
scale threshold for analyzing cumulatively considerable traffic impacts in its own CEQA documents.
(See Loomis General Plan Update Final EIR, pp. 91-92; Traffic Impact Analysis for Loomis Hills
Estates, pp. 26-35; Shadowbrook Draft EIR, p 4.3-15.)
In conclusion, deference should be given to an agency’s determination regarding the proper
thresholds of significance when supported by substantial evidence (See CEQA Guidelines § 15064,
subd. (f) [the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based
on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency].) The project traffic engineer prepared the
project traffic analysis in keeping with recognized professional standards, methodologies, and
modeling. That traffic study was then peer reviewed by a third party independent traffic engineering
consultant for adequacy of methodology and results which found the traffic study to be compliant in
all respects. Both traffic engineering consultants support the City’s threshold of significance and the
adequacy of the traffic report and that analysis constitutes substantial evidence upon which the City
was entitled to rely. (Public Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (c) [substantial evidence includes facts,
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts] (emphasis
added); see also National Parks and Conservation Assn. v. County of Riverside (1999) 71
Cal.App.4th 1341, 1364-1365 [agency had discretion to rely on expert opinion regarding adequacy of
analysis; reasonable doubts must be resolved in support of agency’s decision].) The existence of
competing methods does not invalidate the agency’s approach. (Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles
(1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 391, 412-413 [a public agency may rely upon the judgment of experts and
disagreement among experts is not a sufficient basis for invalidating an EIR].) For all of these reasons
stated above, it is the City’s determination that the analysis and conclusions regarding the Project’s
cumulative traffic impacts and threshold of significance are proper.
Response 7-4
The City agrees with Loomis that based on CEQA and CEQA case law, it is recognized that EIR’s for
large retail projects should evaluate whether a project will have a direct or indirect impact that would
lead to urban decay. (See DEIR, p. 5-1.) The California Courts have identified the term “urban decay”
as the physical manifestation of a project’s potential socioeconomic impacts and have specifically
identified the need to address the potential for urban decay in environmental documents for large
retail projects where there is some evidence that such physical effects may occur. The leading case on
the subject, as noted by Loomis, is Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184.
Loomis is correct that a proposed new shopping center does not automatically trigger a conclusive
presumption of urban decay; rather, case law suggests that the agency must assess whether the project
could cause economic or social effect that could result in urban decay. Accordingly, there are two
pertinent questions to be asked with regard to the effects of the proposed project in terms of this
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economic impact and urban decay analysis: 1) would the proposed new retail use result in sales losses
that are sufficiently large at existing retail establishments to force some to close?, and 2) would the
affected closed stores stay idle long enough to create physical changes that could be defined as urban
decay? The potential environmental impacts of shifts in retail sales from existing retail establishments
to the proposed project may be deemed to be significant if one or more of the following occurs:
•

Any diversion of sales from existing retail facilities would have to be severe enough to result in
business closings and subsequent long-term vacancies that will forseeably cause substantial and
adverse physical changes or urban decay.

•

The business closures would have to be significant enough in scale (i.e., in terms of the total
square footage affected and/or loss of key “anchor” tenants) to affect the viability of existing
shopping centers and foreseeably cause substantial and adverse physical changes or urban decay.

Unless these criteria are met, impacts such as potential store closures and the potential shift of retail
jobs would not be deemed to be significant. While the City may determine that the effects of the
proposed project on existing projects need to be taken into consideration in evaluating the merits of
the proposed project, this Draft EIR does not identify a significant environmental impact unless the
aforementioned criteria are met.
Notably, however, nothing in CEQA or CEQA case law has created a technical methodology for
assessing urban decay impacts. Rather, direction from the courts thus far has been limited to general
principles, such as (i) the need to address the subject matter of urban decay where there is substantial
evidence indicating that it may be a problem (Bakersfield Citizens, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at p.
1207); (ii) the need for substantial evidence to support a lead agency’s conclusion that,
notwithstanding the fact that a proposed project may result in potential economic impacts, such
economic impacts will not in turn lead to urban decay impacts (Anderson First Coalition v. City of
Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1186 (Anderson First)); and (iii) the fact that a lead agency,
in preparing an analysis of urban decay impacts, may not refuse to look beyond its political
boundaries where there is substantial evidence that urban decay impacts may occur outside those
boundaries (American Canyon Community United for Responsible Growth v. City of American
Canyon (2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 1062, 1082). Beyond this general guidance, lead agencies and their
consultants enjoy very considerable discretion as to how to conduct their analyses. (See CEQA
Guidelines, § 15151.) At most, CEQA principles come into play once economic consultants examine
their purely economic conclusions and then consider whether any identified economic impacts will
foreseeably result in physical impacts in the form of urban decay.
In this case, the DEIR’s urban decay analysis relied on an economic impact study prepared by the
City’s economic consultant CBRE Consulting, Inc. (“CBRE”). (See DEIR, pp. 5-1 through 5-9 and
Appendix D.) This study identified both a “primary market area” and “secondary market area” in
analyzing the potential attractiveness of two large anchor stores (assumed to be a Target and Kohl’s
store) to potential customers. The primary market area, which is the area from which the majority of
shoppers would originate, was determined by mapping the existing big box stores in the area. The
analysis determined the extent to which the Project’s retail sales would impact existing retailers in the
primary market area. Because of the prevalence of existing retail outlets in Roseville, CBRE
determined that the Project was not expected to generate significant sales from residents of Roseville,
and thus excluded Roseville from the primary market area.
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The study found that, for existing retailers, the only retail sectors at risk of sales diversion, and
ultimate store closure, were apparel and home furnishings and appliances. The study further found
that, based upon analysis of the market area’s retail base, and expectations regarding sales diversions,
the following retail square footage in the market area is most at risk due to the cumulative projects of
the Project and the five other planned projects: Apparel stores totaling 221,300 square feet; Food
stores totaling 80,000 square feet; Home furnishings and appliances stores totaling 305,000 square
feet; and “Other retail stores” totaling 116,500 square feet. (See DEIR, Appendix D, p. 3.)
Based on this economic information, the study went on to analyze and make conclusions regarding
the Project’s potential to ultimately cause urban decay, with urban decay defined as physical
deterioration that is so prevalent and substantial it impairs the proper utilization of affected real estate
or the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community. If, for example, any market area
stores close due to the Project, the analysis considers if they are likely to remain vacant for a
prolonged period of time or be leased to other retailers within a reasonable marketing period. Under
normal circumstances, it can take from a few months to a year or more to lease retail space depending
on the size of the space. Larger spaces, such as former grocery stores, are more difficult to lease since
fewer retailers require such a large space. However, during an economic downturn like the one the
U.S. is currently going through, a slowdown in retail sales and fewer retailer expansions occur. As a
result, the average length of time it takes to lease retail space is likely to increase. (See DEIR,
Appendix D, p. 4.)
The study concludes that while it is expected that the Rocklin Commons project will result in some
diverted sales and that some closures of primary market area stores may occur, these events are not
expected to lead to physical deterioration so prevalent and substantial that it impairs the proper
utilization of affected real estate or the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community.
Given the characteristics of the market area, its population growth potential, and past and current
experiences in the area, center owners with vacant spaces are likely to keep up maintenance of their
properties in anticipation of re-tenanting the vacant spaces. Therefore, while the U.S. economic
downturn and financial crisis raise many legitimate concerns about impacts on the local economy,
CBRE Consulting concludes that vacancies resulting from the development of Rocklin Commons are
unlikely to lead to urban decay. (See DEIR, Appendix D, p. 5.) This conclusion is echoed in the
DEIR and the Project’s urban decay impact is deemed less than significant. (See DEIR, p. 5-9.)
Response 7-5
This comment simply restates the conclusions of the ADE memorandum (Attachment B of the Town
of Loomis letter) quoted verbatim. Detailed responses to the comments on urban decay contained in
Attachment B are provided in Responses 7-16 through 7-21 in the attached memorandum prepared by
CBRE Consulting, Inc.
Response 7-6
Loomis claims that the DEIR fails to adequately address and analyze the Project’s contribution to
GHG. Loomis further claims that the DEIR fails to identify any standard of significance regarding
GHG and global warming and that such a failure violates the requirements of CEQA. Loomis is
mistaken.
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First, nowhere does CEQA mandate that such thresholds be developed or, if developed, applied
without exception in evaluating the relative significance of impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7,
subd. (a) [sets forth option of adopting significance thresholds].) Moreover, CEQA does not currently
provide standards or requirements for analyzing potential global warming impacts of projects subject
to CEQA. (See Pub. Resources Code § 21083.5; Pub. Resources Code § 21083.05 [requiring Office
of Planning and Research to prepare and adopt greenhouse gas emissions guidelines].) In fact, a
standardized, California-wide methodology to establish an appropriate baseline, such as a projectlevel (regional GHG emissions) inventory, to evaluate the significance of GHG emission changes has
yet to be established. As of the writing of the DEIR, when the thresholds of significance to analyze
the Project’s impacts were being developed, the agencies with jurisdiction over air quality regulation
and GHG emissions such as CARB and the Placer County Air Pollution Control District
(“PCAPCD”) had not established regulations, guidance, methodologies, significance thresholds,
standards or analysis protocols for the assessment of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.
Moreover, climate change is a global issue. The solution to global climate change is therefore
complex, requires consideration of many factors, and requires collaboration and cooperation on a
large scale. The City recognized that, while addressing global climate change requires cooperation of
all levels of government, the City, as a local government, is limited in its ability to control certain
sources of GHG emissions associated with the Project. Notably, the vast majority of GHG emissions
associated with the Project are attributable to the combustion of fossil fuels, either in motor vehicles
or in electricity-generating power plants, and the City has no legal authority or power to regulate
such emissions.
In light of the global nature of the impact of greenhouse gases, the EIR determined that
local/municipal lead agencies are not the best or most appropriate source for establishing methods and
significance standards pertaining to impacts of a project or this Project on global climate change.
Given the challenges associated with determining a reasonable and proper, quantitative projectspecific significance criterion for GHG emissions when the issue must be viewed on a global scale,
and because the regulatory agencies best suited for developing the methodology have not yet been
able to establish such an agreed upon criteria, the City chose not to use a quantitative significance
threshold for the Project.
Nonetheless, the City, using the information available to it, established a qualitative threshold, which
is permitted (though not required) by CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7, subd. (a) [“[a]
threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a
particular environmental effect…”] (italics added); see also proposed CEQA Guidelines, Section
15064.4, subd. (a)(2) [Proposed CEQA Guidelines Amendments recently issued by the Natural
Resources Agency, state that, in determining the significance of greenhouse gas emissions, a lead
agency shall have the discretion to determine whether to use a quantitative approach or to “rely on a
qualitative analysis or performance based standards.”].) In establishing a threshold, the City
considered statewide efforts, legislation and executive orders on the subject of climate change in
California which have established a statewide context for GHG emissions, and an enforceable
statewide cap on GHG emissions. (DEIR, pp. 6-19 through 6-22.) These efforts, including
information from the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), AB 32, Executive Order S-305, and the Climate Action Team (“CAT”) report, all indicate that, in order to find that development
projects’ incremental contributions to global climate change impacts are not significant, lead
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agencies and project proponents should carry out GHG reduction measures consistent with the
State’s efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to the target levels.
The City, therefore, determined that the Project’s potential for creating an impact on global warming
should be based on a comparative analysis of the Project against the emission reduction strategies
contained in the California Climate Action Team’s Report to the Governor and OPR’s Technical
Advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change Addressing Climate Change Through California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review” and Chapter 9 and Appendix B of the January 2008
CAPCOA advisory document entitled CEQA and Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act
regarding the steps needed to comply with AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. The City determined
that, if the Project was compatible or consistent with the applicable CAT and OPR strategies and the
CAPCOA Appendix B mitigation measures, the Project’s cumulative contribution to global climate
change would be less than significant. On the other hand, if the Project was not consistent with those
strategies that the City deemed feasible, then the Project could potentially be deemed to have a
significant impact on global climate change.
Loomis dismisses this approach, claiming it is a “comparison” approach rather than a qualitative
approach, but a qualitative threshold generally requires some comparison to determine impacts.
Using the examples provided by Loomis, an aesthetic impact is determined by comparing an existing
view with a view containing a project and odor impacts are determined by comparing the scent in the
air with and without a project to determine if an odor is objectionable. Thus, just because the DEIR
indicates the global climate change approach involves a comparison does not mean it is not a
qualitative approach. The distinction is simply semantics and does not make the approach improper.
Loomis also appears to claim that even if the City’s “comparison” approach is a qualitative
approach, it was inappropriate because greenhouse gas emissions can be quantified and a qualitative
approach must be reserved only for use in analyzing impacts that cannot be “readily quantif[ied].”
But CEQA permits an agency to determine the threshold of significance it will apply to a project and
makes no distinction on when it may opt to use a qualitative significance threshold. (See CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064.7, subd. (a) [“[a] threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect…”] (italics added).)
Further, to the extent Loomis contends the City should apply the “zero-threshold” approach used by
the State Lands Commission set forth in the Venoco Ellwood Oil Development and Pipeline Project’s
EIR, the City was not required to do so. This threshold is merely one agency’s approach to
greenhouse gas emissions, and this approach is not binding on the City. The Project is not under the
jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission and therefore its stated approach has no relevance. As
discussed above, each lead agency for a project has discretion to determine the significance of the
project’s impacts, which includes determining applicable thresholds of significance. (See Pub.
Resources Code, § 21080.1, subd. (a) [lead agency determines whether EIR is required for project,
and that determination is binding on responsible agencies].) Even OPR’s Technical Advisory
entitled, CEQA and Climate Change Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Review, on which Loomis relies, acknowledges that no statewide thresholds have
been established, and states that “[a]s with any environmental impact, lead agencies must determine
what constitutes a significant impact….individual lead agencies may undertake a project-by-project
analysis, consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice.”
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Loomis also claims that the DEIR’s threshold and analysis is not consistent with OPR’s Technical
Advisory. As an initial matter, the Technical Advisory is a purely advisory document, and has no
legal force, given that it has not gone through any formal rulemaking process or been adopted,
ratified, or codified by any policy making body. (See Chaparral Greens, supra, 50 Cal.App.4th at
pp. 1145-1146 [refusing to read into CEQA a requirement that an EIR must speculate about the
effects of draft plans in evaluating a project because CEQA prohibits courts from imposing
procedural or substantive requirements beyond those set forth in the statute or the Guidelines, citing
Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.1].) Therefore, the City did not “violate” CEQA if it failed to
conform to such a document. Regardless, the EIR’s analysis of GHG did conform to the approach
recommended by OPR.
As noted by Loomis, the Technical Advisory states that a lead agency must determine the threshold
of significance for the Project and that its analysis must be based on best available information. As
discussed above, the City developed its approach to climate change analysis based on the best
information available at the time of the DEIR, including AB 32, Executive Order S-3-05, the CAT
and OPR reports and the CAPCOA Appendix B mitigation measures. These authorities all support
the conclusion that development projects need to include GHG reduction measures consistent with
the State’s overall efforts to achieve GHG emissions targets in order to reduce such projects’
incremental contributions to global climate change to less than significant levels.
As noted by Loomis, the Technical Advisory states that compliance with CEQA entails three basic
steps: first, identify and quantify the GHG emissions; second, assess the significance of the impact
on climate change; and third, if the impact is found to be significant, identify alternatives and
mitigation measures that will reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The City complied
with these three basic steps by quantifying the GHG emissions for the Project, assessing the
significance of the impact, and identifying mitigation (Mitigation Measures GCC-1 and GCC-2) to
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. (DEIR, pp. 6-27 through 6-50.) The quantification
of the GHG emissions for the Project, moreover, takes into account construction emissions,
vehicular emissions, and emissions from energy consumption, which is consistent with the Technical
Advisory recommendation for identifying GHG emissions, quoted by Loomis.
Loomis claims that even with compliance with the CAT strategies, the Project will result in an
increase in GHG emissions. Loomis further claims that as a result, the public cannot measure or
evaluate what will be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions, only that the project’s
contribution may be less than it otherwise would have been several years ago. First, the calculated
emissions for the Project were very conservative, as they took into account greenhouse gases
attributed to the Project that were not necessarily new, because the Project does not create “new”
emitters of GHGs (that is, newly minted people), but more likely includes emitters redirected from
other retail establishments serving the same market. Moreover, the purpose of calculating the
emissions is generally for informational and comparison purposes, because the threshold of
significance for greenhouse gas emissions established by the City in this document is qualitative not
quantitative. Because the EIR used a qualitative threshold, the EIR qualitatively analyzes various
mitigation measures and City policies designed to reduce GHG gases to the extent feasible.
The implementation of the mitigation measures and compliance with City policies would reduce the
emission of greenhouse gases attributable to the project through vehicle emission reductions,
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vehicular trip reductions, HFC emission reductions, recycling programs, increases in building and
appliance energy efficiencies, and decreased water use. With the implementation of these mitigation
measures and compliance with City policies, the proposed project would be substantially consistent
with the emission reduction strategies contained in the CAT’s Report to the Governor, the emission
reduction strategies contained in OPR’s Technical Advisory, the applicable CAPCOA Appendix B
mitigation measures and Executive Order S-3-05, and the EIR concluded the project’s incremental
contribution to any impact relating to global climate change would be less than cumulatively
considerable. Therefore, it was not necessary to quantify the reduction in GHG due to the compliance
with the CAT strategies, the compliance with the OPR Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction
Recommendations, the application of CAPCOA Appendix B mitigation measures, City policies and
implementation of Mitigation Measure GCC-1 and GCC-2. As noted in Response to Comment 6-4,
however, the project’s consistency with these strategies, through implementation of mitigation and
project features, will result in a more than 15% reduction in the project’s GHG emissions.
Response 7-7 A
The commenter states that Sierra College to Bankhead over the railroad tracks should be six lanes but
provides no basis for the comment or indication of what portion of the traffic analysis provided in the
DEIR would support such a conclusion. Since that portion of Sierra College Blvd. is within the Town
of Loomis, the Town certainly may determine that ultimate development of that section of Sierra
College Boulevard should be six lanes. That determination would also be consistent with SPRTA’s
plans for that section of roadway, since that portion of Sierra College Blvd is currently programmed
in Segment 2B of the SPRTA fee program. However, even if the Town of Loomis CIP proposes the
widening of Sierra College Boulevard to six lanes south of Bankhead Road, the project impact
analysis did not demonstrate the need for the six lanes at this segment. Thus, no mitigation was
required of this Project to build or contribute to such widening.
Analysis of roadway segments to determine a project impact is a two step process. First the segment
daily volume of trips is compared to the roadway capacity to yield a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio.
That ratio is then given a Level of Service grade as explained on page 4-121 of the DEIR. If the
overall daily volume shows an unacceptable LOS, then a second step takes place, and a directional
peak-hour roadway segment analysis is prepared. (See p. 4-136 of DEIR.) A segment is considered to
be impacted if this second step directional peak-hour segment analysis identifies an unacceptable
level of service.
The section of Sierra College from the railroad tracks to Bankhead Road is part of the segment of
Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and King Road. Table 4.7-3 at page 4-127 of the
DEIR shows the existing daily roadway segment level of service on Sierra College Boulevard
between Taylor Road and King Road to be operating at LOS B on the weekdays and LOS A on the
weekends. After an analysis of existing conditions plus project traffic, Table 4.7-6 on p.4-140 of the
DEIR concludes LOS C on the weekdays and LOS A on the weekends.
The traffic study then examined the Taylor Road to King Road segment of Sierra College Blvd. by
layering existing traffic plus predicted traffic from approved projects, and then a final step to add
project traffic to existing plus approved projects traffic. Those results are presented in Table 4.7-10
and discussed on page 4-153 of the DEIR, and show the weekday traffic nearing capacity on a daily
volume basis and the segment receiving a Level of Service grade E. The second step peak hour
analysis was then done and those results showing acceptable levels of service are presented in
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Table 4.7-11 at the top of page 4-156 of the DEIR for both existing plus approved projects, and
existing traffic plus traffic from approved projects plus project traffic. Therefore, no project level
impacts were identified requiring mitigation by this project on that particular roadway segment
addressed by the commenter.
For the 2025 cumulative scenario, the traffic analysis did assume that Sierra College Boulevard would
be widened to a four-lane arterial between English Colony Way and just north of Taylor Road and to
a six-lane arterial between just north of Taylor Road and El Don Drive, consistent with the Loomis
General Plan, as noted on page 6-54 of the DEIR. In the cumulative traffic analysis, both examined
scenarios of with, and with out, the Dominguez Road flyover of Interstate 80 showed the Taylor Road
to King Road segment of Sierra College Blvd. operating at LOS C or better. (See DEIR Table 6-10, p.
6-68 and Table 6-15, p. 6-91) At the cumulative impacts level, the addition of project traffic does not
create cumulative traffic impacts requiring mitigation by this project for the particular roadway
segment addressed by this comment.
Response 7-7 B
The commenter questions the availability of money for the improvements listed on page 4-114 of the
DEIR and states the project should not be approved until the money is identified. The discussion on
page 4-115 (top paragraph) of the DEIR referenced by Loomis refers to roadway and transit system
improvement projects that are listed on the bottom of page 4-114.
The improvement project of widening Sierra College Boulevard is a larger project that includes
widening of several roadway segments that are outside Rocklin City limits. This project and the other
projects listed on the bottom of page 4-114 are funded by a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) known as
the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA).
The SPRTA JPA formed in January 2002 and consists of Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln, the County of
Placer and the Placer County Transportation and Planning Agency (PCTPA). By choice, Loomis
elected not to become a member of the JPA when it was formed. SPRTA was formed for the purpose
of implementing a regional transportation and air quality mitigation fee to fund specific regional
transportation projects including Sierra College Boulevard from State Route 193 (SR-193) to the
south Placer County line. Current funding information from the SPARTA website indicates the
following funding commitments:
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SPRTA Projects
The following projects have been or are currently being funded with SPRTA fees:

Project
Placer Parkway
Sierra College Blvd. Widening
Lincoln Bypass
I-80 / Douglas Blvd. Interchange
SR-65 Widening
I-80 / Rocklin Road Interchange
Auburn-Folsom Road Widening
Transit Projects*
Administration Costs
Total

Estimated Total Cost
$660M
$43.99M
$324M
$40
$95M
$30M
$23M
$7M
$3M
$1225.99M

SPRTA Funding
$10M
$43.99M
$30M
$29.04M
$50M
$10M
$8M
$7M
$3M
$191.03M

*Transit projects include: HOV lane widening on I-80 through Roseville (“the Bottleneck”) matching funds and Park and
Ride lot

“Fee-based mitigation programs for cumulative traffic impacts – based on fair-share infrastructure
contributions by individual projects – have been found to be adequate mitigation measures under
CEQA.” (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173, 1188;
Guidelines §15130(a)(3) (“A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the
project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to
alleviate the cumulative impact.”).) To be adequate, such mitigation fees “must be part of a
reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing.” (Id. at
1188.) SPRTA resulted in the establishment of an impact fee schedule for new development in the
participating jurisdictions. With the creation of SPRTA and a list of transportation improvements
identified in the JPA, as well as the regional impact fee schedule, the necessary funding for
construction of regional improvements (including improvements to Sierra College Boulevard) has
been ensured “as part of a reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency has committed
itself to implementing.” (Id.)
In addition, Loomis’ General Plan describes widening Sierra College Boulevard among its Summary
of Transportation Related Capital Improvements. (“Town of Loomis General Plan, at 87, Table 4-8
[projecting improvement between 2005 and 2010]”) and earmarks over half a million dollars for the
widening of Sierra College Boulevard.
Response 7-7 C
Based on a traffic study from the 1998 Loomis General Plan, Loomis claims that existing traffic in
Loomis is composed mainly of traffic generated outside of Loomis. However, that study is not
relevant to this EIR’s traffic analysis, which is based on baseline (existing plus approved projects)
conditions, nor does that study stand for the proposition that the traffic generated outside of Loomis
would all be traffic from Rocklin, or that Rocklin development along Sierra College Boulevard is
somehow the main cause of increased traffic in Loomis. Placer County and the entire Sacramento
regional area has experienced increases in growth and population for decades and every jurisdiction’s
traffic numbers have increased. There is nothing inherently unique about the fact that traffic on
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Loomis streets has increased, the same can be said for traffic on streets in Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln,
and the Sacramento area generally, as well as, Interstate 80 and State Hwy. 65.
Consistent with the City requirements, the “existing plus approved projects” conditions was used as
the baseline, because that condition best reflects the physical environmental condition in which the
project traffic will be added. The baseline conditions for the traffic analysis were developed based on
traffic counts collected in approximately October 2006 and new traffic from the list of projects that
were approved but not built as of August of 2008. (DEIR, p. 4-143 and Appendix E; see also CEQA
Guidelines, section 15125, subdivision (a).) When preparing traffic counts for traffic studies, the
baseline level traffic volumes and level of service are measured (physically counted) without regard
to the origin or destination of the traffic, nor does the traffic analysis define the origin and destination
of the traffic at any intersection or roadway segments. Those principals of traffic analysis have been
used by every traffic consultant, including Fehr & Peers, in every traffic study submitted to the City
and conform to all professional standards.
The list of projects identified for purposes of cumulative impact analysis on p. 6-5, cited by Loomis,
is a list of projects anticipated to occur in the future, by 2025. Thus, while the list of projects on p. 6-5
includes a number of projects planned in Rocklin, this list should not be used to infer whether or how
much of the traffic measured for baseline (existing plus approved projects) conditions in Loomis
originates from Rocklin projects. Nothing in CEQA case law requires such an analysis as the
commenter suggests should be done.
Response 7-7 D
The transportation and circulation review is not deficient as it analyzes the cumulative effects of the
project on the study intersections and roadway segments, identifies significant impacts there from,
and identifies improvements to mitigate the impacts due to the proposed Rocklin Commons project.
The baseline cumulative 2025 traffic analysis (i.e. non-project traffic) in Chapter 6 identifies where
intersections and roadways would operate at unacceptable levels prior to the addition of Project
traffic. The purpose of this DEIR with respect to cumulative traffic impacts, however, is to determine
whether the Rocklin Commons’ contribution to cumulative traffic is cumulatively considerable, and
the City can only require mitigation in the DEIR to mitigate impacts associated with this Project. (See
CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B) quoting Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374
(the mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project).) The DEIR,
therefore, is not required to include mitigation for effects associated with other development projects
in the City/region identified in the baseline cumulative analysis. See also Response 7-7 E.
Response 7-7 E
The City does not dismiss cumulative effects in the DEIR; Loomis misconstrues the language on p. 4192. The City determined a project’s contribution to an intersection or roadway segment already
operating at an unacceptable level of service would not be significant unless a project would increase
the existing condition or cumulative condition v/c ratio by 5 percent or more. An increase of 5 percent
(addition of 0.05) to the v/c ratio would be considered a measurable worsening of the roadway or
intersection operations and therefore would constitute a significant project impact. See Response to
Comment 7-3 for additional discussion of the threshold of significance for traffic impacts at
intersections operating at an unacceptable level of service.
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While the City recognizes that Rocklin has grown in the past 10 years, the DEIR was not required to
provide a discussion of the changes in LOS and v/c ratio on the listed intersections and segments in
Loomis from 1998 to 2008. Essentially, Loomis suggests that a retrospective cumulative analysis is
appropriate for this Project. The only relevant analysis for the purposes of this Project, however, is a
prospective analysis that examines how the Project’s contribution of traffic will affect baseline and
cumulative traffic volumes and LOS going forward.
Actually, the tables included in the comment letter would support the City’s conclusion that many
factors are affecting the increase in traffic in Loomis, completely independent of this project, and
provide no evidence that there are flaws in the traffic analysis performed for this project. The project
traffic engineering consultant prepared the project traffic analysis in keeping with recognized
professional standards, methodologies, and modeling. That traffic study was then peer reviewed by a
third party independent traffic engineering consultant for adequacy of methodology and results which
found the traffic study to be compliant in all respects. Both consultants support the City’s threshold of
significance and the adequacy of the traffic report.
In this case, the baseline conditions for the traffic analysis were developed based on traffic counts
collected in approximately October 2006 and new traffic from the list of projects that were approved
but not built (shown in Table 4.7.8) as of August of 2008, as well as growth anticipated in the City’s
General Plan when the City issued the NOP for the Rocklin Commons project. (See DEIR pp. 6-52 to
6-53; see also CEQA Guidelines, section 15125, subdivision (a).) Consistent with the City
requirements, the “existing plus approved projects” conditions was used as the baseline, because that
condition best reflects the physical environmental condition in which the project traffic will be added.
Cumulative traffic volume data for 2025 conditions were developed using forecasts from the City
traffic model, which takes into account the anticipated traffic growth based on new development in
the region (including Lincoln, Roseville, Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin, and unincorporated Placer
County). Thus, the change in the LOS and v/c ratios for Loomis intersections and roadways segments
between 1998 and 2008 is not relevant to the analysis of the Rocklin Commons Project because that
comparison is for a period of time prior to the Project NOP and prior to the 2025 cumulative scenario
conditions.
Such a discussion requested by Loomis is not relevant because even if growth in Rocklin over the
past 10 years did cause the changes in LOS and v/c ratio on the listed intersections and segments, as
Loomis claims, the City’s authority to impose mitigation is limited to impacts associated with this
project. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B) quoting Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994)
512 U.S. 374 (the mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impacts of the project).)
Thus, the City cannot require the project applicant to fund traffic improvements unless such
improvements are necessitated by the project’s project-specific contribution to traffic impacts. Nor
can the City require the project applicant to fully fund traffic improvements under the cumulative
scenario when such improvements are only necessitated in part by the project’s contribution to
cumulative traffic impacts. In either case, to do so would more than fully mitigate the impacts of the
project and would not be ‘roughly proportional’ to the impact, and therefore would be
unconstitutional. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4) (mitigation measures must be
consistent with all constitutional requirements).)
Rocklin is conditioning its projects to mitigate for their traffic impacts wherever they may occur, and
the cumulative analysis for the Commons project reflects this. Note, however, that the City cannot
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ensure that these mitigation measures in Loomis will be implemented, even if the EIR requires them.
Nothing in CEQA statutes, guidelines, or cases requires the public agency to prepare a sufficient plan
or program to assure actual mitigation of extraterritorial impacts when such a program does not
already exist. (See Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 912.)
Response 7-7 F
As explained in the DEIR, p. 4-122, the daily LOS is not the operative analysis when determining
whether a roadway segment will operate at a satisfactory LOS. As traffic along roadway segments
will be highest during peak commute hours, if traffic operations are satisfactory during the peak hour,
then the segment will also operate at satisfactory LOS during the remaining off-peak hours of the day.
Analysis of roadway segments to determine a project impact is a two step process. First the segment
daily volume of trips is compared to the roadway capacity to yield a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio.
That ratio is then given a Level of Service grade as explained on page 4-121 of the DEIR. If the
overall daily volume shows an unacceptable LOS, then a second step takes place, and a directional
peak-hour roadway segment analysis is prepared. (See p. 4-136 of DEIR.) A segment is considered to
be impacted if this second step directional peak-hour segment analysis identifies an unacceptable
level of service.
Therefore, while the street segments noted on page 4-153 exceed theoretical daily capacity values,
further analysis (as documented in Table 4.7-7) of peak hour traffic (highest hourly traffic during the
day) shows that these Loomis roadway segments operate at acceptable level of service and have
sufficient residual capacities during the peak hours. (See DEIR, p. 4-153 (when peak hour analysis
applied “all affected segments are forecast to operate with acceptable volume-to-capacity (v/c)
ratios”).)
The roadway segments having unsatisfactory LOS that are listed on page 4-154 under the Existing
Plus Approved Projects (Baseline) Plus Project conditions also have unsatisfactory LOS under
Existing Plus Approved Projects (Baseline) conditions. (See DEIR, Table 4.7-13.) As discussed in the
DEIR on page 4-161, in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, however, seven of the eight roadway
segments are forecast to operate with satisfactory v/c ratios in both peak hours with project
conditions, as shown in DEIR Table 4.7-11. Therefore, the Project does not cause a significant impact
on those seven roadway segments, including those within the Town of Loomis. Only southbound
Sierra College Boulevard between Dominguez Road and Rocklin Road is expected to operate at LOS
D in the p.m. peak hour if the proposed project and other approved projects were constructed while
this roadway is a two-lane collector. However, a project has been planned and approved to widen this
portion of Sierra College Boulevard which will mitigate the afore-mentioned impact. The Sierra
College Boulevard Widening Project south phases are currently under construction. The only thing
preventing construction of the north phase of the project, from Granite Drive to Taylor Road in
Loomis, is Loomis’s refusal to contribute to the cost of the widening project, even though Loomis has
funds received from a previous litigation settlement set aside for just such a purpose.
As discussed above, the City’s authority to impose mitigation is limited to impacts associated with
this Project. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B).) This DEIR, therefore, only presents
the impacts due to the Rocklin Commons project and does not attempt to mitigate baseline traffic
effects associated with other development projects in the City/region. Also as noted above, other
Projects approved in Rocklin have already been required to mitigate impacts in Loomis.
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Moreover, both the City of Rocklin and the Town of Loomis have Capital Improvement Programs
which define the roadway and intersection improvements needed to maintain the Level of Service
(LOS) policy adopted in the General Plans. The City of Rocklin’s CIP is updated periodically to
assure that growth in the City and surrounding jurisdictions does not degrade the Level of Service on
the City’s roadways. As the Town of Loomis’ CIP adopted an updated five-year Capital Improvement
Plan in 2008, the City assumes that Loomis also updates its CIP periodically to identify
improvements needed to maintain acceptable levels of service on roadways and intersections in the
Town of Loomis. Therefore, the improvements identified in the CIPs would tend to capture the
effects of past development projects and identify mitigation necessary to mitigate such effects.
Response 7-8
Under Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th
99, 141, quoted by Loomis from a passage in the DEIR, p. 4-168, mitigation is deemed adequate if it
explains how the fee program will address the impact. (See also Anderson First, supra, 130
Cal.App.4th at p. 1187 (the fair share mitigation fee imposed by the City must be based on a
“reasonable plan of actual mitigation that the relevant agency commits itself to implementing.”).)
This holding, however, assumes that there is an existing program by which mitigation measures can
be funded on a fair-share basis. While Loomis has a Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for funding
traffic improvements in the Town of Loomis, the program is not one that is set up to receive fair-share
funding from other jurisdictions. Moreover, even if the Project could contribute fair-share funds to the
CIP, the only improvement in the CIP relevant to the Project is the Sierra College Boulevard
Widening Project. (See DEIR, p. 4-116.)
Contrary to Loomis’s contention, the City is requiring “real mitigation” in Loomis. The mitigation
measures described on pages 4-162 through 4-166 and 6-71 through 6-99 set forth the traffic
improvements in Loomis that the City has required the Project to fund (in part or in full) or construct,
which reflect the best professional judgment of the City and its traffic engineering consultants. The
mitigation further requires that the applicant attempt to enter into an agreement with Loomis through
which the applicant will either be responsible for constructing the improvements or provide Loomis
with funding in an amount equal to the agreed upon estimated costs of the improvements. Therefore,
the mitigation measures for impacts in Loomis attempt to create a reasonable plan for mitigation. The
City is not failing to require the Project to implement mitigation, as Loomis suggests by citing
Woodward Park Homeowners Association, Inc. v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683.
Moreover, the discussions following the mitigation measures for traffic impacts in Loomis note that
the Town of Loomis has already preliminarily indicated a willingness to cooperate with the City in
implementing improvements. The agreement required by the mitigation measures will, however,
confirm the answers to Loomis questions set forth in its comment, namely “what the mitigation is,
who has agreed that the mitigation is satisfactory and what the agreed upon cost is so a fee can be
established and spread among projects.”
Furthermore, once the Project is approved, the mitigation is enforceable because the City Council will
have adopted Mitigation Measures. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (b) (a public agency shall
provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment are fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures); CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2)
(mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other
legally-binding instruments).) Therefore, the City is legally bound to require the project applicant to
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pursue an agreement with Loomis through which the Project can be made to mitigate its impacts on
roadways and intersections within Loomis. (See, e.g., Lincoln Place Tenants Assn. v. City of Los
Angeles (2007) 155 Cal.App.4th 425, 447-449 (failure to comply with adopted mitigation measure is
a failure to proceed in a manner required by law under CEQA).) The DEIR concludes that those
impacts in Loomis will be significant and unavoidable only because the City cannot ensure that
Loomis will cooperate with the applicant in entering into an agreement; thus, the City cannot ensure
that the mitigation measures will be implemented. The City making a significant and unavoidable
conclusion in these instances is consistent with recent case law. This conservative approach to impact
characterization has recently been upheld by the Third District Court of Appeal. (See Tracy First v.
City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 912 (where there is no plan, enforceable by the agency, that
would insure that required mitigation funds would actually go toward mitigation, EIR appropriately
concluded that the impact on the intersections was significant and unavoidable); see also Sacramento
Old City Association v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 (SOCA)
(where the precise means of mitigating impacts is impractical at the time of project approval, the
agency should commit itself to eventually working out such measures as can be feasibly devised, but
treat the impacts in question as being significant at the time of project approval).)
The DEIR makes clear, therefore, that the Project will be required to mitigate impacts caused by its
contribution of traffic to intersections and roadways in Loomis. Citing City of Marina v. Board of
Trustees of California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, Loomis suggests, however, that if the
Rocklin developers do not pay, then the City should pay to mitigate the traffic. Nothing in City of
Marina supports such a claim. In City of Marina, the court found that where a project would cause
impacts in a neighboring jurisdiction, the agency could not refuse to pay its share of the cost of
infrastructure improvements to mitigate project impacts on the basis that the Board was legally
prohibited from contributing because such improvements were the responsibility of another agency.
While the court held that the “agency” was required to pay to mitigate the impacts, in that case, the
agency was also the project applicant. Thus, nothing in City of Marina stands for the proposition that
if the developer does not pay its mitigation fees to Loomis, then the City itself will be required to do
so. (See Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 912 (nothing in CEQA statutes,
guidelines, or cases requires the public agency to prepare a sufficient plan or program to assure actual
mitigation of extraterritorial impacts).)
Loomis’s claim that Rocklin must pay for improvements in Loomis if the developers do not is also
contrary to Loomis’s claims in prior environmental documents, which indicated Loomis did not
endorse such a requirement for projects in its jurisdiction. In responses to comments from the City of
Rocklin on the Loomis Hills Estates Final EIR, Loomis stated that for roadways in Rocklin on which
the project would contribute trips (Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road), the project applicant
would pay traffic impact fees to the Town of Loomis, but that application of those funds to regional
roadway improvements would be “at the discretion of the Town of Loomis” in accordance with the
Town’s CIP. (See Loomis Hills Estates Final EIR, p. 4-2 and 4-3.)
Using the City of Rocklin’s Lowe’s project as another example of inconsistency, Loomis has
challenged the City’s mitigation measure requiring the project to pay its proportionate share to widen
Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and Granite Drive to four lanes. Yet Loomis applied
the exact same measure to mitigate Homewood Lumber’s impacts to that same roadway (Homewood
Lumber is a project located in Loomis on Sierra College Boulevard between Taylor Road and Granite
Drive). Loomis’s Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Homewood Lumber project included
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mitigation measures # 32 which specifically provides “The project applicant must pay its fair share
toward the cost of improvements identified in the Town of Loomis General Plan. Fees shall be paid
through the Town’s fee program at the time that building permits are issued, and shall include the
Road Circulation/Major Roads and Sierra College Circulation Fee.”
Response 7-9
The discussion on p. 6-52, noted by Loomis, is a discussion of the land use and circulation system
assumptions for the City traffic model. This discussion also mentions anticipated fee programs for the
circulation improvements identified in the City’s General Plan, which include the City of Rocklin
CIP, City of Rocklin development fees, and the SPRTA program. These programs do not address
improvements to intersections or roadways in Loomis because Loomis chose not to be a part of the
SPRTA JPA and Rocklin does not collect fees for projects outside its jurisdiction. As discussed
above, the DEIR requires, as part of the measures for mitigating the Project’s impacts in Loomis, that
the project applicant enter into an agreement with Loomis to provide the Project’s fair-share cost of
improvements.
Response 7-10
The cumulative projects presented in Table 6-1 are a partial list of all the cumulative projects in the
City. Even though the Whitney Ranch project is not listed in Table 6-1, the DEIR includes the
analysis of the project’s cumulative effects on traffic and air quality. CEQA’s procedures require that
cumulative impact analysis be based on either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects
(the “list” method), or (2) a summary of projections contained in a general plan or related document
(the “plan” method). (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (b)(1).) The EIR’s cumulative analysis,
which employs state of the art computer modeling, uses both the list and plan approach in order to be
as conservative and exhaustive in its analysis as was possible and prudent. As a result, the cumulative
traffic analysis not only includes a list of near-term projects that will contribute to the same
cumulative impacts to which the Project is also contributing, but also reflects traffic forecasted out to
the year 2025 by the City’s traffic model based on the land use and circulation system included in the
City’s General Plan, which includes the Whitney Ranch project, and other General Plans in the area.
The General Plan traffic model takes into account the anticipated traffic growth based on new
development in the region (including Lincoln, Roseville, Penryn, Loomis, Rocklin, and
unincorporated Placer County).
Response 7-11
The intersections having unsatisfactory LOS under the 2025 Without Project Without Dominguez
Road conditions are listed on page 6-62. This is a list of intersections that are already failing
(unsatisfactory LOS) even before the project traffic is added to the circulation system. As discussed
above, the City’s authority to impose mitigation in the DEIR is limited to impacts associated with this
Project. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B).) Therefore, the City cannot require the
Project to mitigate these intersections on the basis that they are failing under baseline cumulative
conditions, as indicated by the inclusion of the intersections on this list. The analysis of the Project’s
contribution to these intersections is discussed later in this chapter and mitigation is required where
the Project’s contribution to the unacceptable LOS is 5 percent or greater.
Similarly the roadway segments exceeding capacity under the 2025 Without Project Without
Dominguez Road conditions are listed on pg 6-62. These segments are already exceeding daily
capacity even before the project traffic is added to the circulation system. For the same reasons as
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noted above, therefore, the City cannot require the Project to mitigate these roadway segments which
are failing under baseline cumulative conditions. The analysis of the Project’s contribution to these
segments is discussed later in this chapter and mitigation is required where the Project’s contribution
to the unacceptable LOS is 5 percent or greater.
Response 7-12
The intersections listed on page 6-63 are the intersections that are significantly impacted by the
Rocklin Commons project. The first list that is referred to in the comment identifies five intersections
that are projected to operate at unsatisfactory LOS and are significantly impacted in the 2025 Plus
Project Without Dominguez Road scenario. The subsequent section of the DEIR (pages 6-71 through
6-76) discusses the improvements that are necessary to mitigate the project related impacts to those
five intersections. Where the intersections are already operating at unacceptable LOS under baseline
cumulative (2025 No Project) conditions, however, the City cannot require the Project to incorporate
mitigation which would improve failing intersections to acceptable levels of service. The City can
only require the Rocklin Commons Project to mitigate the intersections to pre-project conditions. (See
CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(4)(B) quoting Dolan v. City of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374
(mitigation measure must be “roughly proportional” to the impacts of a project).)
The second list that is referred to in the comment identifies five roadway segments that were forecast
to operate with unsatisfactory LOS in the without project scenario and that would continue to operate
with unsatisfactory LOS in the 2025 Plus Project Without Dominguez Road scenario. While the street
segments exceed theoretical daily capacity values, as noted on DEIR, p. 6-63, the further analysis of
peak hour traffic (highest hourly traffic during the day) shows that all of the listed roadway segments,
including the three segments that are located in Loomis would operate at acceptable level of service
and have sufficient residual capacities during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Hence, the project would
not create a significant impact on these roadway segments and mitigation is not required.
Response 7-13
As discussed above, the Mitigation Measures for impacts in Loomis require that the applicant attempt
to enter into an agreement with Loomis through which the applicant will either be responsible for
constructing the improvements or provide Loomis with funding in an amount equal to the agreed
upon estimated costs of the improvements. The DEIR concludes that those impacts in Loomis will be
significant an unavoidable only because the City cannot ensure that Loomis will cooperate with the
applicant in entering into an agreement; thus, the City cannot ensure that the mitigation measures will
be implemented. The City making a significant and unavoidable conclusion in these instances is
consistent with recent case law. (See Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2009) 177 Cal. App. 4th 912; see
also Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011,
1028 (SOCA) (where the precise means of mitigating impacts is impractical at the time of project
approval, the agency should commit itself to eventually working out such measures as can be feasibly
devised, but treat the impacts in question as being significant at the time of project approval).)
The City cannot require the project applicant to enter into an agreement with Loomis prior to
approving the Project, because the CEQA process has not yet been completed. Without the approval
of the Project and adoption of the mitigation measures in the EIR, the agreement itself would be
construed as a “project” subject to CEQA. Approval of an agreement that determines the details of
Project mitigation measures, without first going through CEQA, would be improper. (See Save Tara
v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 143 - 146 (before conducting CEQA review,
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agencies must not “take any action” that significantly furthers a project “in a manner that forecloses
alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public
project”).)
Response 7-14
With respect to Mitigation Measure CI-6, as discussed above, the project applicant will be required to
enter into an agreement with Loomis. It is through the agreements created that the specific details of
the traffic improvements that Loomis is concerned about—calculating fair share and when it will be
paid—will be worked out in detail.
Response 7-15
Loomis’ request is noted.
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Applied Development Economics (September 8, 2009)

Response to Comments
See CBRE letter on next page
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To:

David Mohlenbrok
City of Rocklin

From:

Elliot Stein and Pipi Ray Diamond

Date:

September 21, 2009

Re:

Response to Comments from Donald Mooney and Applied Development Economics
Regarding Rocklin Commons EIR
Economic Impact Analysis and Urban Decay Findings

This letter responds to the memorandum prepared by Applied Development Economics (“ADE”)
and dated September 8, 2009 attached to the letter from Donald Mooney to the City of Rocklin
dated September 9, 2009. The responses are organized by their number and
paragraph/section number.
7-16 The ADE memorandum raises questions about CBRE Consulting’s economic impact
analysis methodology and suggests that, based on alternative assumptions made by ADE,
urban decay “could” result from the development of Rocklin Commons. It is important to note
that nowhere in Mr. Mooney’s letter or ADE’s memorandum does either conclude that the
development of Rocklin Commons “will” result in urban decay.
This section of the
memorandum states the key points which will be addressed in responses to the body of the
memorandum.
7-17 This section is an introduction to the memorandum and overview of demographic trends
and projections. It contains no criticisms of the CBRE Consulting report and therefore does not
require a response.
7-18 This section of the ADE memo is critical of the methodology used by CBRE Consulting in
the economic impact analysis to estimate per capita spending. It would be helpful here to
review the methodology used before responding to the criticisms.
Methodology
In CBRE Consulting’s methodology, per capita spending in the market areas is benchmarked to
actual per capita sales in the control area. The control area chosen is the area covered by the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments: the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba. The purpose of including a control area is to compare the market area
to a geographic area with similar characteristics, so as to be representative of, or “control,” the
spending patterns of the study area. The use of the control area accounts for characteristics
unique to individual markets that might artificially inflate or deflate the calculated area
spending pattern. Therefore, a control area is chosen carefully, with the goal being the selection
of an area within which there is a relative balance between the inflow and outflow of retail
spending.
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The CBRE Consulting Retail Sales Leakage Analysis uses the control area sales by retail category
as a dominant variable in the regression analysis, to impute the market area spending potential
by category. The regression model estimates per capita spending for the market area by
comparing the average household income in the control area to the average household income
in the market area. In this case, the average household income in the control area was lower
than average household incomes in the primary and secondary market areas. The regression
model accounts for this difference and the difference in spending patterns for households of
these different income levels. Within the industry, this approach is considered appropriate to
produce reasonable estimates for a market area.
Sales Due to Visitors
One criticism ADE has with CBRE Consulting’s methodology is that the spending estimate could
possibly be overstated due to tourists that travel from the San Francisco Bay Area to Lake
Tahoe. ADE raises a false distinction between tourist spending and household spending.
Although household spending is being estimated, it is really a proxy for all spending on retail,
whether the spenders are residents, tourists, or businesses. The control area, defined earlier as
the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba, certainly has some
areas that are heavily travelled by tourists, but it also contains counties, such as Yuba and
Sutter, which are unlikely to have much tourism. Local retailers, especially gas stations and fast
food, may benefit from travelers stopping on their way through these areas. It is possible that
visitor sales are a substantial component of local retail sales in those two categories. However,
there is no practical way to separate out sales that occurred due to visitors versus residents. In
addition, the primary and secondary market areas both lie on a major transportation corridor
between Sacramento and Lake Tahoe, so it is important that the control area reflect this reality.
Therefore, total potential spending on retail is not over estimated.
Average Household Income
Another criticism ADE has is that CBRE Consulting estimated resident spending by using an
average household income of $98,490 in the primary market area and $97,560 in the
secondary market area. ADE argues that this assumption overestimates spending by assuming
that all households earn at least the average and spend in the same manner as households
earning the average. This is not true. Some households earn less than the average; other
households earn more than the average. Resident spending is calculated based on the average
in order to get an overall figure for potential spending. This simplification is a reasonable
approximation of potential spending. The chart below shows the distribution of households in
the primary market area by average household income range.
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Distribution of Households by Average Household Income
Primary Market Area Estimate for 2008
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The average household income for the entire area falls into the category $75,000 to $100,000
(denoted in the chart as a bar with diagonal lines). The category with the largest number of
households is actually the next highest category of $100,000 to $150,000. The four categories
with the largest number of households are $50,000 to $75,000, $75,000 to $100,000,
$100,000 to $150,000 and $150,000 to $250,000. Together these four categories comprise
over 70 percent of total households in the primary market area. Therefore, it is CBRE
Consulting’s professional opinion that using the average household income of $98,400 for all
households is a reasonable assumption.
7-19 The ADE memorandum also suggests that the spending estimate is overstated because
age and ethnicity were not taken into account. As discussed in Response 7-4, CEQA does not
specify the exact methodology required for urban decay studies, and no single methodology
has been sanctioned by court cases. There is no requirement to examine race and age when
estimating potential spending. Certainly, spending patterns do vary based on factors such as
age, race, and income level. However, the way that they vary does not necessarily overstate
potential spending. It may just as likely understate potential spending.
Despite the claim that examining race is critical to estimating spending, ADE declined to include
the tables where such estimates are calculated. Therefore, it is difficult to follow the
methodology ADE used to estimate spending potential. In addition, according to Claritas, in
2008 whites comprised over 80 percent of the population and Latinos comprised less than 8
percent of the population in the primary and secondary market areas. This homogeneous
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population suggests that race likely does not influence spending patterns substantially in these
areas. CBRE Consulting affirms that the methodology it used is valid and fairly represents
potential spending the market areas.
Section 7-19 of the ADE memorandum also further proposes that by not incorporating the
changing distribution of age, CBRE Consulting may have overestimated resident spending. This
supposition is speculative. No data is presented to demonstrate that the aging of the baby
boomers will necessarily decrease retail spending in the next 10 years. A more critical factor is
how many residents there will be in the primary and secondary market areas and that number
is projected to increase.
7-20 This section deals with several topics each addressed below.
Weekly Food Spending
In this section ADE compares its spending estimates with CBRE Consulting’s spending estimates.
It is suggested that CBRE Consulting’s food store spending estimate, in particular, is too high.
ADE refers to a US BLS website that estimates spending of $91 per week on groceries for
households on the West Coast. ADE compares this number to CBRE Consulting’s implied
weekly food store spending of $189 (total spending divided by number of households divided
by 52 weeks.) This is not an apples-to-apples comparison. The US BLS estimate is only for nontaxable food products such as milk, meat, cereal and vegetables. Grocery stores and
supermarkets, however, sell a variety of general merchandise goods such as household
cleaners, greeting cards, beauty products and pet supplies. CBRE Consulting’s food store
spending estimates are derived from the California Board of Equalization’s actual taxable sales
figures. However, about 70 percent of items sold in grocery stores are not taxed so CBRE
Consulting increases the California Board of Equalization’s figures to account for that.
Therefore, ADE is comparing spending on non-taxable groceries to all spending at food stores.
The US BLS estimate is also for a survey done in 2006 versus the CBRE Consulting estimate for
2013. Assuming a typical rate of inflation, the cost of items bought at grocery stores is likely to
be substantially higher seven years in the future. In conclusion, ADE’s comparison is faulty and
erroneous. By using actual taxable sales dollars for the relevant areas from the Board of
Equalization and adjusting for non-taxable sales items, CBRE Consulting’s methods accurately
characterize all spending at food stores.
Retail Sales Leakage in Food Stores Category
ADE’s spending estimate finds no retail sales leakage in the food store sales category whereas
CBRE Consulting’s estimate finds $40.8 million in retail sales leakage for food store sales in the
primary and secondary market areas in 2006. Given the two different methodologies and data
used, there are bound to be differences in the results. However, retail sales leakage in food
stores makes sense given that two grocery stores in Rocklin have closed. Grocery stores typically
have a market area of a 3-mile radius so customers who used to shop at the now closed
Albertson’s and Grocery Outlet in Rocklin likely now shop at another nearby grocery store such
as the Raley’s or Safeway. Also, depending on where they live, a store in Roseville, outside the
primary and secondary market area, may be the most convenient for some residents. Therefore,
given the decrease in food store choices in Rocklin, it is not surprising to find some retail sales
leakage in the food stores category.
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Retail Sales Leakage in the Secondary Market Area
ADE claims that there is an error in Exhibit 18 of CBRE Consulting’s calculations. This is not an
error but a key part of the methodology. For the stores planned at Rocklin Commons, a portion
of sales will come from residents of the primary market area and another portion of sales will
come from secondary market area residents. According to CBRE Consulting’s estimates, both
market areas have retail sales leakage in every category, indicating that residents do some
shopping outside the primary and secondary market areas. CBRE Consulting assumes that 50
percent of the retail sales leakage in the primary market area will be absorbed by sales at
Rocklin Commons and that 25 percent of the retail sales leakage in the secondary market area
will be absorbed by sales at Rocklin Commons. These are reasonable assumptions based on
the geography of the area and existing retail offerings. Therefore, it is appropriate to consider
the secondary market area when examining impacts to primary market area retailers.
Impacts on Raley’s Grocery Store
Potential Store Closure. ADE’s analysis, using a different methodology and data, finds that there
could be substantial impacts to Raley’s grocery store, enough to potentially lead to a store
closure. In CBRE Consulting’s analysis of the impacts of Rocklin Commons, some impacts in the
food stores category are estimated, but new population growth within one year is likely to
mitigate the impacts by generating enough demand for the existing grocery stores in the market
area as well as the one planned at Rocklin Commons. It is worth noting that while CBRE
Consulting has included a potential 60,000–square-foot food store in its analysis (as a worst
case scenario) the developer does not currently have a deal with a grocer and does not expect a
large grocery store to be a part of the project. When cumulative projects are considered, there
is the potential for one to two grocery stores to close. The Raley’s store benefits by being part of
a larger chain with the financial resources to sustain a temporary downturn in sales. But even if
the Raley’s were to close, a closure itself does not inevitably lead to urban decay. A good
example is that although there have been two grocery store closures in the market area that
have remained vacant for prolonged periods of time, those vacancies have not led to conditions
of urban decay. Property owners have a responsibility to maintain their properties even during
times of vacancy. Given the history of closed grocery stores in the market area, CBRE
Consulting does not believe the closure of Raley’s would lead to urban decay. Nor does ADE in
its comments conclude that the closure of Raley’s would result in urban decay, as noted above.
Recessionary Conditions. ADE states that the recession may cause a decline in sales to the
Raley’s store that would further put it at risk of closure. The recession has affected some
categories of retail more than others. Automobile dealers have been strongly affected while
retail categories that offer staples have been less affected. Many consumers have been
spending less on eating out and doing more cooking at home which has benefited grocery
stores. Because grocery stores sell critical everyday items, they are not as affected by
recessionary conditions. If the recession does persist, though, it is less likely that the cumulative
projects will get built as it will be difficult for developers to get financing and commitments from
retailers for leases. This will reduce cumulative impacts on Raley’s and other food stores in the
market area.
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7-21 This section of the ADE memorandum summarizes the earlier points that have already
been discussed in this letter. It is of note that ADE does not declare that the Rocklin Commons
project will inevitably lead to urban decay, only that the Raley’s could close and that it could be
hard to retenant the space, thereby making it difficult for the remaining stores in the center.
Two new issues were brought up in this section: the impacts on the home furnishings and
appliances store category and fiscal impacts to the City of Loomis.
Impacts on Home Furnishings and Appliance Stores
The ADE peer review claims that CBRE Consulting did not indicate how impacts in the home
furnishings and appliances category would be distributed within the market area and implied
that identifying the distribution of impacts is required by CEQA. In fact, CEQA does not require
that urban decay studies predict which individual stores will be impacted by new retail. As
discussed above and in Response 7-4, nothing in CEQA statutes purports to tell professional
real estate economists how to conduct their economic analyses, or precludes them from relying
on information of the kind on which they and their professional colleagues traditionally relied.
Regardless, the report does discuss potential impacts on home furnishings and appliances
stores by location, concluding that although some smaller home furnishings and appliance
stores in the primary market area may experience negative sales impacts, the bulk of the
impacts are likely to be on stores located on the Highway 65 corridor. Clearly, this issue was
addressed in the study and meets the requirements of CEQA.
Fiscal Impacts
ADE states that if Raley’s closes, the Town of Loomis could lose sales tax revenue of $133,000
per year. CBRE Consulting did not analyze this issue as it is not germane to the question of
urban decay or blight stemming from the closure of existing businesses. Nothing in CEQA or
CEQA case law suggests that pure fiscal impacts on local governments can be a source of
urban decay. The CEQA Guidelines specifically provide that “economic and social changes
resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (e); see Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th
1004, 1019.) Any physical consequences of reduced revenue to the Town of Loomis are far too
speculative to try to predict, as the Loomis Town Council would have to make policy decisions
about how to get by with reduced general fund revenues. The outcome of any such
deliberations simply cannot be known or intelligently predicted. Under CEQA while "some
degree of forecasting" in preparing analyses is appropriate, one should stop short of addressing
topics "too speculative for evaluation." (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15144 & 15145.)
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PLACER GROUP
P.O. BOX 7167, AUBURN, CA 95604
_______________________________________________________________________________________

September 7, 2009
(sent via email)
City of Rocklin
Community Development Department
3970 Rocklin Road
Rocklin, CA, 95677
Ladies and Gentlemen:
RE: Rocklin Commons Draft Environmental Impact Report
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Rocklin Commons (RC) Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), and for your flexibility in accepting a variety of
avenues for submission.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Experts have predicted that in the coming years, our Sierra snow melt, coupled with
warmer and more intense rains, will result in greater risk of flooding from storm water
runoff. From what we can tell with this project, old methods for flood control are being
used as if they are the Best Management Practices (BMPs) when we know that they have
failed in the past (runoff collection and on-site detention systems, etc.). Please require the
latest BMPs and Low Impact Development (LID) solutions hold runoff to pre-development
levels. Please require the establishment of a security bond in the event of non-compliance
(runoffs in excess of pre-development levels) and necessary modifications.
The Dry Creek Watershed Flood Plan is now over 17 years old; plenty has changed
since then in the BMPs regarding flood impacts and mitigation. The City of Rocklin’s
General Plan’s measures to minimize pollutants and sediments entering watercourses
(Policy 19, page 4070), may have been appropriate in 1991, but are now outdated and
inadequate to minimize water quality degradation. The project’s parking lot areas are large
and will bring pollutants to watercourses and exacerbate the kinds of flooding that has
been predicted, unless pervious surfaces (pavers, etc.) are required. Please require more of
the very latest in BMPs (and LID principles) with regard to the parking lots to reduce the
anticipated runoff to equal or less than pre-development levels (Policy 6, page 4-65).
The RC DEIR states that the project will not negatively impact groundwater
recharge with an apparent assumption that the “perched water” will flow “...horizontally
towards the closest surface water source....” and that “...groundwater recharge...is limited
and probably non-existent....” Are we to assume that Sucker Ravine is also completely
above the granodioritic rock and thus no perched water will reach groundwater tables?
The use of the word “probably” is disconcerting—how many test borings were
drilled? How deep were they? How far apart were they spaced, but most importantly, how
can the claim be made that groundwater recharge will “probably” not be impacted?
We urge that the applicant be required to err on the side of caution and assume that
runoff will find its way to recharge groundwater. We know for certain runoff will occur;
we need to know for certain that the groundwater will not be negatively impacted.
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The preparation of an erosion control plan and stormwater pollution prevention
plan (SWPPP) is admirable; however, how will it be enforced? What guarantees are there
that the “plan(s)” will be followed rigorously? Who will be monitoring? We urge the City
to require an up-front performance bond in the event pollutants are present and/or a
hazardous spill is not identified in a timely manner, prevented, or cleaned up.
Transportation and Circulation
Rocklin’s General Plan is clear as to the importance of safe and efficient roadways.
However, as stated, Granite Drive is classified as a “truck route from Dominguez Road to
Sierra College Boulevard.” (RC DEIR p 4-108). Congestion and its contribution to
pollution is one impact, but safety concerns must be addressed as they relate to the “killer”
curve just south of the project’s north entrance. The City should make every effort to
straighten the curve, lower the speed limit, and/or realign Granite Drive to route it in a
straighter line through the project with improvements on both sides of Granite Drive.
To expand upon the Granite Drive realignment, although the adjacent parcel to the
north is privately owned, every effort should be made to realign Granite Drive for safety
reasons and for more oak tree preservation. With appropriate design and engineering, the
wetlands and swales could all be avoided, as well as many oak trees, with Granite Drive
curving only slightly through what is now mostly designated parking lot in the current
project design. In exchange for the realignment for safety, the parcel owners could be
deeded the current Granite Drive roadway land areas for their use.
Ingress and egress to the project site, whether as a (south/west bound) left turn or a
slow down right turn (north/east bound) is going to be extremely dangerous with the curve.
Please address this issue and remedy it. If the project is approved as is currently designed,
it is a recipe for traffic disasters.
We do not notice any public transit stops or roadway widening for bus stops.
Please require permanent pull outs for public busses/transit and benches for riders.
Are bike lanes provided and sufficiently wide enough for safety?
Are pedestrian sidewalks provided and sufficiently safe on BOTH sides of Granite
Drive?
If the answer to the above two questions is negative, please explain and mitigate
appropriately.
As a part of the traffic mitigation, there should be more commuter parking provided
as either an expansion of the existing “small” nearby commuter parking lot, or a new lot.
While we may have misinterpreted the intent, it is written (p.4-129) that the City
does not subscribe to the notion that adding more “bad to bad” needs to be addressed with
cumulative traffic impact studies, and that the situation does not meet CEQA thresholds for
triggering study or mitigation. The City appears to take a position that “relatively small
amounts of air pollution” do not subject the project or traffic impact to CEQA. If our
interpretation is correct, we strongly disagree.
CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare an EIR whenever a “fair argument” can
be supported that the project “may” have a significant adverse impact on the environment.
The public does not have to “prove” that the project will have significant impacts. Instead,
they only have to show that there is a reasonable degree of uncertainty on the question.
This establishes an extremely low threshold.
The California Supreme Court has been fairly clear in establishing the need of the
lead agency to resolve uncertainty caused by conflicting assertions. We would contend
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that is the situation here. Thus, the City must review and present studies regarding
ecological consequences from increased congestion, no matter whether it’s a piling on of
other “bad” impacts or simply a 0.05 threshold. Have the appropriate studies been
completed and made available for public review?
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Water Entitlements and Demands
Please recirculate this section as it pertains to the Sacramento River water diversion
and the associated impacts. The information may have been correct when this DEIR’s
NOP was first circulated, but latest reports are that the entire Sacramento River diversion
project, upon which some projects are relying, may be kaput.
Current information is that the diversion project is literally dead in the waters.
PCWA’s latest information is that they have agreed to “...suspend planning on a long-term
project to divert water from the Sacramento River to serve parts of western Placer County.
The project is affected by uncertainties over state water operations.”
To base the water supply of any project on a Water Forum Agreement that is falling
apart is unacceptable. Please explain how the collapse of the Sacramento River water
diversion will impact the project, both immediately and cumulatively.
Biological Resources
The excessive removal of oaks (which require no watering), the resultant sterile
parking lot, and the subsequent possible planting of ornamentals around buildings is
unacceptable. Surely, any designer worth his/her salt could have saved most, if not all of
the oaks, especially in the parking lot(s) instead of taking the easy way out with probably
one of the most unimaginative parking lots designs ever presented. We can feel the
oppressive heat emanating from it just by looking at the model.
In addition to possibly being immaterial and irrelevant, we disagree with the
implications in the statement in the DEIR that the oak woodlands on the RC site offer less
overall ecological value than high value oak woodland habitats. It is stated that without a
substantial water source, that the ecological value is less. What evidence or what studies
can possibly draw such a conclusion? Less than what? This is akin to stating the aesthetic
values on the project site are less than Yosemite, and so they can be dismissed.
Oaks have value, simply in and of their own characteristics. In viewing the site
from Granite Drive, the spacing of the oak presents almost a model of how oaks grow
best—it may be a model for oak savanna. The use of the word “fragmented” to describe an
almost perfect naturally designed oak landscape defies logic. Please explain how this
DEIR can be so dismissive of the oaks’ ecological values.
With 219 valley oaks, as well as 9 heritage oak trees, this project site must protect
many more than is currently planned. Please explain why only 8 oaks are to be preserved
out of a total of 361 oaks. Doesn’t a 98% “take” of oaks violate the City’s own tree
ordinance?
A payment of $48 per inch of TDBH of Replacement Trees is unacceptable. The
revenue from the firewood will more than offset that feeble token fee amount. Please
enforce the tree ordinance and protect oaks. What are the air quality implications of
removing 98% of the oaks on this site? What are the impacts of replacement trees that will
need watering compared to the existing oaks that require none?
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Tree canopy statistics from the “findings” (page 4-54) are gravely misleading. It is
well understood that Oak Tree Canopy is much more desirable than ornamental tree
plantings. To suggest that Rocklin’s tree canopy has improved is debatable.
When any oak trees are replanted, relocated or replaced, the success rate is
abominable. Without long-term monitoring, the results are akin to all the oaks replanted in
Bickford Ranch—dead. The replant, relocate or replace plan cannot be assured and cannot
be sustained. It also should not claim to be less than significant on a long-term basis,
because it’s a gamble. Please explain how anyone could assume this is a reasonable MM
for such a monstrous loss of valuable oak trees, especially when other projects have shown
such MM do not necessarily work.
Please explain how the required fees to acquire land appropriate for oak tree
reforestation can be a justified as a MM. Please explain how the amount of such a required
payment will be determined to cover the cost of the land acquisition, the arborist
compensation, education programs, and enforcement of the City’s tree ordinance. What
will that required amount be when considering the demise of over 353 valuable oaks,
including heritage oaks? Please explain how any amount can be arrived at when
historically the fees have been so minimal and inadequate that they are simply useless.
Instead, please require the applicant to provide the land for the reforestation FIRST, before
any permits are issued.
The five seasonal wetlands and three wetland swales are noted, but there is a grave
contradiction that must be remedied. In the Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1: Loss of
Wetlands statement, the DEIR specifically states,
“To avoid adverse impacts to waters of the United States, and to achieve a goal
of no net loss of wetlands functions and values, the project’s Nationwide Permit 39,
Special Condition 1, states that mitigation for the loss of 0.479 acre of seasonal wetland
and 0.002 acre of open water, will be purchased through the Corps’ In-lieu fee fund
(National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Sacramento District Wetlands Conservation
Fund) at a 1:1 ratio.”
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Thus there is a net loss of .481 acres, the fill that will occur on the project site. A
1:1 ratio means that currently there is .481 acres, but it will be destroyed via fill.
Elsewhere there is another .481 acres, in existence, that may be purchased/preserved. That
may appear to be a no-net loss, but it is in fact a net loss of .481 acres. Please increase the
mitigation ratio to a true, honest “no net loss” ratio of at least 2:1, but preferably 3:1.
With regard to migratory and/or other listed or special species, eagles have also
been observed in Clover Valley. It is not a stretch to believe that they may utilize the
habitat of this project site. Were studies conducted to completely eliminate the site as
potential habitat for eagles?
The impacts to Sucker Ravine, in draining into Secret Ravine (which provides
spawning and rearing habitat for the federally threatened Central Valley steelhead and
spawning habitat for fall and late fall-run Chinook salmon) must be identified.
Thank you for considering our views,

Marilyn Jasper, Chair
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Sierra Club – Placer Group (September 7, 2009)

Response to Comments:

Response 8-1
The commenter refers to “experts” who predict future greater risk of flooding due to stormwater
runoff, but fails to identify the “experts”. Stormwater runoff facilities for any project in Rocklin are
designed to handle the 10-, 25- and 100-year storm events so that there is no encroachment of the
floodplain into the living or work space of any structure. In fact, the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) requires that the first floor elevation of any structure be designed for a one-foot
freeboard above the 100-year floodplain elevation. The City goes beyond that design parameter in
requiring that the first flood elevation be two feet above the 100-year floodplain elevation. This
provides an extra level of flood protection and therefore meets the definition of Best Management
Practices. As discussed in impact WQ-1, the proposed project includes a stormwater runoff collection
and detention system pursuant to the guidelines set forth in the Stormwater Management Manual that
would be sufficient to reduce the post-project peak flows to below pre-project levels. Therefore, the
project would not be expected to substantially alter the course of a stream or river, or contribute
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. This
impact is considered less than significant and no additional BMP or Low Impact Development
measures are required to mitigate this less than significant impact. The City also has a monitoring
program for private storm drain detention basins and existing mechanisms to make sure that these
basins are maintained properly. Therefore, there is no need for a security bond.
Response 8-2
The commenter is correct in pointing out that that Dry Creek Watershed Plan was approved in 1992,
and that the City of Rocklin’s General Plan was adopted in 1991. However, it is incorrect to assume
that the City has not improved or updated its approach to stormwater quality requirements since these
dates. By their very name, Best Management Practices are constantly evolving and being improved
upon. Staff assigned to inspect projects for stormwater quality measures undergo at least one, and
quite often more than one, annual training event to stay current on the latest Best Management
Practices. Staff also coordinates regularly with the State Water Quality Control Board personnel to
make certain that the City is appropriately addressing stormwater quality and is monitoring its
projects using the latest techniques and practices.
As such, the Project includes BMPs that are adequate to capture and treat the stormwater discharge
from the Project site. The project is divided into five sub watersheds that drain to five of the seven
existing drainage pipe stubs or culverts within Granite Drive that serve the shed area bounded by
Granite Drive, I-80 and Sierra College Boulevard. The largest of the five sub watersheds consists of
approximately 26 acres and includes a storm water detention basin. This storm water detention basin
includes approximately three quarters of an acre of storage volume that will be used as part of a
treatment train for storm water quality treatment of the sub watershed. This third step of the water
quality treatment train would take place after the first-step BMP, which consist of administrative
controls such as signage at inlets to prevent illicit discharges into storm drains, parking lot and other
pavement area sweeping, public education, and hazardous waste management and disposal programs,
and after second-step BMP, which may include underground hydrodynamic separators or catch basin
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filters, or, upon approval of the City of Rocklin, a substitute device of equal or greater effectiveness.
The second-step BMP would contain a media or structure designed to remove oil and grease. The
third-step water quality basin BMP would be designed according to the Guidance Documents for
Volume and Flowbased Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction Best Management Practices for
Stormwater Quality Protection published by the Placer Regional Stormwater Coordination Group
(PRSCG) (May 2005).
The four remaining sub watersheds vary in size from approximately 1.7 acres to 5.4 acres in size for
the remaining 13 acres of the 39 acre project. Each of these sub watersheds will incorporate a
treatment train that consists of administrative controls such as signage at inlets to prevent illicit
discharges into storm drains, parking lot and other pavement area sweeping, public education, and
hazardous waste management and disposal programs, second-step BMP that would include charcoal
catch basin insets, or, upon approval of the City of Rocklin, a substitute device of equal or greater
effectiveness, and the third-step water quality BMP that would consist of a CDS unit to complete the
treatment train for each sub watershed.
Pursuant to mitigation measure WQ-3, before approval of the project improvement plans, the project
applicant is required to submit the final BMPs design for each of the five sub watershed areas to the
City. The submittal shall include the final detention basin design and detention water quality design
along with supporting calculations. The BMPs design is required to conform to the requirements of
the City’s Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Title 8, Chapter 8.30 of the City Code)
and the Grading and Erosion and Sedimentation Control Ordinance (Title 15, Chapter 15.28 of the
City Code), which regulate stormwater and prohibit non-stormwater discharges except where
regulated by an NPDES permit. The BMPs will also be reviewed for adequacy by the City of
Rocklin, Engineering Division prior to approval of the onsite improvement plans for the site to ensure
that they will effectively remove pollutants from the site’s stormwater runoff. Long-term functionality
of the stormwater quality BMP will be provided for through a maintenance and inspection program.
Prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit, the applicant is required to submit to the City of
Rocklin Department of Public Works a Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for all stormwater BMPs.
The Maintenance and Monitoring Plan shall 1) identify a schedule for the inspection and maintenance
of each BMP, 2) identify methods and materials for maintenance of each BMP, and 3) include
provisions for the repair or replacement of BMPs. This plan employs current best practices and
technologies to mitigate any potential impacts. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure WQ3, this impact is considered less than significant and no additional measures are required to mitigate
this impact. See also response to comment 8-1.
Response 8-3
As noted on page 4-63 of the DEIR, the granodioritic rock continues under Sucker Ravine Creek
because testing indicated that water infiltrating will collect and become “perched” or it will move
horizontally towards the closest surface water source, in this case Sucker Ravine. In other words, the
water will not infiltrate the groundwater under Sucker Ravine Creek. The presence of the bedrock
was confirmed by the drilling and sampling of 20 test borings across the property site to a maximum
depth of approximately 15 feet below existing site grades, or to practical auger refusal. A permanent
groundwater table was not observed within the test borings. The perched water condition observation
is based on that data and previous investigations from September 1987 and February 2005 (Wallace
Kuhl & Associates 2005). As noted on page 4-63 of the DEIR, the most recent data for the project site
indicates that groundwater in the vicinity of the site is at an approximate elevation of 100 to 120 feet
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above mean sea level, or roughly 200 feet below existing site grades (Wallace Kuhl & Associates
2005). The perched water condition discussed in the DEIR means that water will “pool” underground
between the granodioritic rock surface and the surface of the project site. It is only after the surface of
that underground pooled water exceeds the vertical rock constraints on its sides that it will leave the
limits of the project site and move horizontally to other lower adjacent areas. If those adjacent areas
also have underlying rock that creates perched conditions, the water would continue to move
horizontally until it reaches other areas that it can pool in, escape to the surface via a side slope or
stream bed (Sucker Ravine) or move vertically downward to groundwater. In the event it moves
towards groundwater, it would have moved a minimum of several hundred feet underground (i.e. the
underground horizontal distance through the site plus the 200 vertical feet to groundwater) and been
subject to the cleansing /filtering properties of the underlying soils. Furthermore, the post
construction BMPs proposed for the project would provide water quality treatment of the runoff prior
to it entering the soils. As, based on the presence of granodioritic rock confirmed through test
borings, it is very unlikely that the project runoff would reach the groundwater table, it is even more
unlikely, based on the Project BMPs and the depth of the free groundwater table, that the runoff
would negatively impact groundwater quality.
Response 8-4
This project, as well as all projects which disturb greater than one acre of land, are required to prepare
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP for each project is placed in an
unlocked water-proof container at the jobsite and is available for anyone to review. A project monitor
must make periodic updates to the SWPPP based on the contractor’s efforts to adhere to the
requirements of the SWPPP. The City and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) are the monitoring and enforcement agencies for the SWPPP and will be identified as such
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that will be adopted if the Project is approved.
Further, as discussed above, as part of Mitigation Measure WQ-3, the Maintenance and Monitoring
Plan shall 1) identify a schedule for the inspection and maintenance of each BMP, 2) identify
methods and materials for maintenance of each BMP, and 3) include provisions for the repair or
replacement of BMP. A City inspector will, therefore, monitor the SWPPP to make sure that it is kept
up to date, and also inspects the erosion control measures installed to make sure that they are
functioning properly. For projects such as this one, the City has the ability to revoke the project’s Use
Permit if the project is not adhering to any of the project’s approved conditions. Failure to maintain
the SWPPP or erosion control measures could prompt a revocation of the Use Permit, whereupon the
City or a contractor hired by the City would step in and maintain the site. Because the approval,
monitoring and enforcement of the SWPPP is adequate mitigation for the Project’s potential impacts
to long-term water quality, the City declines to require a separate, upfront performance bond.
Response 8-5
Comment noted. A traffic collision history report was generated for the segment of Granite Drive
between Sierra College Boulevard and Dominguez Drive. This report found that from January of
1999 to September of 2008 (a period of nearly ten years) there have been four (4) accidents that have
occurred on that segment of Granite Drive. Based on the total number of collisions, the length of the
studied roadway segment, the amount of daily traffic that the roadway received, and the period of
assessment, a collision rate was determined to be 0.26 collisions per million vehicle miles. Per the
2007 Collision Data on California State highways (road miles, travel collisions, collision rates), the
collision rate for a suburban 4 lane undivided roadway with a speed of less than 45 miles per hour is
4.95 collisions per million vehicle miles. As can be seen from the data presented above, the segment
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of Granite Drive that includes what the commenter refers to as the “killer curve” has a collision rate
that is significantly lower than the statewide average for similar facilities. Thus, the roadway is
relatively safe as compared to similar roadways and there is no need for modifications to the roadway
as suggested in the comment.
Response 8-6
See response to Comment 8-5. Per response to comment 8-5, the curve on Granite Drive does not
present the safety concerns as suggested by the comment and there is no reason to modify the
roadway alignment and bifurcate the project site.
Response 8-7
When the northern ingress and egress to the project site were designed, the existing alignment of
Granite Drive (horizontal curve) was taken in to consideration. Based on this approach, the northern
access (egress) to the project site was limited to a right-out only movement. Hence the current design
restricts the vehicles that are leaving the project site from making a left turn on to Granite Drive. The
ingress allows vehicles from both directions (along Granite Drive) to enter the project site. It should
also be noted that a second (southern) full access which is planned to be signalized as a part of the
project is also provided along Granite Drive. As designed, adequate sight distance exists for all
locations of ingress and egress to and from the project site from Granite Drive.
Response 8-8
Granite Drive was constructed under an Assessment District administered by the City of Rocklin. It
was constructed to city standards at the time of the Assessment District, is part of the City street
system and is maintained by the City. Granite Drive currently has sidewalks on both sides of the road
as well as striped/signed Class II bike lanes on both sides of the road. As noted above, all of these
facilities were constructed to city standards.
The project proponent consulted with Will Garner of Placer County and Larry Wing, City of Rocklin
Engineer. A bus stop will be provided on the north side of Granite Drive at the signalized intersection
into the shopping center in anticipation of a bus route modification to include the shopping center.
The commenter suggest that the commuter parking be increased as part of the traffic mitigation,
however, providing additional commuter parking at the Caltrans park-n-ride would not have an offset
or reduce the proposed project’s traffic impacts.
Response 8-9
The commenter misinterprets the City’s position regarding cumulative traffic impacts. For an
intersection or roadway segment that is already operating at an unsatisfactory level of service, the
City utilizes a threshold by which an increase of 5 percent (addition of 0.05) to the volume-tocapacity (v/c) ratio would constitute a significant project impact. The City believes that the nature of
traffic impacts is different from many other categories of environmental impact, which often involve
public health or ecological concerns. Unlike many other types of environmental effects addressed
under CEQA, cumulative traffic impacts, viewed in terms of service level changes, often are without
health or ecological consequences but rather translate only into human inconvenience (e.g., waiting
longer to make turning movements or to get through intersections). Worsened congestion might cause
irritation or inconvenience to people, but not any adverse effects on public health or ecosystems.
Thus, while the addition of relatively small amounts of air pollution in a polluted air basin might
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worsen the adverse health effects of air pollution, no similar health effects result from additional
congestion. Notably, moreover, the mitigation for traffic impacts – laying more pavement, frequently
– tends to cause adverse ecological consequences, such as loss of biological resources. Clearly, traffic
impacts are a kind of “environmental” impact different than many others.
The commenter is concerned about the ecological consequences from increased traffic congestion and
the effect of the 0.05 threshold on analyzing those impacts. The City’s view regarding analyzing
cumulative traffic impacts does not apply to the DEIR’s analysis of air quality impacts; the impacts
on air quality from the increased traffic from the Project are separately analyzed in the DEIR in
Chapter 4.2.
Response 8-10
Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the Sacramento River project is not dead, but rather is on hold
temporarily because the project will not likely be needed by PCWA until 2018 to 2025 due to the
economic slowdown, which has greatly reduced the pace of development that, as of a few years ago,
caused the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) to undertake the preparation of an EIR/EIS for that
project on the assumption that it would be required much earlier. (Pers. Comm. Steve Yeager of
PCWA.) Thus, PCWA still intends to pursue the project, but there is currently no urgency for doing
so. On this basis, the analysis in the DEIR indicating that there is a reasonable certainty that the water
supply from the Sacramento River will likely become available in the future for future cumulative
development is still accurate, and no recirculation of the Water Supply discussion is required.
Notably, the Rocklin Commons project does not require any water from the Sacramento River, as
PCWA has sufficient water from existing supplies, most notably the new permanent American River
Pump Station near Auburn.
Response 8-11
The commenter characterizes the tree removal on the site as excessive. The commenter also disagrees
with the conclusions in the draft EIR that the oak woodland on the Project site is of lesser overall
ecological value when compared to the characteristics of high-value oak woodland habitats. The
commenter also objects to the use of the term “fragmented” to describe the oak woodland on the
Project site and the amount of $48 per inch of total diameter breast height for an offsite mitigation
fee.
Rocklin Municipal Code Chapter 17.77 titled Oak Tree Preservation, commonly referred to as the
Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, was enacted to manage oak tree and woodland resources in the
City. As stated in the opening section, “The goal of this chapter is to address the decline of oak
woodlands due to urbanization through a considered attempt to balance against the social benefits of
private property ownership and development. To reach this goal, this chapter implements a
comprehensive design review process for new development, offers incentives for oak tree
preservation, and provides feasible alternatives and options to removal where practicable. This
chapter is enacted in furtherance of Rocklin General Plan/Open Space Conservation and Recreation
Element Policies 1 and 4.” The City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, and its application to
commercially zoned property such as the Rocklin Commons site, is discussed in detail on page 4-49
of the DEIR.
The City Council amended the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance in 1997 to exempt development in
land zoned B-P; C-1, 2, 3, 4; C-H; M-1, 2 or an equivalent PD zone, from the application of the
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specific mitigation measures stated in subpart 17.77.080.B. of the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
Based on this amendment by the City Council, it must be assumed that the council intended the
mitigation measures to be developed on a case by case basis to meet their goals for oak tree
preservation. As stated above, “The goal of this chapter is to address the decline of oak woodlands
due to urbanization through a considered attempt to balance against the social benefits of private
property ownership and development.”
In the process of developing a mitigation strategy for the Rocklin Commons project, an effort was
made to balance the impacts from loss of individual oak trees, and loss of the project site’s oak
woodland habitat against the multiple development constraints faced by large commercial projects.
The starting point in this balancing effort is the City’s standard of mitigation, which is no net loss of
mature, healthy oak trees. All of the mature, healthy oak trees cut down to facilitate development on
the project site will be replanted, relocated, and or replaced over time so as to eventually satisfy this
performance standard.
For a commercial development to be successful and meet the project objectives of both the City and
the developer, a number of primary factors must be considered in light of the development of feasible
mitigation for preservation of oak trees on a commercial site. First, unlike a residential project which
can more readily accommodate slopes, fills and grade differentials to work around trees or groves of
trees to be preserved, a commercial site must typically be graded extensively, with a minimum of
substantial grade changes. This large scale grading is required to provide proper drainage and
stormwater control, to comply with accessibility regulations, to have a functioning parking lot design
providing effective and safe traffic circulation routes and pedestrian paths of travel, and to
accommodate necessary access routes for delivery trucks and fire equipment.
Though wholesale grading of commercial sites is nearly always required for the stated reasons, the
commercial site is required to install comprehensive landscaping to offset the loss of vegetation from
the site grading. Rocklin Commons will plant and maintain approximately 704 new trees inclusive of
all proposed species, and of those, approximately 30 trees which are oak species. This Project’s
commercial landscaping plan is far in excess of what is typically required for any residential project
or a basic commercial project, thereby attempting to balance the engineering and design requirements
of the commercial project against the biological and aesthetic impacts of extensive site contouring
and grading. However, since only 30 new oaks will be planted, additional mitigation for oak tree loss
is required.
Other major factors to be considered in balancing the impacts of oak tree and oak woodland removal
against the objectives of the City and the landowner for the project are the need to produce a
successful project in the marketplace and the opportunities for jobs created by a viable commercial
project. Good planning practices, and the realities of convenient and visible access, drive the need to
locate commercial properties in specific areas. There is less flexibility in locating commercial uses
compared to residential uses. From the City’s standpoint it is desirable to have commercial land uses
located on major transportation corridors to maximize visibility, provide efficient and convenient
access, and minimize commercial traffic impacts in residential areas. These planning concepts are
consistent with the requirements of successful commercial developments which need good visibility,
exposure to a high rate of drive by traffic, and multiple points of access whenever possible. To create
and maintain numerous and steady employment opportunities the project must be economically
viable. Good location is vital component to success.
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Concerning the part of the comment regarding the conclusions of the DEIR on ecological value, the
facts speak for themselves. As explained on page 4-43 of the DEIR and shown in Figure 3.2-3 in the
Project Description, the site is bordered on two sides by multi lane high traffic arterial streets,
Interstate 80 on another side, and the remaining border is shared with the former KIA car dealership
now occupied by Harley Davidson of Rocklin. These existing streets, highways and urban
development have isolated this site to a substantial degree from many wildlife movements, not to
mention the existing freeway noise which would also discourage wildlife from utilizing the site. In
addition, this site was previously utilized as a farm and orchard, and is not a woodland area which has
never experienced human intrusion (DEIR page 4-43).
Further support for the City’s characterization of oak woodlands of high ecological value comes from
the California Oaks Foundation, one of the preeminent oak preservation organizations in the country.
The California Oaks Foundation model oak tree preservation ordinance uses the following definition:
"Ecologically sensitive oak woodland" means oak woodland containing the following habitat
elements: (1) multiple or single layered canopy; (2) riparian zones; (3) burrows, caves and cliffs; (4)
snags; (5) downed woody debris; and (6) wetlands. The greater the number of these habitat
components present, the greater the oak woodland ecological sensitivity.
The point was made in the DEIR regarding the water source because of the high value placed on
water sources for development of high quality habitat. The Rocklin Commons site has no active
stream or creek, though there are low spots creating seasonal swales and wetlands. Wildlife species
require three basic elements for survival: food, water and habitat cover. Without a substantial water
source, the project site has less ecological value because one of the three basic elements for wildlife
survival is non-existent. Furthermore, ecological values of the project site are diminished without a
substantial water source because food sources are also likely to be affected by the lack of substantial
water. For example, fewer plant species that provide forage value will grow on the project site due to
a lack of a substantial water source, and fewer wildlife prey species that serve as a food source for
predator species will occur on the project site due to a lack of a substantial water source. Finally, even
habitat and understory cover values are diminished due to a lack of a substantial water source, since a
substantial water source will provide a means for the growth of the understory cover. This is
especially true in riparian habitat areas where riparian vegetation is dependent upon a substantial
water source. Riparian habitat areas are especially critical to wildlife populations in urbanizing areas
such as western Placer County where wildlife habitats are reduced due to development.
Regarding the amount of $48 per inch of total diameter breast height for an offsite mitigation fee, the
City has evaluated the project’s impacts to oak trees and the site’s oak woodland. In compliance with
the stated goal of the Oak Tree Ordinance “… to address the decline of oak woodlands due to
urbanization through a considered attempt to balance against the social benefits of private property
ownership and development” and after considering the mitigation strategy set forth in Mitigation
Measure BIO-3, the City selected the amount of the offsite mitigation fee to balance the costs of
establishing off site mitigation, after accounting for onsite preservation, onsite transplants, onsite tree
plantings, against the City’s competing goal to enjoy the social benefits of private property ownership
and development.

2-122

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
NOVEMBER 2009

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
ROCKLIN COMMONS
CITY OF ROCKLIN, CALIFORNIA

Response 8-12
The commenter states that tree canopy statistics are misleading. The commenter goes on to express
the opinion that the mitigation strategy of replanting, relocating or replacing oak trees cannot be
assured and is not sustainable and is an unreasonable mitigation measure.
The statistical information presented is not misleading in that there was no attempt in the DEIR
discussion, or in the City’s Urban Forest Report, to distinguish the canopies of different tree species.
The Urban Forest Report and its citation in the DEIR make the point that the overall tree canopy
cover in the City has increased as development has occurred over time. These findings were
statistically based on actual surveys of random locations of Rocklin’s tree canopy over time and are
not debatable with respect to the point that Rocklin’s tree canopy has improved. For a citation to the
City’s Urban Forest Report and further discussion of the Oak Tree Preservation Fund see page 4-49
of the DEIR.
A simple internet search under oak woodland mitigation will yield multiple sources of information
which mirror the mitigation strategy applied by the City to this project: 1) protect and preserve
existing oaks, 2) transplant trees on site if the opportunity exists, 3) plant new trees on site, and then
4) utilize an offsite mitigation fee to create new oak woodlands or enhance existing oak woodlands in
the immediate vicinity of the project location. The commenter’s opinion that the mitigation is
inadequate is inconsistent with the conclusions of most oak preservation organizations including the
California Oaks Foundation and the UC Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program, and
contrary to California law specifically addressing preservation of oak woodlands.
In 2004 the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was amended with the passage of SB
1334, (Chapter 732, and Statutes of 2004). As amended, CEQA now requires a county to determine
whether a project within its jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will have a
significant effect on the environment. Public Resources Code 21083.4 section provides that if a
county determines that a project will result in a significant effect to oak woodlands, the county shall
require one or more of the following oak woodland mitigation alternatives to mitigate for the
significant effect associated with the conversion of oak woodlands: 1) Conserve oak woodlands
through the use of conservation easements; 2) Plant an appropriate number of trees, including
maintaining plantings and replacing dead or diseased trees; 3) Contribute funds to the Oak
Woodlands Conservation Fund for the purpose of purchasing oak woodlands conservation easements;
or 4) Other mitigation measures developed by the county. Although this statute only applies to
counties and thus does not apply to the City of Rocklin, the City’s mitigation strategy is nevertheless
consistent with CEQA’s required mitigation for oak woodland impacts from county projects.
Response 8-13
The commenter again addresses the off site mitigation fee imposed on the project and states the
opinion that “… historically the fees have been so minimal and inadequate that they are simply
useless.” Please see the last paragraph of response to comment 8-11 regarding the offsite mitigation
fee. See DEIR page 4-49 for a discussion of oak woodland mitigation areas with the City. As noted
above in response to comment 8-12, offsite mitigation programs are an accepted and necessary
mitigation strategy to address the reality that, in most cases, on site mitigation cannot be relied upon
to fully mitigate the impacts from development of commercial land uses. The city has more than 400
acres of land available for oak woodland restoration. These sites are spread out throughout the city in
parks and open space areas. Two notable areas for oak restoration projects are in Johnson Springview
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Park and the Whitney Oaks open space tree preserves. City restoration projects utilize 15 gallon trees
and/or dee pots with gel packs for moisture retention, both types of replantings eliminate the need for
elaborate and costly irrigation systems. For all of the reasons stated in this response and responses to
comments 8-11 and 8-12, the City has determined that an offsite mitigation fee of $48 per inch of
total diameter breast height is appropriate for this project.
Response 8-14
The commenter requests that the Project increase the wetland mitigation ratio. As discussed under
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the applicant has already secured authorization from the Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) for fill of 0.481 acres of jurisdictional waters of the United States under
Nationwide Permit No. 39 which requires mitigation at a 1:1 ratio. (DEIR, p. 4-51.) The project’s
Nationwide Permit 39, Special Condition 1, states that mitigation for the loss of 0.479 acre of
seasonal wetland and 0.002 acre of open water, will be purchased through the Corps’ In-lieu fee fund
(National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Sacramento District Wetlands Conservation Fund) at a 1:1
ratio. Therefore, the mitigation ratio stipulated in the project’s Nationwide Permit is acceptable under
both the Clean Water Act and CEQA. As the ACOE has already authorized this mitigation ratio, the
City declines to require an increase in the ratio as suggested by the commenter.
Response 8-15
The DEIR noted that bald eagle are known to occur in the region; however, this special-status species
requires specific habitats for foraging and reproduction that are not present within the project site;
therefore, bald eagle are not considered likely to occur. Preconstruction surveys for raptors, required
by Mitigation Measure BIO-10, however, will occur prior to vegetation removal and/or project
construction, through which any eagles on site that may be affected by the Project would be
discovered.
Response 8-16
Sucker Ravine Creek hydrologically connects to Secret Ravine Creek on the south side of I-80, west
of Rocklin Road, approximately 2 miles downstream of the project site. Special-status fish
populations are known to occur in Secret Ravine Creek, but appear to have been declining in recent
years; however, the reason for this decline in fall-run Chinook salmon stocks in Secret Ravine Creek
is unclear. The decrease in the numbers of live Chinook salmon, carcasses, and redds observed in
2007 in the Dry Creek Watershed is similar to low numbers observed in other California streams. (A
“redd” is a gravel-covered depression [or nest] in which salmon lay their eggs.) Thus, the decline
appears to be a coast-wide phenomenon, and is likely related to ocean conditions (Pacific Fishery
Management Council 2008) rather than causes local to Secret Ravine Creek.
Based on the positive results of presence/absence surveys conducted by California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) in 2004 and 2005 and observations of juvenile salmonids in 2007 by ECORP
biologists, successful spawning and rearing is still occurring, even though the overall quality of the
stream habitats within lower Secret Ravine Creek (i.e., including the area of discharge for Sucker
Ravine Creek) is currently relatively poor for anadromous fish. The results of habitat typing
conducted by ECORP biologists in 2007 upstream of the confluence of Sucker Ravine Creek and
Secret Ravine Creek indicate that limited spawning and rearing habitat is present for both Central
Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon. In general, spawning and rearing habitat for anadromous
salmonids requires cold flowing water, suitable substrates, and readily available food sources. Both
steelhead and Chinook salmon require gravel and cobble substrates with limited amounts of fine
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sediments (sand, silt, and clay) for spawning. Fry (a term used for a young salmon after it hatches
from the egg), and older juveniles require adequate instream cover (cobble or boulders, large woody
debris, undercut banks, or submerged and overhanging vegetation) for protection from predators. The
stream habitats in both Dry Creek and lower Secret Ravine Creek, however, consist primarily of
flatwater areas comprised of runs and shallow pools with very few riffles (ECORP 2007, 2008).
Moreover, the small amount of riffle and pool tail-out habitat that occurs in lower Secret Ravine
Creek is already degraded by an abundance of sand, resulting in embeddings of cobble and gravel
substrates.
The poor to moderate quality of the stream habitats in Secret Ravine Creek is also evidenced by the
moderate benthic macro invertebrate (BMI) diversity noted within lower Secret Ravine Creek.
Macroinvertebrates are an important food source for Chinook salmon and steelhead and are also good
indicators of stream quality. While the “A benthic macro invertebrate survey of Secret Ravine” (U.C.
Berkeley 2003) study attributes the differences in BMI community structure between upstream and
downstream sites within lower Secret Ravine Creek to impacts associated with urban runoff and
nutrient loading in the vicinity of the downstream site (just upstream of the confluence with Miners
Ravine Creek), no information (water quality data or sources of impairment) was provided in the
study to support this conclusion.
The abundance of fine sediment has been identified by CDFG, the Dry Creek Conservancy, Vanicek
(1993), Ayres, et al. (2003), and others as a major issue relative to spawning and rearing habitat for
both Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon in the lower reaches of the creek. According to the
results of an ecological risk assessment conducted by Ayres, et al. (2003), sediment is associated with
two other stressors, stream flow and channel morphology. The risk assessment used two models (the
Modified Relative Risk Model and the Stressor-Driven Risk Model) and available data to help
understand and predict links between sources, stressors, and their resulting ecological effects. Even
though both models identified sediment as the primary stressor in the creek, neither model was able to
accurately account for the relative contributions that any particular stressor has on the system. Ayres,
et al. (2003) attributed increased sedimentation in Secret Ravine Creek to the presence of impervious
surfaces and off-highway vehicle use. Most of the existing impervious surfaces within close
proximity to the creek, however, are associated with Interstate 80, single family residences that occur
along much of the stream channel, and residential roads that cross the creek. In general, small to large
amounts of impervious surfaces are already present along portions of Secret Ravine Creek.
The Project would discharge to Sucker Ravine Creek at a point 2 miles upstream of its confluence
with Secret Ravine Creek. The DEIR requires implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-2 and
WQ-3 through which the Project will implement Best Management Practices designed to minimize
sedimentation and release of products used during site operations, making it unlikely that sediment or
products released by the Project will reach Secret Ravine Creek. The Project is not anticipated to
contribute to any impacts to anadromous fishes in Secret Ravine Creek.
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3.0 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This section contains changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made based upon agency and
public comments received and responded to in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR as well as minor changes
based on City review of the DEIR. The changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the
Draft EIR and are identified by Draft EIR page number. Text deletions are shown in strikeout
(strikeout) and additions are shown in underline (underline).

3.1

CORRECTIONS

Section 4.2 AIR QUALITY
PAGE 4-25 Mitigation Measure AQ-2 is revised as follows:
The City shall require that emission control measures be incorporated into project design and
operation. Such measures mayshall include, but are not limited to, the following items:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The project applicant shall provide transit enhancing infrastructure that includes transit
shelters, benches, street lighting, route signs and displays, and/or bus turnouts/bulbs,
where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff and Placer County Transit
Agency staff.
The project applicant shall provide bicycle enhancing infrastructure that includes secure
bicycle parking.
Only electric equipment shall be used for project landscaping maintenance and the
project applicant shall provide on-site electrical charging stations sufficient to re-charge
that equipment.
The project applicant shall increase wall and attic insulation at least 5% beyond Title 24
requirements that are in effect at the time of approval of project design review.
The project applicant shall use energy efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E).
The project applicant shall use Energy Star compliant highly reflective roofing materials
and at least 3% cool paving (high albedo pavement).
The project applicant shall plant trees in the project parking lots that are expected to
provide 50% tree coverage in parking areas within 10 years as described in CAPCOA
mitigation measure T-14 – Parking Area Tree Cover.
The project applicant shall use programmable thermostats for all heating and cooling
systems.
The project applicant shall use awnings or other shading mechanisms for most windows
and walkways per plan.
The project applicant shall utilize day lighting systems such as skylights, light shelves,
interior transom windows in all buildings over 25,000 square feet.
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