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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR,
which concluded on January 23, 2008. This section also includes the oral comments received during the Rocklin
City Council and Rocklin Planning Commission Joint Meeting held on January 16, 2008 to receive comments on
the Draft EIR. 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.

2.1

LIST OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Table 2-1 indicates the number designation for 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 and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

Commenter

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

State Agencies
1

Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, Terry Roberts,
Director, State Clearinghouse

1/24/08

1-1

Other

2

Native American Heritage Commission
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst

12/11/07

2-1

Cultural
Resources

1/23/08

3-1

Air Quality

3-2

Air Quality

3-3

Air Quality

3-4

Air Quality

3-5

Air Quality

3-6

Air Quality

4-1

Public Utilities

4-2

Public Utilities

4-3

Public Utilities

Regional and Local Agencies
3

4

Placer County Air Pollution Control District, Yushuo Chang,
Senior Planner

Placer County Water Agency, R. Brent Smith, P.E., Deputy
Director of Technical Services

1/22/08

5

Public Utilities Commission, Kevin Boles, Environmental
Specialist, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer
Protection and Safety Division

1/14/08

5-1

Traffic

6

South Placer Municipal Utility District, Dari Burbano,
Engineering Technician

12/11/07

6-1

Public Utilities

7

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, Greg
Baker, Tribal Administrator

1/3/08

7-1

Cultural
Resources
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

Commenter

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

Members of the Public
8

Anonymous

1/14/08

8-1

Other

9

Anna Claiborne

1/23/08

9-1

Other

9-2

Land Use

9-3

Land Use

9-4

Land Use

9-5

Land Use

9-6

Traffic

9-7

Traffic

9-8

Traffic

9-9

Traffic

9-10

Biological
Resources

9-11

Air Quality

9-12

Population &
Housing

9-13

Population &
Housing

9-14

Aesthetics

10-1

Cumulative
Impact

10-2

Traffic

10-3

Biological
Resources

10-4

Biological
Resources

10-5

Biological
Resources

10-6

Cultural Impact

10-7

Alternatives

10

Arlan and Janette Cokeley

1/19/08

11

Muriel E. Doran

1/23/08

11-1

Traffic

12

Ms. Rosemary C Elston

Rec’d
1/22/08

12-1

Miscellaneous

13

Richard and Barbara Ernst

1/22/08

13-1

Traffic

14

Rose Fierro

1/23/08

14-1

Fiscal
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#
15

16

Commenter
Daniel K. Foster

Heather Franklin

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

1/23/08

15-1

Biological
Resources

15-2

Hydrology

15-3

Public Utilities

15-4

Miscellaneous

15-5

Air Quality

15-6

Aesthetics

15-7

Hydrology

15-8

Biological
Resources

15-9

Miscellaneous

16-1

Fiscal

16-2

Traffic/Fiscal

16-3

Public Utilities

16-4

Fiscal

1/16/08

17

Roberta Garman

1/23/08

17-1

Traffic

18

Jerry and Bonnie Gurzell

1/5/08

18-1

Other

19

Maybelle Henry

1/23/08

19-1

Fiscal

20

Wesley and Ronda Herman

1/14/08

20-1

Other

21

Felice Hussa

1/18/08

21-1

Aesthetics

21-2

Traffic

21-3

Alternatives

22

Arlene Jamar

1/18/08

22-1

Public Utilities

23

Marilyn Jasper, Chair Sierra Club, Placer Group,

1/16/08

23-1

Air Quality

23-2

Land Use

23-3

Traffic

23-4

Traffic

23-5

Traffic

23-6

Noise

23-7

Public Utilities

23-8

Hydrology

23-9

Hydrology

23-10

Hydrology
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

Commenter

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

23-11

Biological
Resources

23-12

Biological
Resources

23-13

Biological
Resources

23-14

Fiscal

23-15

Biological
Resources

23-16

Other

24

James W. Johnson

1/23/08

24-1

Fiscal

25

Betty Knaak

Rec’d
1/22/08

25-1

Traffic

26

Liese Loon-Stern

Rec’d
1/22/08

26-1

Miscellaneous

27

Michelle Marchan

1/23/08

27-1

Fiscal

28

Michael Mericante

1/23/08

28-1

Fiscal

29

Linda Morley

12/11/07

29-1

Other

30

David Murillo

1/23/08

30-1

Fiscal

31

Helen Murille

1/23/08

31-1

Fiscal

32

Ananth Narain

Rec’d
1/22/08

32-1

Other

33

Melissa and James Netzel

1/23/08

33-1

Public Services

33-2

Biological
Resources

33-3

Other

33-4

Hydrology

33-5

Biological
Resources

33-6

Fiscal

34

Nick Nichol

1/21/08

34-1

Other

35

Sarah Nitta

1/20/08

35-1

Alternatives

36

Sarah Nitta (Second Letter)

1/23/08

36-1

Traffic

37

Christie Olsen

1/23/08

37-1

Other

38

Janet Olsen

1/23/08

38-1

Fiscal

39

Frank and Jayne Parker

1/19/08

39-1

Miscellaneous
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

Commenter

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

40

Mrs. C.E. Pittman

1/23/08

40-1

Other

41

Robert and Maxine Pohan

Rec’d
1/22/08

41-1

Other

42

R.C. Presley

1/16/08

42-1

Other

43

Lisa and Rusty Pywtorak

1/23/08

43-1

Biological
Resources

43-2

Air Quality

43-3

Noise

43-4

Aesthetics

43-5

Biological
Resources

43-6

Traffic

43-7

Other

44-1

Public Utilities

44-2

Noise

44-3

Noise

44-4

Noise

44-5

Noise

44-6

Noise

44-7

Noise

44-8

Public Services

44-9

Public Services

44-10

Other

44

Vicki, Margaret and Richard Ramsey

1/18/08

45

Sherill Rohde

1/21/08

45-1

Miscellaneous

46

Lila F. Sasaki

1/23/08

46-1

Public Services

47

Howard and Marilyn Stitt

1/23/08

47-1

Fiscal

48

Eric Sutton

1/22/07

48-1

Fiscal

49

Nancy Tilcock

1/14/08

49-1

Biological
Resources

49-2

Biological
Resources

50-1

Air Quality

50-2

Energy

50-3

Other

50

Nancy Tilcock (second letter)
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

51

Commenter

Date

Pamela N. Tooker

1/16/08

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

50-4

Alternatives

50-5

Energy

50-6

Land Use

50-7

Air Quality

51-1

Public Services

51-2

Other

52

LeAnne R. Torres

Rec’d
1/22/08

52-1

Other

53

Keith Wagner, Kenyon Yeates on behalf of Rocklin Residents for
Responsible Growth

1/23/08

53-1

Traffic

53-2

Traffic

53-3

Traffic

53-4

Air

53-5

Air

53-6

Growth Inducing
Impacts

53-7

Fiscal

53-8

Other

54

Deborah West

1/23/08

54-1

Traffic

55

Mr. and Mrs. Delbert R. Wofford

1/8/08

55-1

Miscellaneous

56

Delbert R. Wofford

1/22/08

56-1

Other

57

Sunny K. Wofford

1/9/08

57-1

Miscellaneous

58

Sunny K. Wofford

Rec’d
1/22/08

58-1

Other

59

Carolyn Wolsey

1/23/08

59-1

Fiscal

60

Illegible name

1/23/08

60-1

Public Utilities

61

Illegible name

Rec’d
1/22/08

61-1

Other

1/16/08

62-1

Other

62-2

Traffic

62-3

Land Use

62-4

Biological
Resources

62-5

Public Utilities

Public Hearings
62

Rocklin Crossings Public Hearing Meeting Minutes
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Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter
#

2.2

Commenter

Date

Comment
Number

Comment Topic

62-6

Noise

62-7

Noise

62-8

Public Services

62-9

Other

62-10

Other

62-11

Traffic

62-12

Other

62-13

Biological
Resources

62-14

Other

62-15

Other

62-16

Other

62-17

Miscellaneous

62-18

Biological
Resources

62-19

Cultural
Resources

62-20

Biological
Resources

62-21

Biological
Resources

62-22

Traffic

62-23

Biological
Resources

62-24

Other

62-25

Air Quality

62-26

Traffic

62-27

Alternatives

62-28

Hydrology

62-29

Miscellaneous

62-30

Traffic

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
commencing with the master responses. Following the master responses, each comment letter is reproduced in its
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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.

MASTER RESPONSE ON ENERGY CONSERVATION AND AIR QUALITY MITIGATION
Commenter Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) suggests additional measures to mitigate the
project’s short-term construction emissions. The feasibility of these suggestions need not be evaluated, however,
since the impact at issue will already be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1. Moreover, and more importantly, a number of PCAPCD’s suggestions have already
been incorporated into the project through its need to comply with PCAPCD’s rules and regulations for
construction and through Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (e.g., 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).
To address the significant and unavoidable impacts of long-term operational criteria air pollutant and ozone
precursor emissions, the Draft EIR explained that the project would be required to comply with Mitigation
Measure 4.3-2. One commenter, the law firm of Kenyon Yeates on behalf of Rocklin Residents for Responsible
Growth, questioned the adequacy of this mitigation as drafted. Specifically, the commenter expressed concern
that, although the measure required that “emission control measures” be incorporated into the project, the measure
did not require that any specific measure be adopted. In response, and based on (i) further reflection regarding the
structure and wording of the original measure and (ii) further suggestions by PCAPCD (discussed below), the
City has modified Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to be more specific, to insert flexibility where desirable and
necessary, and to include additional obligations. Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR is
hereby revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: Long-Term Operational (Regional) Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Emissions.
The City shall require that emission control measures be incorporated into project design and operation. Such
measures may shall 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.

►

The project applicant, where determined to be feasible in consultation with City staff, shall
incorporate measures such as: provide electric maintenance equipment, use solar, low-emissions, or
central water heaters, increase wall and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements, and orient buildings
to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling, use 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, install 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 home improvement superstore (i) shall not rent pick-up trucks to its customers using fuels
other than gasoline or natural gas, (ii) shall use natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering its
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material handling equipment (forklifts), (iii) shall use only natural gas for its primary back-up
generators (a secondary, emergency fuel source is required, however, in the event of gas line
rupture), (iv) shall install 110/208 volt outlets for use by delivery trucks auxiliary equipment, and
(v) shall post signs prohibiting diesel trucks from idling more than five minutes.
►

The free-standing discount superstore (i) shall use natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering
its material handling equipment (forklifts), (ii) shall utilize delivery trucks that are powered
by an auxiliary power unit that comes on when the trucks idle, and (iii) shall post signs prohibiting
diesel trucks from idling more than five minutes.

Although this mitigation measure, particularly as modified, is stringent, it does not tell the full story of the
project’s energy conservation and pollution reduction obligations. The measures and features required by
Mitigation Measure 6-24, which, though intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, would also have the
tendency to reduce operational emissions of traditional air pollutants. Mitigation Measure 6-24 includes the
following requirements:
1. All dock and delivery areas shall be posted with signs informing truck drivers of the California Air Resources
Board regulations including the following:
►

Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use.

►

All diesel delivery trucks servicing the project shall not idle more than five minutes, consistent with
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2.

►

Restrict idling emissions by using auxiliary power units and electrification in the docking areas if
provided by the operator.

2. Auxilary power shall be provided for TRUs, as feasible, at all docking facilities to minimize emissions from
these units while on the project site.
3. Implement carpool/vanpool program such as carpool ride matching for employees, assistance with vanpool
formation, and provisions of vanpool vehicles.
4. Provide preferential employee parking for carpool and vanpool vehicles.
5. Provide transit incentives (e.g., transit subsidies for employees, implement a parking cash-out program for
employees, provide transit route maps, fares, and schedules posted at the worksite in a conspicuous location
[e.g., employee breakroom]).
6. Restroom sinks within individual buildings on the site shall use sensor-activated, low-flow faucets. The
lowflow faucets, because they regulate flow, reduce water usage by 84%, while the sensors, which regulate
the amount of time the faucets flow, save approximately 20% in water usage over similar, manually operated
systems.
(See, Draft EIR, p. 6-77.)
The City has chosen to impose these mitigation measures despite the fact that, as the Draft EIR explains, the
project has been designed to include numerous energy efficiency measures, including measures that exceed
California’s adopted State policy on building efficiency requirements (Title 24) that would reduce the need to
generate power. These measures and features include the following:
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Department of Water Resources—Water Use Efficiency
Approximately 19% of all electricity, 30% of all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used to convey,
treat, distribute and use water and wastewater.
►

The project’s landscape plan would be required by the City to include an automatic irrigation system, and the
use of drip system irrigation would 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.). In addition, the project would be required to
comply with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 6-24 related to the use of low-flow faucets within
building restrooms.

California Energy Commission—Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the California Energy Commission (CEC) to adopt and periodically
update its building energy efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed buildings and additions to and
alterations to existing buildings).
►

►

Construction and operation of all of the proposed buildings on the site would be required to comply with the
energy efficiency standards included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Title 24 identifies
specific energy efficiency requirements for building construction and systems operations that are intended to
ensure efficient energy usage over the long-term life of the building. Large retailers have responded to these
requirements and the rising cost of energy by increasing the energy efficiency of their retail establishments.
Wal-Mart in particular includes a variety of energy efficient design components in its stores including the
following:
•

Daylighting (skylights/dimming) - This system automatically and continuously dims all of the lights
within the store as the daylight contribution through skylights increases.

•

Night Dimming - Lighting is dimmed to approximately 65% of typical evening illumination during the
late night hours.

•

Energy Efficient HVAC Units - Super high efficiency packaged heating and air conditioning units with an
energy efficiency rating of 10.8 to 13.2.

•

Central Energy Management - Stores are equipped with energy management systems, which are
monitored and controlled from the Home Office in Bentonville.

•

Water Heating - Waste heat is captured from the refrigeration equipment to heat water for the kitchen
preparation areas of the store.

•

White Roofs - White membrane roofing is used in order to increase solar reflectivity and lower cooling
loads.

•

Interior Lighting Program - All new stores use efficient T-8 fluorescent lamps and electronic ballasts.

•

LED Signage Illumination - LED lighting is used in internally illuminated building signage due to its
higher efficiency when compared to fluorescent lighting.

•

Water-conserving Fixtures - Restroom sinks use sensor-activated low flow faucets.

Home Depot also includes energy efficient design components in its operations. Home Depot has an Energy
Management System for all its main overhead building lighting and HVAC equipment. The system includes a
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dedicated controller that is connected to a central monitoring station in Atlanta that controls the lighting and
HVAC systems to ensure they are operating efficiently and are turned off when they are not needed. A
component of this system includes an integrated skylight/photo cell system with photo cells mounted to the
outside of the building that measure ambient light levels. Based on these measurements, the Energy
Management System can automatically adjust internal lighting levels relative to the amount of light coming
through rooftop skylights. Part of this system also includes carbon dioxide sensor controls that automatically
close rooftop flutes to allow for greater recirculation of already cooled (or heated) air. The flutes
automatically re-open when carbon dioxide sensors indicate that more ventilation is necessary. Energy usage
is reduced by maximizing the amount of already cooled (or heated) inside air that can be re-circulated rather
than having to cool (or heat) new air from outside. In addition, Home Depot uses highly energy efficient
rooftop HVAC units and T-5 Fluorescent lighting systems in their stores.
With the implementation of these energy-efficiency measures by the project’s major retail tenants and compliance
with Title 24 requirements at a minimum by the remaining tenants, the project would be expected to achieve
energy efficiency in excess of Title 24 requirements. (See, Draft EIR, pp. 6-70 through 6-77.)
Despite these incorporated measures, commenters have suggested additional mitigation measures to address the
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts of the project. As is evident from the amended text of Mitigation
Measure 4.3-2, as shown above, the City has accepted many of these suggestions. Notably, the City has modified
that measure to include all but two of PCAPCD’s specific suggestions about how to address operational
emissions. Other suggestions were more difficult to respond to, as they were far less specific. Even as to those
suggestions, however, the City notes that many of them are similar to what is contemplated by existing legal
requirements, mitigation measures, applicant commitments, or expectations based on recent relevant experience
and marketplace considerations. Still, in light of (i) the stringency of existing PCAPCD requirements, (ii) the
already extensive energy conservation measures and design features the developer’s major tenants have already
committed to, and (iii) the already stringent character of Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 as modified above, the City
declines to adopt each and every suggestion made by each commenter, as explained below.
In response to PCAPCD’s specific suggestions, Measure 4.3-2 has been modified: to require the proposed home
improvement superstore (Home Depot) to rent only gasoline or natural gas pick-up trucks to its customers, to use
only natural gas for its primary back-up generators (a secondary, emergency fuel source is required, however, in
the event of gas line rupture), to install 110/208 volt outlets as required to run delivery trucks auxiliary equipment,
and to post signs prohibiting diesel trucks from idling more than five minutes (a prohibition that was already
required by Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 as written in the Draft EIR). Measure 4.3-2 has also been modified to
require the proposed free-standing discount superstore (Wal-Mart) to utilize delivery trucks that are powered
by auxiliary power units which come on when the trucks idle, and to post signs prohibiting diesel trucks from
idling more than five minutes. Per the modified Measure 4.3-2, both major tenants would be required to use
natural gas, propane, or electricity in powering its material handling equipment (forklifts)
The City does not believe it is practical or feasible, however, to impose a formal condition or mitigation measure
precluding the major tenants from being serviced by delivery trucks manufactured in 1996 or earlier. Local
distributors could be hurt by such a measures, as they likely have some vehicles older than 1996, though such
vehicles would have to meet State emissions control requirements. In any event, such a measure or condition
would likely accomplish only a very small benefit, as Home Depot’s freight carriers, for example, replace their
truck equipment on average every 5 to 7 years, making it likely that, even without a formal measure or condition,
the Home Depot fleet will contain 1996 or newer models.
The City also declines to adopt PCAPCD’s suggestion that HVAC systems be equipped with the PremAir catalyst
system or a similar system made by another manufacturer, if found to be available and economically feasible at
the time building permits are issued. The City has learned that experience elsewhere in the country suggests that
the costs of these systems exceed their benefits, particularly in light of the already very considerable expense
associated with the many other energy conservation and air pollution reduction features of the project. In fact, the
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PCAPCD itself has actually chosen to discontinue advocating the PremAir system as a mitigation measure due to
the fact the manufacturer has not provided the District with any data and third party verification regarding the
claimed benefit of the PremAir units. (Pers. Comm. Brent Backus, PCAPCD, August 2007.) Furthermore, on
October 26, 2007, the PremAir manufacturer, BASF, announced that this product will no longer be sold after
December 31, 2007. For these reasons, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD), like the PCAPCD, has suspended its past practice of recommending the use of operational
mitigation measure 26 (Install ozone destruction catalyst on air conditioning systems) in any future Air Quality
Mitigation Plans (AQMP). (See http://www.airquality.org/lutran/news2007/2007Q4.pdf)
Although PCAPCD offered very specific suggestions about how to further mitigate operational emissions, another
commenter offered less specific mitigation suggestions, which are more difficult for the City to respond to. The
law firm of Kenyon Yeates, on behalf of Rocklin Residents for Responsible Growth, suggests that the project
incorporate the mitigation measures set forth in the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association’s
(CAPCOA) January 2008 report, titled “CEQA & Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act.” The commenter does not direct
the City to any specific mitigation, but rather vaguely refers the City to 45 pages of potential mitigation measures
in Appendix B of the CAPCOA report. The City finds that this comment is not specific enough to justify a
detailed response. If the commenter had specific measures in mind, the comment should have focused the City’s
attention on any such measures.
CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with
feasible means of reducing environmental effects. (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los
Angeles Unified School Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 841.) Thus, the City need not undertake the burden of
analyzing all 45 pages of mitigation measures when the commenter has provided no specific examples or
assertions as to why some or all of these mitigation measures are feasible to reduce the air quality effects of the
project.
Moreover, the mitigation measures in Appendix B of the CAPCOA report are designed to mitigate greenhouse
gas emissions, and not traditional air quality impacts. As suggested above with respect to Mitigation Measure 624, it is recognized that conventional air pollution control measures generally have the co-benefit of reducing
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. (See e.g., Climate Protection Campaign and the Community Clean Water
Institute (June 2005) Report on the Integration of Air Quality Management and Climate Protection, prepared for
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency
<http://www.recyclenow.org/ AirDistrict-PhaseTwo061205.pdf>.) Whether particular mitigation measures
designed to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions would also effectively mitigate traditional air quality emissions,
however, is sometimes a question without a clear answer.
Because of the cumulative nature of GHG emissions and climate change impacts, the measures designed to
mitigate impacts of greenhouse gases may not necessarily fully avoid or mitigate traditional air quality impacts.
Analysis in the CAPCOA report indicates that a number of the suggested greenhouse gas mitigation measures
would actually have the potential to increase emissions of criteria and toxic pollutants. (See CAPCOA, pp. 4, 19.)
For instance, GHG reduction efforts such as alternative fuels and methane digesters may create significant levels
of increased pollutants that are detrimental to the health of the nearby population (e.g., particulate matter, ozone
precursors, toxic air contaminants). (CAPCOA, p. 19.) The mitigation measures summary in the CAPCOA report,
Appendix B, confirms that some of the recommended measures have adverse effects on air quality. (See
“Secondary Effects” column on pp. B-13 (MM T-21—issues with energy intensive ethanol production process),
B-31 (MM C-1—increased NOX), B-32 (MM C-2—increased THC, NOX), B-34 (MM RTP-1—possible local CO
increase, MM RTP-2—possible local CO increase.) In addition, many of the CAPCOA suggested mitigation
measures are not even applicable to the development and operation of commercial land uses.
Regardless, as noted above, the project’s major retail tenants would already incorporate energy efficiency
measures, many of which are recommended in the CAPCOA report, including: white roofs (cf. CAPCOA MM EEDAW
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13: Cool Roofs) (Wal-Mart only); energy efficient HVAC units (cf. CAPCOA MM E-9: Low Energy Cooling);
day lighting (cf. CAPCOA MM E-22: Day Lighting Systems); and water-conserving fixtures (cf. CAPCOA MM
E-23: Low-Water Use Appliances). The project would also already incorporate a number of the other CAPCOA
mitigation measures including: secure bicycle parking (cf. CAPCOA MM T-1: Bike Parking); project proximity
to existing residential and pedestrian access connection (cf. CAPCOA MM T-5: Pedestrian Network, MM T-6:
Barriers Minimized); transit enhancing infrastructure (cf. CAPCOA MM T-7: Bus Shelter for Existing/Planned
Transit Service); pedestrian pathways through parking lot to transit facilities (cf. CAPCOA MM T-12: Pedestrian
Pathway Through Parking); project proximity to planned Class II bikeway on Sierra College Blvd. (cf. CAPCOA
MM D-2: Orientation to Existing/Planned Transit, Bikeway or Pedestrian Corridor); and multiple commercial
services in single location (cf. CAPCOA MM D-3: Services Operational).
Finally, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires consideration of the following additional measures to reduce energy
consumption, which conform to mitigation suggested in the CAPCOA report: use solar, low-emissions, or central
water heaters (cf. CAPCOA MM E-14: Solar Water Heaters); orient buildings to take advantage of solar heating
and natural cooling (cf. CAPCOA MM E-7: Solar Orientation); use passive solar designs (cf. CAPCOA MM E21: Passive Heating and Cooling Systems); use 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 increase wall and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements (cf. CAPCOA MM E-6: Exceed Title
24); install photovoltaic cells (cf. CAPCOA MM E-5: On-site Renewable Energy System), programmable
thermostats for all heating and cooling systems (cf. CAPCOA MM E-20: Programmable Thermostats), and
awnings or other shading mechanisms for windows and walkways (cf. CAPCOA MM E-18: Shading
Mechanisms). Such measures would be implemented if determined to be feasible.
California Public Resources Code section 21061.1 explains that feasibility involves a balancing of various
“economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the
question of whether a particular mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project.
(City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal. App. 3d 410, 417.) “‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA
encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v.
City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App. 4th 704, 715.) Balancing the relevant economic, environmental, social, and
technological factors, however, it is evident that requiring all of the CAPCOA suggested measures is not
appropriate for this project.
As discussed above, energy-saving features are already incorporated into all aspects of the project. Both Wal-Mart
and Home Depot carefully select which features to include in their prototypes so that the combination of features
creates the greatest feasible energy savings. A feature that causes one system to operate more efficiently could
have an indirect effect on another system that results in that system operating less efficiently. The end result is a
less energy efficient store. The commenter has not shown that the CAPCOA suggested mitigation measures, in
combination with the many other features that the project would include, would significantly reduce the project's
impact on air quality. Instead, the commenter takes an ad hoc approach of simply urging the City to require all the
CAPCOA suggested mitigation measures. The focus of applying mitigation should be on the goal that everyone
shares—reducing air quality emissions. Thus, the City believes, businesses must be allowed some flexibility to
find the most effective way to reach that goal given their particular strengths and challenges.
Furthermore, there are also policy concerns to consider in the City’s ultimate analysis of the feasibility of these
suggested CAPCOA mitigation measures. Projects that require review under CEQA would be targeted to include
these CAPCOA mitigation measures to mitigate air quality impacts, while projects that do not require review
under CEQA would not be targeted. Since the decision to review a project under CEQA is largely dependent on
the local jurisdiction's regulatory scheme (similar entitlements can be either discretionary or ministerial,
depending on the jurisdiction), this approach could result in dramatically different standards throughout the State
and even the region. It could also result in many unintended consequences such as rendering certain jurisdictions
less favorable to developers and putting certain projects at an economic disadvantage as compared to direct
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competitors. Moreover, such an ad hoc approach targeting only certain projects and resulting in different
standards throughout the State is less desirable than a uniform, wide-spread approach to mitigating air quality
impacts.
This approach could also conflict with the statewide goal of reducing air quality emissions in the most effective
way possible, through State adopted policy and the consideration of new policies. Many of the CAPCOA
greenhouse gas mitigation measures implicate energy efficiency, but California’s Title 24 represents the adopted
State policy on building efficiency. The State adopted Title 24 specifically to reduce California’s energy
consumption and the State updates it periodically to incorporate new technology. Title 24 represents the State's
determination on green building practices taking the health and safety of the end users into account. As discussed
above, the proposed project would include numerous energy efficiency measures, including measures that exceed
Title 24 requirements, that would reduce the need to generate power and indirectly reduce air quality emissions.
Notably, the State itself is taking a number of steps likely to result in stricter (greener) building codes within the
foreseeable future. Once adopted, new statewide requirements will be applied uniformly, creating a more “level
playing field” than would result from an ad hoc approach such as that described above. Such efforts include, but
are not limited to:
►

State of California Energy Action Plan: CEC, the California Power Authority (CPA), and the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) have adopted an “Energy Action Plan” (EAP) that sets forth a
commitment to achieve joint goals for California’s energy future through specific actions. The second EAP
(EAP II) describes a coordinated implementation plan for state energy policies that have been expressed
through the Governor’s Orders, public positions, instructions to agencies, legislative direction and other
energy related policies. (CEC et al., EAP II <http://www.energy.ca.gov/energy_action_plan/2005-0921_EAP2_FINAL.PDF> (as of May 30, 2007).) The overarching goal of the EAP II is for California’s energy
to be adequate, technologically advanced, affordable, and environmentally-sound. One of the key actions
identified by the EAP II with respect to renewable energy and GHG emission reductions is to implement a
cost-effective program to achieve the 3,000 megawatts (MW) goal of the Governor’s “Million Solar Roof’s
initiative.” Another key action identified by the EAP is to establish a program to encourage solar hot water
heating.

►

The California Solar Initiative (CSI): California has set a goal to create 3,000 MW of new solar produced
electricity by 2017. This Initiative is administered by the CPUC. On March 2, 2006, the CPUC opened a
proceeding to develop rules and procedures for the Initiative and to continue considering policies for the
development of cost-effective, clean, and reliable distributed generation of energy. On August 21, 2006, the
Governor signed Senate Bill 1 (SB 1), which directs the Energy Commission to implement the Solar Initiative
program within certain budget limits and specific requirements. CPUC rulemaking is currently in progress to
reconcile its decisions with SB 1. Current incentives under the Initiative provide upfront, capacity-based
payment for new solar systems. This incentive system changed in 2007, however, into performance-based
payments. (Go Solar California, The California Solar Initiative <http://www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov/
csi/index.html> [as of March 1, 2008].)

►

Title 24 Update: Title 24 is revised on a three-year cycle. The next update will be in 2008. It is widely
recognized that Updates for the Title 24 Building standards will be an effective method by which the State
may reduce GHG emissions. For example, the EAP II (described above) directs the CEC to adopt new
building standards for implementation in 2008 that include cost-effective demand response technologies and
the integration of photovoltaic systems. (CEC, 2008 Update to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards,
2008 Standards Background and Objectives <http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/
background.html> (as of March 1, 2008).) Similarly, Executive Order 2-3-05, the Climate Action Initiative,
identifies Title 24 Building Standards as an explicit strategy in a menu of actions that will be necessary to
meet the goals of the Climate Action Initiative.
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In view of the ongoing efforts by the State of California to develop uniform standards for achieving even more
energy conservation than is already required by Title 24 in its current form, the City believes that it should refrain
from imposing even more mitigation obligations than it has already done through Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 as
modified. Doing more would potentially create a conflict with the measures ultimately adopted by the State (after
all of the public input and process necessary for regulatory action at the state level). Such a conflict could lead to a
piecemealed approach to energy conservation and air pollution reduction requirements under which the project
area would be subject to complex and expensive mandates that diverge from state norms or from requirements
imposed in surrounding jurisdictions prior to the time when new statewide requirements are adopted.
Comments addressed in this Master Response include 3-4, 3-5, 23-1, 39-1, 50-1, 50-2, 50-3, 50-5 and 53-5.

MASTER RESPONSE REGARDING SPECIAL-STATUS FISH AND SECRET RAVINE CREEK
A number of commenters have voiced concern regarding the project’s potential effect on Secret Ravine Creek and
the creek’s salmon population. The following master response addresses those various comments in a
comprehensive manner by providing information on special-status fish and habitat in the project area, as well as
describing the potential impacts from the project and the effectiveness of the mitigation proposed to address such
impacts. The response also addresses the analysis and conclusions of the following studies identified by the
commenters: Ayres, et al. (2003), U.C. Santa Barbara, Assessment of Stressors on Fall-Run Chinook Salmon in
Secret Ravine, Placer County, CA; and U.C. Berkeley, 2003, A benthic macro invertebrate survey of Secret
Ravine: the effects of urbanization on species diversity and abundance.
The southeast corner of the Rocklin Crossings Project is located approximately 300 feet northwest of Secret
Ravine Creek. Secret Ravine Creek, which is part of the Dry Creek Watershed, provides spawning and rearing
habitat for the federally threatened Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and spawning habitat for falland late fall-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), a federal candidate species and state species of
special concern. Thus, uncontrolled soil erosion generated during project construction could indirectly affect fish
habitat and benthic macroinvertebrates by degrading the water quality within Secret Ravine Creek. Urban
pollutants generated from the site during ongoing operations could also potentially degrade water quality, if not
properly controlled and treated.
As discussed in the Master Response on Water Quality below, the project’s runoff, erosion and subsequent
sedimentation issues, however, would be minimized or eliminated, through implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3. The mitigation proposed would prevent the project from contributing to the
degradation of Secret Ravine Creek and the special-status fish that use the Creek. Moreover, as discussed in the
technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP Consulting, Inc., (ECORP) (Appendix A), it
appears that, regardless of the existing or proposed uses of the project site, special-status fish populations in
Secret Ravine Creek have already been declining in recent years. The reason for the recent decline in fall-run
Chinook salmon stocks in Secret Ravine Creek is unclear, however. 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. (Detailed data and analysis regarding
current special-status fish populations in Secret Ravine Creek can be found in ECORP’s technical memorandum,
attached as Appendix A and incorporated herein by reference.)
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, however,
successful spawning and rearing is still occurring even though the overall quality of the stream habitats within
lower Secret Ravine Creek (i.e., within the general Project area) is currently relatively poor for anadromous fish.
The results of habitat typing in 2007 by ECORP biologists within the area of potential impact associated with the
Rocklin Crossings project and the project’s proposed detention basin indicate that limited spawning and rearing
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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 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 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 embeddedness of cobble and
gravel substrates. (Detailed data and analysis regarding current special-status fish habitat in Secret Ravine Creek
can be found in ECORP’s technical memorandum, attached as Appendix A.)
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 the above reaches of 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 the upstream and downstream sites to impacts
associated with urban runoff and nutrient loading in the vicinity of the downstream site, no information (water
quality data or sources of impairment) was provided in the study to support this conclusion. (Detailed data and
analysis regarding current BMI populations and habitat in Secret Ravine Creek, including further analysis of the
U.C. Berkeley 2003 study, can be found in ECORP’s technical memorandum, attached as Appendix A.)
The abundance of fine sediment has been identified by CDFG, the DCC, 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 offhighway 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, not the proposed project site. In general, small to large amounts of
impervious surfaces are already present along portions of Secret Ravine Creek.
Since the majority of the creek flows through private property, most of the off-highway vehicle use has occurred
in the lower reaches below Sierra College Boulevard, especially between China Garden Road and the confluence
with Miners Ravine Creek, where public access is readily available. Avoidance and protection measures to be
implemented along Secret Ravine Creek as part of the proposed Vista Oaks Development (located immediately
downstream of the end of China Garden Road) should eliminate off-highway vehicle use in this area and allow for
stabilization of the stream banks. Elimination of this major source of stream bank erosion and fine sediment
should reduce the overall amount of sediment in the lower reaches of the creek.
While habitat within Secret Ravine Creek may be currently of poor to moderate quality, the project would not
contribute to any further degradation. As discussed in the Master Response on Water Quality below, with
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3, the water entering Secret Ravine Creek would meet
existing water quality criteria from the project area, and the project’s potential impacts on Central Valley
steelhead and designated Critical Habitat, and on Central Valley fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon, as well as
BMIs, would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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To clarify how the BMPs referenced in Mitigation Measure 4.12-11 would be implemented to prevent
degradation of Secret Ravine Creek, which, in turn, prevents degradation of the Chinook salmon and Steelhead
habitat, the last paragraph on page 4.12-27 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
With the implementation of the BMPs identified in Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3, the storm
stormwater discharge from the project site would be captured within the project’s drainage systems and
would be filtered through pre-treatment devices such as hydrodynamic oil/water separators and/or
catch basin inlet filters other equally effective control systems prior to being directed to the water
quality basin. Once in the basin, the stormwater would undergo further treatment. Following
discharge from the detention basin.,Once in the detention basin, the settlement of undissolved solids
would occur, further removing contaminants from the storm water. As the storm stormwater is
discharged from the detention basin, it would flow through an existing grassy swale for approximately
300 feet before entering Secret Ravine Creek. The grassy swale would remove additional contaminants
within the storm water through biofiltration. The implementation of these BMPs, consistent with the
requirements of the site’s NPDES permit and the SWPPP, and design criteria identified by PRSCG,
would ensure that the quality of the water entering Secret Ravine Creek would not be substantially
degraded. With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the project’s impacts on Central
Valley fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead trout would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level.
Comments addressed in this Master Response include 10-3, 12-1, 15-1, 15-2, 15-3, 15-4, 15-7, 33-5, 39-1, 41-1,
43-5, 45-1, 49-1, 49-2, 55-1, 56-1, 57-1, 62-13, 62-16, 62-17, and 62-18.

MASTER RESPONSE ON WATER QUALITY
A number of commenters have voiced concern regarding the project’s stormwater runoff and its potential to
adversely affect Secret Ravine Creek. The following master response addresses those various comments in a
comprehensive manner describing the potential water quality impacts from the project and the effectiveness of the
mitigation proposed to address such impacts.
The southeast corner of the Rocklin Crossings Project is located approximately 300 feet northwest of Secret
Ravine Creek. Uncontrolled soil erosion generated during project construction could potentially degrade the water
quality within Secret Ravine Creek. Urban pollutants generated from the site during ongoing operations could
also potentially degrade water quality, if not properly controlled and treated.
The project’s runoff, erosion and subsequent sedimentation issues would be minimized or eliminated, through
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3, which require the preparation of an erosion control
plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and the installation of appropriate best management
practices (BMPs) for compliance with all 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 proposed to be implemented during construction include: the use of soil stabilizers, fiber rolls, inlet
filters, and gravel bags to prevent pollutants from being carried off-site in stormwater generated on the project
site. The erosion control plan would ensure that proper control of siltation, sedimentation, and other pollutants
would be implemented per the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements
and City ordinance standards. Debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, cement, concrete, washings, petroleum
products or other organic or earthen material would not be allowed to enter into or be placed where it may be
washed by rainfall or runoff into Secret Ravine Creek. Furthermore, the SWPPP would specify the pollutants that
are likely to be used during construction and that could be present in stormwater drainage and non-stormwater
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discharges; and to ensure the BMPs are effective, a sampling and monitoring program would be included in the
SWPPP that meets the requirements of SWRCB Order 99-08-DWQ. (Mitigation Measures 4.10-2c.)
Site operations with the potential to degrade water quality in the long term would also be mitigated through
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, which requires the project applicant to identify additional storm water runoff BMPs.
Currently, stormwater runoff from the project is planned to be pre-treated through roadway catchbasin filters and
continuous deflection system (CDS) units, and would then be routed to a detention basin. CDS units are more
fully described in Appendix B of this Final EIR. While the catchbasin filters and CDS units would function as the
primary treatment BMPs, the detention basin would serve to further reduce pollutants in stormwater through
infiltration, biological uptake, and settling. The detention basin has been designed to function as a water quality
basin in accordance with Guidance Document for Volume and Flow-based Sizing of Permanent Post-Construction
Best Management Practices for Stormwater Quality Protection published by the Placer Regional Stormwater
Coordination Group (PRSCG) (May 2005), and would serve to provide the preferred “treatment train” system
(discussed in Mitigation Measure 4.10-3, below). The detention basin has been designed to serve a dual use;
attenuate peak post project flows and accommodate the water quality volume.
ECORP estimated post-project pollutant concentrations for a design that incorporates both CDS units/catchbasin
filters and a water quality basin (Table 2-2). Pollutant concentrations are estimated to occur below established
limits, for all evaluated pollutants that have associated limits.
Table 2-2
Rocklin Crossing Estimated Pollutant Concentrations
Constituent of
Concern

Units

Secret Ravine
Baseline
Concentration

Typical*
Commercial
Concentration

Pre-treatment
BMP**
Removal (%)

Basin***
Removal
(%)

Project w/ Pretreatment BMPs
and Basin

Oil and Grease

mg/L

0.00

6.94

33.00

30.30

3.24

Not
Available

Total Suspended
Solids

mg/L

54.40

84.00

27.00

54.00

28.21

Not
Available

Total Dissolved
Solids

mg/L

108.90

38.74

15.30

12.80

37.01

450a

Total Organic
Carbon

mg/L

10.40

11.84

0.00

22.20

9.21

Not
Available

Nitrate

mg/L

1.70

1.21

41.00

35.40

0.46

10b

Nitrite

mg/L

0.00

1.21

41.00

35.40

0.46

1.0b

Zinc (Total)

ug/L

0.00

197.20

47.00

58.50

43.37

43-78c

Criteria

* City of Stockton Water Quality Monitoring Program (HSI Hydrologic Systems, 2002 – River Island EIR)
** Currently proposed: catchbasin filters and CDS Units. Removal rates based on those for hydrodynamic separators: USEPA NPDES
Stormwater BMPs Database (updated 6/2003)
*** Based on those for dry pond USEPA NPDES Stormwater BMPs Database (updated 6/2003)
a. Water Quality Limit for Agriculture (Ayers & Westcot)
b. Maximum Contaminant Level Allowed in Drinking Water, Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan
c. Assumed hardness of 30-60 mg/L, calcium carbonate

The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central
Valley Region identifies narrative criteria for oil and grease. Numerical criteria are not identified; however, the
Regional Board has imposed, by order, discharger-specific limits ranging from 10-20 mg/L. The estimated project
discharge concentration falls below this limit.
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The project’s proposed detention basin would serve to mitigate for downstream impacts related to flow
modification. The project detention basin is designed to serve a dual detention/water quality function, and thus
would serve to minimize the discharge of pollutants from the project site. The incorporation of a water quality
basin ensures that the estimated pollutant concentrations (for evaluated pollutants) would comply with existing
water quality criteria.
Following discharge from the detention basin, the stormwater would flow through an existing grassy swale for
approximately 300 feet before entering Secret Ravine Creek. Such measures are designed to reduce the discharge
pollutant concentrations to comply with existing water quality criteria and to minimize the potential for impacting
Secret Ravine Creek, Central Valley steelhead and Critical Habitat, or Chinook salmon. (Please see Master
Response Regarding Special-Status Fish and Secret Ravine Creek above for a discussion of how runoff from the
project could affect fish in Secret Ravine Creek.) Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the site, however, the
BMPs would be reviewed for adequacy by the City of Rocklin, Engineering Department to ensure that they would
effectively remove pollutants from the site’s stormwater runoff. At that time, if technologies as effective as, or
more effective than, catch-basin filters or CDS units are available, they could be considered.
Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3, the quality of the water entering Secret
Ravine Creek would not be degraded and the project’s potential impacts on water quality would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. Even so, the City has determined that the language of Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and
4.10-3 could be improved upon in order to further allay concerns about potential effects on Secret Ravine Creek
and to eliminate an incorrect reference to a need for an NPDES permit for the project. Therefore, bullet “b” of
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 on page 4.10-15 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
b. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or any construction activity, the project applicant shall obtain
from the Central Valley RWQCB the appropriate regulatory approvals for project construction
including a Section 401 water quality certification, and an NPDES stormwater permit for general
construction activity, including construction dewatering activities.
In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 and the Level of Significance after Mitigation discussion commencing on
page 4.10-16 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3: Potential Long-Term Degradation of Water Quality
Before issuance of a grading permit for the site, the project applicant shall obtain from the Central Valley
RWQCB a general NPDES permit submit a Notice of Intent to comply with the NPDES General
Permit for Construction Related Activities and shall comply with all of the permit requirements in
order to minimize storm water discharges associated with site operations. In addition, the project
applicant shall prepare a SWPPP and implement Best Management Practices designed to minimize
sedimentation and release of products used during site operations.
Before approval of the final project design, the project applicant shall identify storm water runoff BMPs
selected from the Storm Water Quality Task Force’s California Storm Water Best Management Practices
Handbook (American Public Works Association 1993), the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies
Association’s (1999) Start at the Source: Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection, or
similar documents. The applicant shall adopt a “treatment train” stormwater quality program in
which stormwater is subject to more than one type of BMP. Source control BMPs shall constitute
the first-step BMPs and shall include, but would not be limited to, 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
BMPs 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 second-step BMPs
shall contain a media or structure designed to remove oil and grease. The third-step BMP shall
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include a water quality basin designed according to the Guidance Document 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). Typical BMPs that could be used on the project site shall include, but are not limited to, catchbasin
inserts, compost storm water filters, sand filters, vegetated filter strips, biofiltration swales, oil/water
separators, biodetention basins, or other equally effective measures. Other BMPs shall include, but would
not be limited to, 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. BMPs shall identify and implement mechanisms for the routine
maintenance, inspection, and repair of pollution control mechanisms. In addition, tThe BMPs shall be
reviewed for adequacy by the City of Rocklin, Engineering Department prior to issuance of a grading
permit for the site to ensure that they will effectively remove pollutants from the site’s stormwater runoff.
Long-term functionality of the stormwater quality BMPs shall be provided for through a
maintenance and inspection program. Prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit, the applicant
shall 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, 3) and include provisions for the repair or replacement of BMPs.
Level of Significance after Mitigation
With the implementation of the BMPs identified above, the stormwater discharge from the project site
would be captured within the project’s drainage systems and would be filtered through oil/water
separators and/or other equally effective control systems pre-treatment devices such as hydrodynamic
separators or catch basin inlet filters prior to being directed to the detention water quality basin. Once
in the detention basin, the settlement of undissolved solids would occur, stormwater would undergo
further further removing contaminants from the stormwater treatment. Long-term functionality of the
BMPs would be provided for through a maintenance and monitoring program. As the stormwater is
discharged from the detention basin, it would flow through an existing grassy swale for approximately
300 feet before entering Secret Ravine Creek. The grassy swale would remove additional contaminants
within the stormwater through biofiltration. The implementation of these BMPs, consistent with the
requirements of the site’s NPDES permit and the SWPPP, and design criteria identified by PRSCG,
would ensure that the quality of the water entering Secret Ravine Creek would not be substantially
degraded. With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the project’s operational water quality
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
With respect to the project’s affect on Secret Ravine Creek, as discussed in both the Master Response on SpecialStatus Fish and Secret Ravine Creek above and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by
ECORP (attached as Appendix A), it appears that, regardless of the existing or proposed uses of the project site,
the overall quality of the stream habitats within lower Secret Ravine Creek (i.e., within the general Project area) is
currently relatively poor for anadromous fish. Yet, based on the positive results of presence/absence surveys
conducted by CDFG in 2004 and 2005 and observations of juvenile salmonids in 2007 by ECORP biologists,
successful spawning and rearing is still occurring.
While habitat within Secret Ravine Creek may be currently of poor to moderate quality, the project would not
contribute to any further degradation. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3, the water
entering Secret Ravine Creek would meet existing water quality criteria from the project area, and the project’s
potential impacts on Secret Ravine Creek, would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Comments addressed in this Master Response include 10-3, 12-1, 15-1, 15-2, 15-3, 15-4, 15-7, 33-5, 39-1, 41-1,
43-5, 45-1, 49-1, 49-2, 55-1, 56-1, 57-1, 62-13, 62-16, 62-17, and 62-18.
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MASTER RESPONSE ON LAND USE
Several comments were made with respect to whether or not the proposed project is appropriate for the location it
is being proposed at, particularly given the proximity of residential land uses.
The City of Rocklin has anticipated retail commercial development at this location for almost 30 years. The
project site was zoned for retail commercial uses by the City of Rocklin on May 21, 1979 as a part of a project
known at the time as Sierra Center. The establishment of retail commercial zoning on the project site nearly 30years ago was a public action and the zoning maps for that property since that time have reflected the anticipation
of retail commercial uses. Such zoning maps have always been, and continue to be, available for public use and
review.
For long-time residents of the area, some of whom have commented on the Draft EIR, it should come as no
surprise that retail commercial uses are going to occur at this location. A regional mall project was considered by
the City of Rocklin at this location in the late 1980’s/early 1990’s, and although that much-publicized project
never came to fruition, the opportunity for retail commercial uses on the project site via the project’s zoning
designation that existed then remains in place today and allows for the currently proposed project.
The City of Rocklin adopted an update to its General Plan in 1991 and through that process confirmed the current
project area as a site designated for retail commercial land uses. The City of Rocklin has been in the process of
preparing another update to its General Plan since 2001/2002, and has conducted extensive public outreach as a
part of that effort in several ways.
First, during preparation of the General Plan Update, the City advertised a “window of opportunity” for members
of the public and property owners to submit requests for changes in land use designations within the City’s
Planning Area. The window of opportunity for land use designation requests was advertised in the Placer Herald
via two large display ads that were published on June 26, 2002 and July 3, 2002. The 30-day timeframe during
which the requests could be submitted was between June 26, 2002 and July 26, 2002. A total of 10 requests were
received by the City.
Second, the City Council appointed an 18-member General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), comprised of
Rocklin citizens, whose function was to provide input and recommendations on the General Plan Update. The
GPAC met to consider the aforementioned requested land use changes on June 26, 2003. This meeting, as was the
case with all GPAC meetings, was open to the public and advertised in the Placer Herald, and information
regarding the GPAC meetings was displayed in the City’s five standard posting locations.
Finally, the proposed General Plan Update document and land use diagram were reviewed by the City’s Planning
Commission and the City Council in separate public meetings, called “Confirmation Hearings”. The General Plan
Update document and land use diagram were not approved at these hearings, but staff received direction from the
Commission and Council that the General Plan Update document and the proposed land use diagram that was
presented should be studied as the “preferred project” in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General
Plan Update. The Confirmation Hearings were also noticed in the Placer Herald and open to the public. The
Confirmation Hearing before the Planning Commission was conducted on December 7, 2004, and the
Confirmation Hearing before the City Council was conducted on January 25, 2005.
Throughout this General Plan Update process, there was never any discussion or input received from the public,
the Planning Commission or City Council with regard to the appropriateness of the retail commercial land use
designation and zoning for the properties surrounding the Sierra College Boulevard/Interstate-80 interchange,
including the proposed Rocklin Crossings project site.
At the time that the retail commercial zoning was established for the project site, the adjacent properties to the
east were designated for residential uses, and that residential use designation remains today. The City of Rocklin,
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similar to many other jurisdictions, has locations such as this where residential and commercial uses are adjacent
to each other. The City recognizes that such uses could create conflicts and as such, the City of Rocklin General
Plan contains two Commercial Land Use policies, which state as follows: “To minimize conflicts between new
commercial land uses and other land uses, especially residential, park, and recreational uses.” (Policy 21), and
“To require that commercial land uses be buffered from incompatible land uses and protected from encroachment
by residential or other incompatible use through the use of techniques including, but not limited to, landscaping,
soundwalls, berms, fencing, open space setbacks, greenbelts, and building orientation.” (Policy 22)
As noted on page 4.1-10 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project includes the implementation of Development
Guidelines that would establish and control the design character for the entire project. These Development
Guidelines address the compatibility of the proposed project with the adjacent land uses through the
implementation of landscape buffering and the construction of screening walls along the eastern property line to
shield existing and proposed future residential uses from the project’s commercial operations, consistent with the
policies stated above.
The proposed land use and level of development at this site is predominantly consistent with the City’s long-time
General Plan and zoning designations for the property (with the exception of 1.23 acres), which reflect its
potential as a tax-generating commercial area due to its proximity to, and visibility from, Interstate 80. With the
exception of the 1.23 acres, the project is also consistent with the City’s General Plan land use and zoning
designations for the project site. While currently not fully developed, the adjacent properties are predominantly
designated for retail commercial uses, with only the properties to the east of the project site designated for
residential use.
With regard to the 1.23 acres of the project site that are not designated for retail commercial uses, the proposed
project is requesting a General Plan amendment and rezone of the 1.23 acres so that the project would not conflict
with the site’s land use or zoning designations, as discussed on page 4.1-8 of the Draft EIR. It should be noted
that the adjacent proposed Rocklin 60 residential project is also requesting a General Plan amendment and rezone
for a 1.23 acre portion of land on that project site that is currently designated and zoned for retail commercial
uses. This would make it such that if both the Rocklin Crossings project and the Rocklin 60 project are approved,
the conversion of the 1.23 acres to retail commercial uses for the Rocklin Crossings project and the conversion of
1.23 acres to residential uses for the Rocklin 60 project would essentially be a “wash”, with no overall reduction
or gain.
Comments addressed in this Master Response include 9-1, 20-1, 21-1, 33-3, 40-1, and 52-1.
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1-1

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit,
Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse
1/24/08

The commenter identifies when the Draft EIR was received by the State Clearinghouse and the agencies
that reviewed the document. No additional response is necessary.
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2
Response

2-1

Native American Heritage Commission
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst
12/11/07

The assessment of cultural resource impacts included in the Draft EIR was conducted consistent with the
requirements identified by the commenter.
On 11 December 2007, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) submitted a letter
indicating its review of the Notice of Completion for the Rocklin Crossings project, and provided four
categories of recommendations for determining impacts to cultural resources.
1. NAHC recommended that the appropriate Information Center be contacted for a records search to
determine whether or not the property has been surveyed and whether or not recorded archaeological
sites are located inside the project area.
ECORP conducted records searches with the North Central Information Center at California State
University, Sacramento on 23 January 2003 and 16 February 2005. The record search results indicate
that three cultural resource investigations have been conducted within the project area. The previous
surveys resulted in the identification of three prehistoric sites, three historic sites, one prehistoric
isolate, and two historic isolates. These resources are summarized in Table 4.13-1 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report and are reported in the survey report prepared for the project by
ECORP (November 2005).
2. NAHC recommended that if the project area had not been previously surveyed, then a professional
archaeologist prepare a confidential survey report to be submitted to the Information Center.
ECORP conducted a pedestrian survey of the project area in 2003 and prepared a technical survey
report of the findings. As a result of the survey, no newly identified cultural resources were recorded.
The results were transmitted to the North Central Information Center, with the testing and evaluation
report, on 18 November 2005.
3. NAHC recommended that it be contacted to perform a sacred lands file check and for a list of Native
American community members who may have comments about the project.
ECORP contacted NAHC on 31 October 2002 and 16 September 2004 to request a search of the
sacred lands file. On 08 November 2002 and 24 September 2004, ECORP received responses from
NAHC, indicating that the search failed to yield information on Native American cultural resources.
The NAHC provided a list of community members, who were each contacted by letter on 09 January
2003 and 01 November 2004. Phone calls were subsequently made to each individual to solicit
comments.
Rose Enos stated that if burials were identified during testing, she would like to be contacted again.
The United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) responded by letter on 18 November 2004 with a
request that the bedrock milling stations be avoided during project implementation, and if that option
is not possible, they are willing to discuss it further.
4. NAHC recommended that the lead agency include, as part of its mitigation plan, provisions for
unanticipated discovery and monitoring of sensitive areas by an archaeologist and tribal monitor.
The Draft Environmental Impact Report provides measures for the management of unanticipated
discovery of cultural resources, including the role of Native Americans (see Mitigation Measures 4.13-2
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and 4.13-3 on page 4.13-12 of the Draft EIR). In addition, in response to the commenter’s statement, the
first sentence of Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 is hereby revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 4.13-2: Potential Impacts to Undocumented Cultural Resources.
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 projectrelated 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.
For more information regarding the cultural resource evaluation conducted for the proposed project, the
commenter is referred to Section 4.13, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR.
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3
Response

Placer County Air Pollution Control District,
Yushuo Chang, Senior Planner
1/23/08

3-1

The comments are consistent with the conclusions of the Draft EIR and no further response is necessary.

3-2

As stated in Table 4.3-3 on page 4.3-18 of the Draft EIR, the short-term construction emissions were
modeled using the most recent California Air Resources Board-approved URBEMIS 2007 model Version
9.2 recommended by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District. The text in the first sentence of the
second full paragraph on page 4.3-18 incorrectly references the 2002 version of the model. Therefore, in
response to the commenter’s statement, the first sentence in the second full paragraph on page 4.3-18 is
hereby revised as follows:
Short-term construction emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and CO were modeled using the ARBapproved URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2 2002 Version 8.7 computer program as recommended by
the PCAPCD.

3-3

In response to the commenter’s statement, the last sentence of the last bulleted mitigation measure on
page 4.3-19 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows:
Contractors can contact PCAPCD access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District’s web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed
in this measure. http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/index.shtml#construction. The contractor
can provide the calculation spreadsheets to the District in electronic format for review and
for project compliance.

3-4

A discussion of the mitigation measures suggested by the commenter is included in the Master Response
on Energy Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation included at the beginning of the responses.

3-5

A discussion of the mitigation measures suggested by the commenter is included in the Master Response
on Energy Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation included at the beginning of the responses.

3-6

The project applicant is required to implement all of the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR
that are adopted as conditions of approval regardless of their location in the document. Therefore,
Mitigation Measure 6-20 has not been relocated to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.
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4
Response

4-1

Placer County Water Agency,
R. Brent Smith, P.E., Deputy Director of Technical Services
1/22/08

As discussed on page 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR, the Val Verde Road connection necessary for the project is
one piece of Placer County Water Agency’s (PCWA) master-planned water supply conveyance
improvement project designed to reduce demand on the Taylor Road pipeline (which operates at capacity
today). These PCWA water supply conveyance improvements are intended to ensure that PCWA’s
system can provide service for and meet the demands of not just the proposed project, but all
developments that may be expected to occur within the area of benefit—the Sierra College
Boulevard/Interstate 80 interchange area identified in Exhibit 4.6-2 on page 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR
(including in excess of 300 acres of land in both Rocklin and Loomis)—without adversely affecting the
pressure or velocity requirements of PCWA’s system elsewhere.
The proposed project may accelerate the timing of the construction of certain PCWA improvements, but it
does not cause them to occur. The construction of these improvements are not, therefore, a part of the
Rocklin Crossings project. As PCWA planned infrastructure projects, the improvements are subject to
analysis under CEQA separate from the Rocklin Crossings project. As PCWA notes, it is currently
working with the project proponents to enter into a Facilities Agreement to provide the appropriate CEQA
analysis of the impacts of the specific pipeline route, prepare improvement plans, and construct the
pipeline. The Draft EIR provided a summary of the potential impacts which could occur with construction
of these PCWA improvements because construction of the waterline must occur to serve this project and
others. Since the pipelines would be installed within existing roadway rights-of-way, consistent with
PCWA standards, no impacts on biological or cultural resources are anticipated. The temporary
construction impacts, however, would be considered significant based on the air emissions, traffic delays
and noise associated with trenching activities. The Draft EIR addresses these potentially significant
impacts through Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, under which all mitigation measures recommended in Chapter
4 of the Draft EIR would be applied to mitigate any significant water conveyance construction impacts to
less than significant levels.

4-2

In response to the commenter’s statement, the last paragraph on page 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR is hereby
revised as follows:
Off-site conveyance facilities are shown in Exhibit 4.6-1. These PCWA improvements are
intended to ensure that PCWA’s system can provide service for and meet the water demands (as it
pertains to either peak fire flows or maximum day demands, or both) of the proposed project
and other commercial developments that may or are expected to occur within the area of benefit,
further identified as the Sierra College Boulevard/Interstate 80 interchange area (as depicted in
Exhibit 4.6-2) without adversely affecting the pressure or velocity requirements of PCWA’s
system elsewhere.

4-3

In response to the commenter’s statement, the second paragraph on page 4.6-17 of the Draft EIR is hereby
revised as follows:
The project applicant would be required to relocate the Eastside Canal pipe that traverses the
portion of the property abutting Interstate 80 within the project site. The canal serves a number
of PCWA raw water customers in the surrounding properties, and reconstruction or
relocation of the canal has the potential to temporarily affect PCWA’s ability to serve these
customers. PCWA would require the canal pipe to be relocated before construction of the
proposed project to avoid being located under permanent structures. The project would be
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required to maintain the ability to provide raw water service to existing customers served
from lines affected by the project by maintaining current pressure and flow rates. The
project applicant would be required to prepare plans and enter into a Facilities Agreement with
the PCWA to relocate the canal pipe. Overflow easements would be required from existing or
relocated service boxes to approved locations. The existing canal pipe would remain in service
until the replacement pipe is in service.
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5-1

Public Utilities Commission,
Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer
Protection and Safety Division
1/14/08

Safety of the rail crossing is not impacted by additional traffic demand. The gates are actuated and remain
down as long as necessary to allow trains to pass. The rail crossing gates are coordinated with the signal
at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard/Taylor Road, which provides sufficient clearance times to
clear the intersection as well as the rail tracks before the gate closes.
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Response

6-1

South Placer Municipal Utility District,
Dari Burbano, Engineering Technician
12/11/07

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. It is further noted that in the
event the approved Croftwood subdivision does not construct necessary trunk sewer facilities, their
construction would become the responsibility of the proposed project. 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. The commenter does not raise any
substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise a significant environmental
issue; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
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7-1

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria,
Greg Baker, Tribal Administrator
1/3/08

Based on previous studies, as well as EDAW archival and field investigations, three prehistoric
archaeological sites, one isolated prehistoric artifact, and five historic-era cultural resources have been
identified within the project site. The three early Native American sites, the isolated prehistoric artifact,
and the five historic-era resources were evaluated to determine their eligibility for listing on the California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) (or the National Register of Historical Places). None of the
prehistoric or historic-era resources located within the project site (inclusive of the detention basin area)
was determined to be eligible for listing on the CRHR (or the National Register of Historical Places) and
none of them were considered to be unique archaeological resources (as defined in Public Resources
Code, Section 21083.2) due to a lack of association with historically significant persons or events, a lack
of historical integrity, and/or a lack of data potential. Therefore, no significant cultural or historical
resources would be affected by project implementation and no impacts on cultural resources would occur
with development of the project.
Two of the three prehistoric archaeological sites identified within the project boundaries were likely
removed during the grading activities for the improvements to the Interstate 80/Sierra College Boulevard
Interchange. This separate project included use of nearly 50% of the project site to accommodate
interchange improvements and a soil borrow area. Two of the three prehistoric archaeological sites were
located within this excavation area. The excavated soils from the project site are being used to construct
the interchange’s elevated freeway on- and off-ramps. The last remaining prehistoric archaeological site is
anticipated to be removed during site grading for the proposed project.
With regard to the request that the United Auburn Indian Community be notified in the event of an
inadvertent discovery, Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 has been amended to include a requirement to consult
with the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC), in addition to the qualified professional
archaeologist, in the event of an inadvertent discovery. If, however, human remains are discovered, the
provisions in Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 remain as stated: the NAHC will determine the identity of the
Most Likely Descendent.
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8-1

Anonymous
1/14/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The commenter does not raise any
substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise a significant environmental
issue; therefore, no additional response is necessary.
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9
Response

Anna Claiborne
1/23/08

9-1

With the exception of 1.23 acres, the project site has been planned and zoned by the City for commercial
uses and the project proposes to develop the site with commercial uses. Individual store sizes are typically
determined based on the individual needs of the anticipated building tenants and the site’s specific zoning
restrictions. The decision of individual tenants to lease space within the proposed development is solely
within their own discretion based on their interpretation of the business climate and market conditions.
These tenants also have the right to relocate their businesses or terminate business operations as they see
fit. Therefore, there is no guarantee that individual tenants will remain indefinitely within the proposed
project site. Notably, in general, local decision-makers generally need not concern themselves, under
CEQA or otherwise, with the identity of tenants within retail projects, but rather should focus instead on
the land uses at issue and their effects. (Maintain our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004)
124 Cal.App.4th 430, 443-444, citing Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1004,
1014.) For a discussion of the appropriateness of the project at the location being proposed, the
commenter is referred to the Land Use Master Response.

9-2

The Planned Development - Commercial (PD-C) zoning is intended to provide the means for greater
creativity and flexibility in environmental design than is provided under the strict application of the
zoning and subdivision ordinances, while at the same time protecting the public health, safety and welfare
and property values. Although encouraging the preservation of open space is one of the purposes of the
PD-C zoning, it is not the only purpose. The other purposes include the following: 1) Promote and
encourage cluster development on large sites to avoid sensitive areas of property; 2) Encourage creative
and innovative design on large sites by allowing flexibility in property development standards; 3)
Accommodate various types of large scale, complex and phased developments; and 4) Establish a
procedure for the development of large tracts of land in order to reduce or eliminate the rigidity, delays,
and conflicts that otherwise would result from application of zoning standards designed primarily for
small lots.
In addition, the City General Plan includes specific goals and policies for commercial land uses that do
not specifically require the inclusion of open space within commercial developments. The project’s
consistency with the General Plan’s commercial land use goals and policies is discussed in detail on pages
4.1-8 through 4.1-10 of the Draft EIR.

9-3

On May 16, 2007, the project applicant secured authorization for the fill of approximately 0.426 acre of
jurisdictional waters of the United States (Nationwide Permit #39). Prior to the commencement of any
construction activities associated with the proposed project, the project applicant will be required to
comply with all of the terms and conditions of the Nationwide Permit. This includes compensating for the
acreage of wetlands filled with project implementation in order to ensure no net loss of wetland resources.
The project applicant proposes to compensate for wetland removal through the purchase of appropriate
wetland credits (i.e., 0.426 acre of seasonal wetlands) from an agency-approved mitigation bank or
through a contribution to an In-lieu Fee Fund. By replacing the wetland resources removed with site
development, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s wetland protection policies, which
allow for implementation of appropriate mitigation measures where avoidance is not feasible.

9-4

As stated on page 4.12-22 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in the removal of all of the
native oak trees on the site, including two heritage trees. In the short-term, the removal of these trees
would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact because the removed trees would not be
immediately replaced with mature oak trees. However, in the long-term, the trees removed with site
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development would be replaced at a minimum of a 2:1 ratio and/or the project applicant would be
required to contribute to the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Fund, consistent with the City’s Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance. Per the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, funds deposited into the
Oak Tree Preservation Fund shall be used for the following purposes only: 1) acquisition of land deemed
appropriate for oak tree reforestation; 2) activities related to the planting, acquisition and maintenance of
oak trees; 3) compensation of arborists retained by the City in connection with the administration of this
chapter and any related programs; 4) oak tree preservation educational programs, and 5) activities related
to the administration of this fund and the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance. The City of Rocklin
commissioned the firm of Phytosphere Research to evaluate, characterize, and make recommendations on
the City’s urban forest, and from that effort, a 2006 report titled “Planning for the Future of Rocklin’s
Urban Forest” was produced. One of the findings of this report was that the City’s overall tree canopy
cover has increased from 11% in 1952 to 18% in 2003 (a 63% increase) due to the protection of existing
oaks and growth of both new and existing trees. This finding supports the City’s on-going practice of
requiring mitigation for oak tree removal through its Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance as being an
effective way to maintain or even increase urban forest canopy.
The project’s long-term impact on oak trees would be reduced to a less-than-significant level once
replanted trees become established and mature. By complying with the oak tree replacement requirements
consistent with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, the proposed project would be consistent
with the City’s oak tree preservation policies. Nothing in the City’s ordinance requires the preservation of
every tree on a proposed development site. Rather, the ordinance allows the cutting of trees with proper
mitigation. In addition, a given project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every General
Plan policy (Sequoyah Home Owners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal App. 4th 704, 719
(Sequoyah)).
9-5

The commenter references a land use policy that does not exist in either the existing 1991 City of Rocklin
General Plan or the 2005 City of Rocklin Draft General Plan Update. The 1991 General Plan contains a
Policy 7 for new residential land use that states “To require that new development in or near existing
residential areas be compatible with those existing neighborhoods.”, but that policy does not apply to the
proposed retail commercial project. For the policies that are applicable to the proposed project, the
commenter is referred to the April 1991 City of Rocklin General Plan. For a discussion of the project’s
consistency with the General Plan’s commercial land use policies, the commenter is referred to page 4.112 of the Draft EIR.

9-6

The Rocklin Crossings project does add approximately 18,000 additional trips to its surrounding
roadways. The level of service (LOS) analysis of the intersections, for peak hour (a.m. and p.m. peak)
conditions (highest traffic for a continuous 60 minute period) show that the project impacts can be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels (with recommended mitigation measures) consistent with City
policy. In previously imposing commercial general plan and zoning designations on the subject property,
the City implicitly recognized that, once the property was developed consistent with these designations,
vehicular traffic would result.

9-7

General Plan policy 13 states that “To maintain 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. Exceptions may be made for peak hour traffic where not all movements
exceed the acceptable level of service”. Consistent with the policy, eleven intersections (out of 21) were
within ½ mile of direct freeway access and the minimum permitted traffic level of service for these
intersections is “D”. The intersections that are forecast to operate at unsatisfactory level of service (D, E,
and F) are not downgraded to unsatisfactory conditions due to project traffic. Where ever the intersections
are downgraded to unsatisfactory conditions due to project traffic, an appropriate mitigation measure is
proposed. None of the impacts anticipated in the Draft EIR creates a violation of General Plan Policy 13.
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9-8

The commenter is mistaken. The traffic study includes an analysis of two time horizons: a Baseline which
is a near term condition including existing traffic levels, traffic from a list of approved projects at the time
the Rocklin Crossings project EIR was initiated, and new project traffic; and a second horizon, 2025,
when all development considered in the Rocklin and surrounding communities’ General Plans is
included. The approved project list was finalized in November 2006 and all the geographically-relevant
approved projects at that time were included in the list. Any project that was submitted to the City after
November 2006 was not included in the approved project list. The Clover Valley Lakes project was not
yet approved in November 2006 and was therefore not included in the Baseline analysis. By virtue of its
underlying zoning and land use designations, however, development of the Clover Valley property was
included in the 2025 analysis. It is unclear what is being referenced by the retail development on
Americana Drive portion of the comment (the area off of Americana Drive is designated for Light
Industrial uses); however, the 2025 analysis includes consideration of the all of the adopted General Plan
land uses for the City, including the Clover Valley area and the Americana Drive area, and therefore,
consideration of this cumulative traffic is reported in the 2025 traffic impact analysis.

9-9

The South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fee amount applies to new development
and is based on the size and type of development. The current SPRTA fee is $2,111 per equivalent
dwelling unit. A single family home is considered to be one (1) equivalent dwelling unit. Taxpayers will
not pay anything towards the improvement of Sierra College Boulevard to six (6) lanes. The SPRTA fee
will pay for one additional travel lane in each direction, while the third travel lane, shoulder and frontage
improvements will all be the responsibility of the developer. SPRTA will contribute approximately $7.12
million for the design of improvements to Sierra College Boulevard from just south of Taylor Road to
Granite Drive, and the construction of improvements from Sierra College Boulevard from just south of
the new interchange at Interstate 80 (I-80) to just north of El Don Drive. The SPRTA funding comes from
the collection of the SPRTA fee at issuance of building permits for residential, commercial, office and
industrial projects within the communities of Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln and south Placer County. For
Fiscal Year 2006/07, the total fee collected was $5,351,538. Since its inception in mid-2002, total SPRTA
fees collected through October 2007 is approximately $29 million.

9-10

The oak tree replacement ratio identified in the Biological Resources Section (Section 4.12) of the Draft
EIR is consistent with the requirements of the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, and does account
for the lag time mentioned by the commenter. Based on the native oak tree surveys conducted for the site,
approximately 221 native oak trees would be removed from the site with project implementation. Of the
221 trees to be removed, two are identified as heritage oak trees, which are oak trees native to the Rocklin
area with a diameter at breast height of 24 inches or greater. In the short-term, the removal of these trees
would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact because the removed trees would not be
immediately replaced with mature oak trees. Increasing the replacement ratio would not eliminate this
short-term impact because it would not accelerate the growth of replacement trees. However, in the longterm, the trees removed with site development would be replaced at a minimum of a 2:1 ratio and/or the
project applicant would be required to contribute to the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Fund,
consistent with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance. The commenter is referred to Response to
Comment 9-4 for more information regarding the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and its
applicability to the proposed project. Because the proposed 2:1 replacement ratio would be consistent
with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, the project’s long-term impact on oak trees would be
less than significant and a higher replacement ratio would not be necessary.

9-11

The commenter is assumed to be referring to the proposed Rocklin 60 residential development, which
would be located directly east of the Rocklin Crossings project. A Health Risk Assessment was prepared
to determine the exposure levels for the possible future residents within the proposed Rocklin 60
residential development due to their direct proximity to the project site. The Health Risk Assessment is
attached as Appendix C to this Final EIR. Based on the modeling results included in the Health Risk
Assessment, the lifetime cancer risk associated with operation of the proposed project was identified for
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the individual residences within the proposed Rocklin 60 residential development. The highest lifetime
cancer risk for an individual residence was identified as 5.1 in a million. For the majority of the
residences, the cancer risk level was identified as 1 in a million or less. These estimated cancer risk levels
are conservatively based on a hypothetical individual exposed to carcinogenic emissions from the project
site continuously, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year for a 70-year lifetime, which is very unlikely to
occur in reality. Based on these calculations, the lifetime cancer risk associated with operation of the
proposed project for the residences within the proposed Rocklin 60 residential development would not
exceed the Placer County Air Pollution Control District cancer risk significance level of 10 in a million.
Therefore, less-than-significant health risk impacts would be anticipated for residences within the Rocklin
60 residential development.
9-12

The 2000 Census data and other studies were utilized because they were the most recent published data
that was available. Based on the changing employment and housing conditions within the City of Rocklin
and the State as a whole, unemployment has increased and housing has become more affordable when
compared to the statistics included in Section 4.5, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR. The Draft
EIR stated on page 4.5-4 that the proposed project would generate new employment within the City of
Rocklin, which could contribute to the demand for housing. However, the Draft EIR concluded that the
proposed project’s contribution to population growth and its effect on available housing supply within the
City would be considered a less-than-significant impact due to the relatively high median home prices
within the City and the majority of the project’s employment consisting of lower-paying service/retail
jobs that would likely originate from outside of the City. Because the affordability of housing within the
City is increasing rather than decreasing, a greater number of homes are presumably available for new
residents. This fact would further diminish the project’s effects on the City’s housing supply because the
City currently has a greater capacity to absorb new residents. Therefore, the proposed project would
continue to have a less-than-significant impact on the City’s housing supply.

9-13

Regarding the commenter’s references to Rocklin Policy LU-37, this policy is from the 2005 Draft
General Plan Update. The Draft General Plan Update has not been adopted by the City of Rocklin;
therefore, the policies included in the update are not applicable to the proposed project. For the policies
that are applicable to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to the April 1991 City of Rocklin
General Plan. For a discussion of the project’s consistency with the General Plan’s commercial land use
policies, the commenter is referred to page 4.1-12 of the Draft EIR
As discussed on page 4.5-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would generate new employment
within the City of Rocklin. At full buildout, the site is expected to employ approximately 800 people. The
employment growth anticipated with the proposed project would represent an increase in total
employment within the City of approximately 3.2%. However, due to the project’s location along the
primary transportation corridor within Placer County, employees for the project would be drawn from
throughout the region. Also, due to the relatively high median home prices within the City and the
majority of the project’s employment consisting of lower-paying service/retail jobs, only a relatively
small percentage of the project’s employees may come from within the City. Employees would logically
be expected to reside in communities along the Interstate 80 corridor in both Placer and Sacramento
counties. Due to the density of urban development within these communities, a wide variety of housing
options are available for project employees. For Placer County in particular, the rental unit vacancy rate
was 6.4% in 2000.

9-14

Construction and operation of all of the proposed buildings on the site would be required to comply with
the energy efficiency standards included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. Title 24
identifies specific energy efficiency requirements for building construction and systems operations that
are intended to ensure efficient energy usage over the long-term life of the building. Large retailers have
responded to these requirements and the rising cost of energy by increasing the energy efficiency of their
retail establishments. Wal-Mart in particular includes a variety of energy efficient design components in
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its stores including night dimming, in which the project’s internal lighting is dimmed to approximately
65% of typical evening illumination during the late night hours. Night dimming for the project’s two
major retail tenants, in combination with the lighting mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR,
would substantially reduce the project’s anticipated nighttime light impacts. Please also see Response to
Comment 43-4
As discussed in Responses to Comments 43-3 and 43-4, the 24-hour retail operations at the project site
would not cause significant environmental impacts that could not be mitigated. Because the Draft EIR
concluded that the nighttime lighting impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level, reducing
the retail hours of operation would not substantially lessen the project’s environmental impact, and it was
not necessary for the Draft EIR to consider an alternative that prohibits the 24-hour operation of the
proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter.
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