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LETTER 86: DUNLAP, JANET (JANUARY 21, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 86-1 
 
As a result of this and other comments received during the comment period, the comment 
period for the DEIR was extended nine days ending March 15th, 2006. 
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LETTER 87: DUNLAP, JANET (MARCH 1, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 87-1 
 
This is an introductory comment and does not directly address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 87-2 
 
Please refer to the response to comments 28-1 and 84-1. 
 
Response to Comment 87-3 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 28-1 and Section 3 of Master Response 4 - 
Traffic. 
 
Response to Comment 87-4 
 
In regard to the commenter’s concerns related to the impacts related to traffic volumes 
along Park Drive and Valley View Parkway, please refer to the response to comment 28-
1. Additionally, please note that the Valley View Parkway is included in the General Plan 
and the construction of the Valley View Parkway is part of the GP buildout. Therefore, 
impacts related to increased traffic from the Loomis/Lincoln areas are not considered to 
be solely impacts of this project. 
 
Response to Comment 87-5 
 
The commenter asserts that the traffic volume on Park Drive will be 35,000 to 36,000 
vehicles per day, but provides no basis for this forecast.  Please refer to the response to 
comment 28-1 for additional traffic volume information.  Violations to the City’s LOS 
policy on Park Drive are not anticipated because of this project.  Park Drive is classified 
in the City’s General Plan as a four lane arterial, not a collector street with residential 
frontage. 
 
Response to Comment 87-6 
 
The N/A intersection was included within the table to permit easy comparison between 
the tables.  Also, please refer to the response to comment 28-1. 
 
Response to Comment 87-7 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 19-15. 
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Response to Comment 87-8 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 28-1 and Section 3 of Master Response 4 - 
Traffic.  The traffic analysis considers cumulative impacts through the year 2025, 
including growth that has occurred since the daily traffic counts were collected. 
 
Response to Comment 87-9 
 
See Master Response 5 – Air Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 87-10 
 
See Response to Comment 39-7. 
 
Response to Comment 87-11 
 
See Response to Comment 39-7.  The carbon monoxide impact evaluation was a worst-
case analysis focusing on locations where the ambient air quality standard for carbon 
monoxide was most likely to be exceeded. Per the impact discussion under 4.5I-3, 
intersections analyzed for CO where those operating at LOS D or worse.   
 
Response to Comment 87-12 
 
See Response to Comment 2.9 for changes to the wording of mitigation measure 4.5MM-
2(d).    Use of native drought-resistant plants would conserve energy by reducing use of 
maintenance equipment.  Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-2(d) largely addresses area sources, 
not automobile emissions, which are addressed under Mitigation Measure 4.5-2(a) 
through 4.5-2(c).  The installation of outdoor electrical outlets is an encouragement to 
utilize electrical powered equipment, and the use of electrical powered equipment cannot 
be enforced.  However, unless such outlets are provided, use of electrical powered 
equipment cannot occur. 
 
Response to Comment 87-13 
 
See Response to Comment 39-7. 
 
Response to Comment 87-14 
 
The quantitative analysis of impacts related to the number of individuals that may be 
afflicted by air-quality related maladies as a result of any developments is not feasible. 
However, the air quality standards set forth in the standards of significance in the DEIR 
include the relevant state and local regulations relating to air quality. These standards are 
set forth to ensure that air quality levels are at acceptable levels so that health risks are 
minimized. Therefore, though health risks are not specifically addressed, the air quality 
standards serve as a provision to ensure that air quality impacts will not fall to unsafe 
levels. 
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Response to Comment 87-15 
 
Although sound walls are not located along the totality of Park Drive, sound walls 
currently exist at the residences primarily affected by the traffic noise level increase 
associated with this project (nearest to Valley View Parkway). Additional sound walls 
along portions of Park Drive substantially distanced from Valley View Parkway would 
not be required, as project traffic would be diluted with increasing distance from the 
project area. 
 
Response to Comment 87-16 
 
Traffic noise in this area was evaluated in the assessment of existing and future project-
related noise levels along Pacific Street. See Tables 4.6-4 and 4.6-5. 
 
Response to Comment 87-17 
 
Significant traffic noise level increases were identified as impacts at the uses considered 
“sensitive to noise” by the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 87-18 
 
Bruce Hanson was conducting a paleontological study in January 2006, not 
archeological.  Measures for the archeological resources will be included in the federal 
management documents, see Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 87-19 
 
The entirety of the section quoted by the commenter states that “the City shall consider 
the potential cost to the applicant and any implications that additional mitigation may 
have for project design and feasibility.” As this sentence clearly states, the City will 
consider the full impacts associated with increased mitigation including issues that may 
disrupt the feasibility of the proposed project. As with this Draft EIR, the feasibility and 
goals of the project are weighed against the potential impacts. This statement does not 
say that additional mitigation will not be applied, merely that the City will take all factors 
into account when choosing additional mitigation if additional mitigation is required. 
Public Resources Code § 21083.2  requires the City to take into consideration 
Developer’s costs of mitigating impacts to cultural resources. 
 
The language in mitigation measure 4.7MM-4(a) is not ambiguous as it names all 
circumstances under which any cultural resources discovered on the proposed project site 
would be considered to be protected under state and federal law. The language is not 
ambiguous, rather it is explicitly all encompassing. Public Resources Code § 21083.2(h) 
defines “nonunique archaeological resource” and provides that such resources, once 
recorded, do not merit further consideration. 
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Response to Comment 87-20 
 
Section 4.7I-5 of the RDEIR makes a general statement that, in some cases, unique 
cultural resources are destroyed before the information they can provide is extracted. The 
Clover Valley project stands in stark contrast to that general statement. Clover Valley has 
been the subject of three archaeological surveys, the project site plan has been redesigned 
to avoid the most sensitive sites, and all impacts to resources that comprise the 
archaeological district are being reviewed and subject to management and treatment plans 
developed pursuant to the federal NHPA Section 106 process. See Master Response 7 – 
Cultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 87-21 
 
This is a concluding comment which state’s the commenter’s opposition to the proposed 
project and does not question the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 88: DUNLAP, VICTORIA 
 
Response to Comment 88-1 
 
The EIR notes that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts in Aesthetics, Traffic and Circulation, Air Quality and biological resources. If the 
project were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of 
overriding consideration, acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning 
behind their determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the 
impacts. 
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LETTER 89: EHRHARDT, DAVID AND KRISTI 
 
Response to Comment 89-1 
 
Comment noted. This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project 
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 89-2 
 
The Cultural and Paleontological Resources chapter of the EIR recognizes that the 
development of the proposed project would have potentially significant impacts to 
cultural sites within the Clover Valley project area as a result of construction and 
potential vandalism. The DEIR also includes mitigation measures that were determined to 
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels (see pages 4.7-33 through 4.7-40 of 
the Cultural and Paleontological Resources chapter of the DEIR.) The mitigation 
measures include specifying that any discovered sites be investigated and, if deemed 
necessary, excavation by a qualified paleontologist and that any fossils encountered be 
collected and documented. 
 
Response to Comment 89-3 
 
As noted in mitigation measure 4.4MM-5(a) of the Transportation and Circulation 
chapter of the DEIR, prior to the approval of the final maps, the applicant shall make the 
necessary design changes and upgrades to reduce the LOS of those intersections to an 
acceptable level. These changes would have to meet the approval of the City Engineer. 
 
Response to Comment 89-4 
 
Comment noted. This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project 
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 90: FEDER, SHERIE AND JEFFREY SURWILLO 
 
Response to Comment 90-1 
 
Comment noted. This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project 
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 90-2 
 
Impacts related to increased light and glare as a result of the development of the proposed 
project are included in Impact 4.3I-10 of the Aesthetics chapter (chapter 4.3) of the 
DEIR. The DEIR found that impacts related to light and glare would be potentially 
significant. However, the DEIR includes mitigation measures, which specify that the 
applicant must develop lighting plans for both the residential and commercial portions of 
the project. These lighting plans are required to include design features to minimize light 
and glare impacts to the highest degree possible and are subject to the approval of the 
City of Rocklin. 
 
Response to Comment 90-3 
 
Comment noted. As noted in the DEIR, the proposed project would have significant and 
unavoidable impacts in regard to cumulative traffic impacts. If the project were approved, 
the City Council would be required to issue a statement of overriding consideration, 
acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind their determination 
that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 90-4 
 
Impacts related to increase in crime are not considered to be direct environmental impacts 
(as they are social in nature). However, the EIR includes a discussion of the need for 
increased police services for the City of Rocklin and the proposed project area (see 
Impact 4.12I-4). Aside from paying fair-share fees to the City for increased police 
coverage, the project applicant will provide an analysis of the effectiveness of the police 
department’s portable radios (see Mitigation Measure 4.12MM-4[a]). The project 
applicant would be responsible for the construction of radio towers or other infrastructure 
that would be required for the police to achieve full coverage of the project area. This 
measure would reduce impacts related to police coverage and increase in crime to a less-
than-significant level. Analysis for radio coverage conducted to date indicate the radio 
coverage is adequate with existing facilities. 
 
Response to Comment 90-5 
 
Comment noted. This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project 
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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If the project were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of 
overriding consideration, acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning 
behind their determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the 
impacts. 
 
Comment noted. This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project 
and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 


