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LETTER 101: GREENHALGE, CHARLOTTE 
 
Response to Comment 101-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 101-2 
 
The effects of additional traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases 
in traffic on Park Drive will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the 
level of service “C” standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the 
response to comment 28-1. Construction-related impacts will be temporary and therefore 
are not considered to be significant impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 101-3 
 
The commenter expresses their opposition to the proposed project. In response to the 
commenter’s concerns related to the current road design, please see Impacts 4.4I-1 
through 4.4I-6 for a discussion of traffic-related impacts. Though safety itself is not a 
discussion topic, safety is a function of traffic volume and LOS, which are the primary 
topics contained within the traffic analysis. 
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LETTER 102: GROOM, PAUL A. AND LILLIAN 
 
Response to Comment 102-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and affirms the 
importance of the EIR. 
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LETTER 103: GROSS, JANICE K. 
 
Response to Comment 103-1 
 
The DEIR notes that cumulative impacts related to traffic and circulation as a result of 
the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable; however, the noise generated 
by the anticipated increase was found to be less-than-significant after the implementation 
of mitigation measures (such as 6-foot tall sound barriers along Sierra College Boulevard 
and Park Drive.) 
 
Response to Comment 103-2 
 
The DEIR notes that some impacts to biological resources would be significant and 
unavoidable (see the Biology discussion included in Chapter 4.8 of the DEIR). 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. 
 
However, the DEIR found that impacts related to Indian artifacts and other cultural 
resources on the project site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after the 
implementation of suggested mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 103-3 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 104: GUEST, LOIS AND SAM 
 
Response to Comment 104-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the EIR. However, it should be noted that the proposed 
project would include a 6-foot sound-wall along Park Drive which is expected to mitigate 
impacts related to increased noise at the nearby residential units to a less-than-significant 
level. 
 
Response to Comment 104-2 
 
The environmental review associated with the CEQA process addresses potential 
environmental impacts through the implementation of policies and measures that would 
reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. Impacts related to habitual speeding 
along Park Drive and other streets are mitigated through the posted speed limits, 
crosswalks, stoplights, stop signs and other design features. Additionally, the project 
applicant would be required to pay fair-share fees to police and other public services prior 
to the completion of the proposed project. Enforcement of existing speed limits is not the 
responsibility of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 105: GUTERMANN, CARL AND LOUISE 
 
Response to Comment 105-1 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 105-2 
 
The roadway standards of the City of Rocklin are based on federal and state standards 
that consider users of all ages and modes of transportation.  The project does not 
introduce any elements that do not comply with these standards. 
 
Response to Comment 105-3 
 
The effects of additional traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases 
in traffic on Park Drive will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the 
level of service “C” standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the 
response to comment 28-1. 
 
Response to Comment 105-4 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 105-5 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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LETTER 106: HAAG, DWIGHT W. 
 
Response to Comment 106-1 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 106-2 
 
The commenter agrees with the DEIR and highlights the beneficial aspects of the 
additional traffic infrastructure that the proposed project would provide. 
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LETTER 107: HALE, JANET M. 
 
Response to Comment 107-1 
 
Raney Planning and Management, a third party consultant, drafted the DEIR. The 
Recirculated DEIR is not an edited version of the previous Clover Valley EIRs. The 
scope of the Clover Valley development decreased substantially and new environmental 
analysis was conducted (see Chapter 8-1 for a list of technical reports and 
communications sited in the DEIR.)  
 
Response to Comment 107-2 
 
The proposed project itself is heavily revised; however, the Recirculated EIR is not a 
revised version of previous environmental analysis. The EIR was written specifically for 
the Clover Valley project in its currently proposed form. 
  
Response to Comment 107-3 
 
As stated in section 5.1, the project applicant included the extended sewer infrastructure 
to be consistent with the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) Master Plan. 
This is considered a growth inducing impact in that it could help facilitate future 
expansion; however, the proposed project does not include this development. Any future 
development in the area beyond the scope of the DEIR would require analyses of project-
related impacts. See Section 1 of Master Response 4- Traffic and Master Response 13- 
Growth Inducing Impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 107-4 
 
Due to the sensitive nature of the cultural sites existing within Clover Valley, the City has 
decided not to reveal the exact locations of the identified archeological sites on the 
project site. Such disclosure would compromise the integrity of the sites. If the proposed 
project is approved, these sites would be preserved and studied in accordance with the 
mitigation measures outlined in the Cultural Resources chapter (Chapter 4.7) of the 
DEIR. The Cultural Resources Chapter of the EIR includes a general historic background 
of Native American activity in the region to inform the public regarding what sorts of 
cultural resources and historical activities may have been conducted on the proposed 
project site. 
 
Response to Comment 107-5 
 
The biological resources chapter drew upon a comprehensive review of many biological 
studies, which had been conducted in the project area. Prior to release of this FEIR, 
additional site-specific studies were conducted. Also see Section 1 of Master Response 8 
– Biological Resources. 
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Response to Comment 107-6 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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LETTER 108: HAMMITT, DOUGLAS L., D.P.M. 
 
Response to Comment 108-1 
 
The comment presents the commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed project and does 
not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
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LETTER 109: HANGER, SALLY 
 
Response to Comment 109-1 
 
The Draft EIR includes an analysis of impacts that the proposed project would have in 
regard to wildlife, wetlands and cultural resources. These issues are addressed in the 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Chapter 4.7), Biological Resources (Chapter 4.8) 
and the Hydrology and Water Quality (Chapter 4.11) sections of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 109-2 
 
Impact 4.4I-6, includes a discussion of the proposed project’s cumulative impacts, 
concludes that the primary intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Del Mar Avenue 
would operate at a LOS of A, which is considered to be an acceptable level of service. 
The discussion also found that the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and King 
Road would also require several improvements (detailed on page 4.4-31); however, this 
intersection is within the town of Loomis and is outside of the jurisdiction of the City of 
Rocklin. As noted in impact discussion 4.4I-6, because this intersection is outside of the 
City’s jurisdiction, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts to the state and federal highway system are planned and funded at the state and 
federal level. Traffic master planning is done at the cumulative level for all jurisdictions. 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-615 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
  

110-1 

 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and R
Letter 110
110-2
 

esponses 
3.3-616 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
  

 
110-3
 
110-4
 
110-5
110-6 

 
110-7
 
110-8
 
110-9
Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-617 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
  

110-10 

1 
110-1
2 
110-1
3
110-1
110-14 

110-15 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-618 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
  

6 
110-1
Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-619 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 
LETTER 110: HARDER, KATHLEEN COLE 
 
Response to Comment 110-1 
 
The commenter is correct in that the EIR finds that the proposed project would result in 
13 significant and unavoidable 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 110-2 
 
This comment relates to the scope of the project and does not address the adequacy of the 
EIR, which focuses on analyzing the immediate environmental impacts of the proposed 
project. The comments will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-making bodies. 
 
Additionally, the comment states that the commenter has concerns regarding the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. The DEIR found that several impacts 
related to the proposed project would be significant unavoidable. These impacts are 
summarized in the Statutorily Required Section (Chapter 5) of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 110-3 
 
An alternative similar to the commenter’s suggestion is addressed in the DEIR. The 
commenter’s suggestion would fall within the scope of an off-site alternative. A 
discussion of a possible off-site alternative is included on page 6-5 of the Alternatives 
Analysis under the heading “Alternatives Considered but Dismissed.” This alternative 
was deemed infeasible due to the unavailability of developable land. 
 
Response to Comment 110-4 
 
See Master Response 6 – Noise Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 110-5 
 
Construction impacts from the off-site sewer are short term and considered less than 
significant. Rarely does utility construction in the street require a complete closure of the 
street. Based on the width of Rawhide Road, the sewer line construction will likely cause 
a restriction of traffic to one lane and delays, but no need to detour all traffic onto 
Creekwood Drive.  
 
Response to Comment 110-6 
 
The original CLOMR application and response from FEMA should be made available for 
review at the City Engineering department. The original response from FEMA is 
provided as Exhibit M. However, the CLOMR application and FEMA response will need 
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to be revised to include the revised detention basin plan See the Master Response 11 – 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 110-7 
 
The existing and proposed flood plains are shown on Exhibit L; however the proposed 
flood plain will have to be revised based on the revised detention basin plan. See Master 
Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 110-8 
 
Payment of the Dry Creek Watershed drainage fees provides funding to the PCFCWCD to 
implement regional flood control improvements. It is the responsibility of PCFCWCD to 
operate and maintain the regional facilities. The mitigation fees and Community Facility 
District fees will only be imposed on parcels within the development project. These fees 
will not be imposed on existing residents downstream or upstream of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 110-9 
 
See the Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 110-10 
 
The RDEIR requires that Stormwater 360’s StormFilter product (or equivalent) be used. 
This product with appropriate filtration (as required in the RDEIR), can remove some 
dissolved pollutants (see mitigation measure 4.11MM-5(a)). Assignment of responsibility 
for operation and maintenance of stormwater facilities was addressed in mitigation 
measure 4.11MM-1(a). 
 
Response to Comment 110-11 
 
The mitigation measures in the RDEIR and the final EIR require use of water quality BMPs 
and water quality treatment systems, address assignment of operation and maintenance 
responsibilities for the facilities, and require that long-term funding for the operation and 
maintenance be established. There is little more that can be done to guarantee that the 
facilities are operated and maintained appropriately. 
 
Response to Comment 110-12 
 
Grassy swales and vegetated buffer strips have been required by the RDEIR (see 
mitigation measure 4.11MM-5(c)). Also see Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
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Response to Comment 110-13 
 
The list of constituents monitored and the testing criteria shall be consistent with the 
other monitoring performed by the City and the Dry Creek Council. See the Master 
Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 110-14 
 
The analysis of the proposed project conducted by West Yost & Associates determined 
that the impacts, would be less-than-significant after the implementation of suggested 
mitigation measures. The adequacy of stated mitigation measures is discussed above in 
Response to Comments 110-10 through 110-13. 
 
Response to Comment 110-15 
 
This comment addresses policy and administrative issues within the City of Rocklin and 
does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Comments will be forwarded to the relevant 
decision-making bodies. 
 
Response to Comment 110-16 
 
If the project were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of 
overriding consideration, acknowledging all significant and unavoidable impacts and 
explaining the reasoning behind their determination that the benefits of the proposed 
project would outweigh the impacts. 
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