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Muriel E. Doran
1/23/08

The improvement of Sierra College Boulevard I-80 interchange was planned and funded based on
anticipated traffic growth in the region, including development of the project site as planned and zoned
for many years for commercial uses. Once completed, this improvement of the Sierra College Boulevard
interchange will add capacity to the ramp intersections, sufficient for not only project specific traffic, but
for the traffic generated by other development in the vicinity, all contemplated in the City’s and other
jurisdiction’s General Plans. The traffic generated by the Rocklin Crossings project was included in the
regional traffic growth while designing these new improvements.
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Ms. Rosemary C Elston
Rec’d 1/22/08

The commenter’s statements are noted. For a discussion of the project and small businesses in the
Rocklin/Loomis area, please see Response to Comment 28-1. For a discussion of the market’s ability to
support the proposed project, please see Response to Comment 16-1. Furthermore, with respect to
impacts associated with traffic, air quality, noise, aesthetics and water quality, the project would
incorporate mitigation to reduce any impacts related to both construction and operational activities.
The traffic study has analyzed study intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed
improvements to mitigate project impacts at locations where the project would significantly impact
operating condition of the intersections and roadway segments. The proposed improvements would
mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels per City standards.
As discussed in the Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on
Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A), the project would be required to incorporate
mitigation measures that ensure that stormwater runoff during project construction and operation would
not contribute to the degradation of the creek.
With respect to air quality, project emissions associated with both construction and operation were
modeled in accordance with PCAPCD-recommended methods. While the project has the potential to
result in significant PM10 emissions for construction and ROG, NOX, PM10 and CO for operations, the
City has proposed Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 to reduce these impacts. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1
would reduce construction emission impacts to less than significant levels. While Mitigation Measure 4.32 would substantially reduce the level of operational emissions, the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable because the mitigation would not reduce the emissions to below applicable thresholds and
because of the existing non-attainment conditions of the project area for ozone and PM10. Such a
significant and unavoidable air quality effect is very typical for large projects in most urban areas in
California.
The Draft EIR also concluded that, with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the
majority of the project’s biological resource impacts (including impacts to wetlands, native oak and
heritage trees, valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat, raptors and migratory birds, and Chinook salmon
and steelhead trout habitat) would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. In addition, impacts to other
biological resources (including special-status plant species, California re-legged frog habitat, western
pond turtle habitat, and burrowing owl habitat) would be less than significant without mitigation. In the
short-term, the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the loss of oak
trees. However, in the long-term, two oak trees would be planted within the City for every tree removed
from the site, reducing the impact on oak trees to a less-than-significant level.
The aesthetics of landscape for the project will be addressed by the project’s compliance with the City of
Rocklin Municipal Code, which requires that all projects undergo design review (Municipal Code,
Section 17.72.020). As part of the design review process, the project applicant is required to provide
detailed information regarding the project’s architectural design. A landscape plan, including the location,
type, quantity and size of plant materials to be used, would also need to be approved (Municipal Code,
Section 17.72.050).
As discussed under Impact 4.6-9, the project is not expected to result in an increased demand for public
school facilities and services. The project applicant will, however, be required to pay school impact fees
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which are mandated by the State. The California Legislature has declared that the payment of school
impact fees is deemed to be full and adequate mitigation under CEQA (Government Code Section
65996).
For more detailed information regarding these issues, the commenter is referred to Chapter 5, Economic
Impacts and Urban Decay Analysis; Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation; Section 4.10, Hydrology and
Water Quality; Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.12, Biological Resources; Section 4.7, Aesthetics;
Section 4.6, Utilities and Public Services; and Section 4.4, Noise of the Draft EIR. For water quality
issues, the commenter is also referred to the Master Response on Water Quality.
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Richard and Barbara Ernst
1/22/08

The Rocklin Crossings traffic study includes the analysis of freeway (highway) segments along I-80 and
SR-65 for 2025 future conditions. This analysis shows that all the segments in the vicinity of the project
will operate at acceptable level of service. The proposed land use and level of development is
predominantly consistent with the City’s long-time general plan and zoning designations for the property,
which reflect its potential as a tax-generating commercial area due to its proximity to, and visibility from,
Interstate 80. With the exception of 1.23 acres, the project is also consistent with the City’s general plan
and zoning designations for the project site. While currently not fully developed, the adjacent properties
are predominantly designated Retail Commercial, with only the properties to the east of the project site
designated for residential use. Regarding the potential impact on existing small businesses, please refer to
the Response to Comment 28-1.
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Rose Fierro
1/23/08

Section 5.2.4 of the Draft EIR addresses the combined potential impacts of Rocklin Crossings and the
five other planned retail projects in the primary market area and concluded that, at worst, 693,400 square
feet of retail in Rocklin and Loomis may be at risk of closure. This figure is described in Section 5.2.4 as
being “conservative” in the sense that it is a conservatively high estimate of the square footage that may
be impacted. The writer of this comment misinterpreted the Draft EIR’s use of the word “conservative” as
though it meant the opposite of what was intended. By not accounting for prospective market corrections,
the analysis assumed a more severe competitive effect from the project than is likely to be realized in
practical reality. If the analysis had anticipated and assumed such prospective market corrections, the
resulting conclusions would have been less conservative with respect to the impacts on existing retailers.
The City’s goal in the analysis was to avoid understating, and to err if at all by overstating, the
competitive effects of the project.
The complete Economic Impact Analysis elaborates on several factors that could reduce the magnitude of
the impacted square footage1. Offsetting factors such as prospective market corrections are not taken into
consideration in order to provide the worst case scenario, as noted above. Prospective market corrections
can include existing stores changing their product mix, increasing customer service, and in other ways
responding to the new competition for retail dollars. Some of the planned retail projects may not be built,
or construction may be delayed. In these cases, the impacts will be lessened and store closures will be less
likely.

1

CBRE Consulting, Inc., “Draft Rocklin Crossings Economic Impact Analysis, Rocklin, California,” December 2006,
p. 31. This report is included in the DEIR as Appendix B.
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Daniel K. Foster
1/23/08

The commenter raises concerns regarding the project’s effects on wildlife, cultural resources, and the
water quality of Secret Ravine Creek. These comments are noted. While the implementation of the
proposed project would result in the removal of common plant and wildlife species, these effects would
not substantially reduce the habitat of any common species, cause a species to drop below self-sustaining
levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. Annual grassland is considered a common
community both locally and regionally. Moreover, mobile wildlife currently using the project site, such as
those species mentioned by the commenter, could potentially move into adjacent rural residential and
undeveloped areas. Therefore, the project’s impact on common plant and wildlife species is considered
less than significant.
With respect to cultural resources, there is a potential for impacts to previously undiscovered and
undocumented cultural resources and the potential to uncover Native American human remains and these
impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.132 and 4.13-3. While prehistoric bedrock mortar sites (grinding rock areas) were identified within the
project area, none of the prehistoric 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 was considered to be a unique archaeological resource (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. Consequently, these sites are not
considered historic resources per CEQA and, thus, not analyzed in the EIR.
For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect
on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine
Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret
Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). For more detailed information regarding these issues,
the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological Resources; Section 4.13, Cultural Resources; and
Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the commenter is
also referred to the Master Response on Water Quality.

15-2

As stated on page 4.10-11 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed project would create
additional impervious surfaces (e.g., buildings, sidewalks, paved parking areas) on the project site. The
additional runoff caused by the increase in impervious surfaces would lead to an increase in localized
stormwater runoff. If not properly accommodated on the project site, increased stormwater runoff could
result in localized flooding on the site and adjacent lands.
A preliminary drainage report for the project was prepared in accordance with Placer County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District’s Stormwater Management Manual methodology. The purpose
of the preliminary drainage report was to determine how peak stormwater flows would be managed on the
project site. The report evaluated the combined stormwater generation effects of the proposed project and
the proposed Rocklin 60 residential development located directly adjacent and to the east. The two
proposed projects were evaluated together in order to determine the cumulative stormwater impacts if
both projects were constructed, because the current proposal is for both projects to share the same
detention basin to capture peak stormwater flows.
The preliminary drainage report identified the installation of a detention basin that would be used by both
projects. The detention basin would be located on a 5.6-acre area within the boundaries of the proposed
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Rocklin 60 residential development and directly adjacent to the southeast corner of the proposed project
(see Exhibit 3-3 on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR). Despite being located on the adjacent property, the basin
is a part of the Rocklin Crossings project, as it will receive stormwater flows from the project site. The
landowner has an existing agreement with the Rocklin 60 property owner for the joint use of the detention
basin.
The stormwater from the project is not likely to contribute to streambank erosion or the
hydromodification of Secret Ravine Creek. As discussed in the Master Response addressing the current
state of Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s potential impacts to that waterway, stormwater runoff for
the project would be routed to Secret Ravine Creek via a detention basin (please also see the technical
memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP [Appendix A]). The detention basin is
designed to keep post-project discharge levels at, or below, pre-project discharge levels. Rainfall-runoff
modeling of the project watersheds indicates the detention basin has been sized to attenuate post-project
flows from the two-year through the 500-year events below pre-project flow levels. Additionally, the
detention basin has 4.02 feet of free-board above the 500-year event. This translates into extra storage
within the detention basin and provides added protection against releasing high flows into Secret Ravine.
The preliminary drainage report identified the detention volume and outlet configuration required to
attenuate the post-project peak flows to pre-project levels. With construction of the detention basin, the
mitigated 10-year and 100-year flows decrease under post-project conditions to 113 cfs and 201 cfs,
respectively. This would be 8 cfs less than the 10-year pre-project flows and 32 cfs less than the 100-year
pre-project flows assuming construction of both the proposed project and the Rocklin 60 project. If the
Rocklin 60 project is not constructed, the post-project flows from the project site would be less than
projected for both projects.
Because the proposed project includes a stormwater runoff collection and detention system pursuant to
the guidelines set forth in the Stormwater Management Manual that would be sufficient to reduce the
post-project peak flows to below pre-project levels with or without the Rocklin 60 project, the project
would not be expected to substantially alter the course of a stream or river (“hydromodification”), or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems.
Hydromodification can be caused by streambank erosion, which can weaken the streambanks, making
them more susceptible to failure during flood events. Secret Ravine, however, is moderately entrenched,
alluvial channel with a significant amount of bedrock influence. The presence of bedrock throughout
Secret Ravine adds structural control to the channel morphology and helps to protect against
hydromodification. Bedrock provides channel stability which in-turn helps prevent against channel
degradation.
Data collected in November 2007 indicate Secret Ravine Creek has a width/depth ratio of 15.27, an
entrenchment ratio of 1.67, a channel slope of 0.003, and a d50 of 3.29 mm, all of which are within the
allowable range. Table 2-3 below lists the channel stability ranges for Secret Ravine Creek on the project
site.
Table 2-3
Channel Stability Ranges for Secret Ravine Creek

Allowable Range
Secret Ravine Creek
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Entrenchment Ratio

Width/Depth Ratio

Sinuosity

Slope

1.4 – 2.2

> 12

≥ 1.2

< 0.02

1.67

15.27

1.2

0.003
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These data indicate that Secret Ravine Creek has a low potential for streambank erosion (Rosgen 1994)
and therefore low contributions to sediment deposition due to mass wasting.
The presence of a double-wide box culvert at the Sierra College Boulevard crossing also provides
protection against channel degradation on Secret Ravine Creek. The box culvert is a grade control
structure located at the downstream extent of the project site. Grade control structures provide protection
against channel erosion by “fixing” the channel slope with a hard, or essentially, non-erosive material.
While, given the right circumstances, a rainfall event of the right intensity and duration could overwhelm
any watershed, natural or altered, the extra storage within the detention basin ensures the project is
designed to accommodate flows up to the 500-year flood event. Thus, the project is unlikely to contribute
to increased flooding and has been designed to avoid any such contribution.
15-3

The water supply for the proposed project would be provided from the Foothill Water Treatment Plant
and the project’s estimated maximum daily water treatment demands would not exceed the plant’s
permitted capacity. The project’s estimated water demand is 230,000 gallons per day. The proposed
project would not withdraw water from Secret Ravine or from the local groundwater supplies. Therefore,
water usage at the site would not be expected to affect water levels in Secret Ravine Creek or within local
groundwater wells.
As stated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, implementation of the
proposed project could cause short-term water quality degradation associated with construction activities.
In addition, the conversion of the site from vacant to commercial uses would introduce new stormwater
pollutant sources. These pollutants could adversely affect the site’s stormwater discharges.
In order to ensure that stormwater discharges are not degraded by site construction and facility operations,
detailed water quality mitigation measures have been included in the Draft EIR. Uncontrolled soil erosion
generated during project construction could indirectly affect fish habitat 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, 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, which have been improved upon in order to further allay concerns about
potential effects on fish.
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 benthic macroinvertebrates, would be reduced to a less than significant level.
For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect
on Central Valley steelhead, Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine Creek,
see Master Response regarding Special-Status Fish and Secret Ravine Creek and the technical
memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). For a discussion of the
project’s stormwater runoff and mitigation to prevent water quality degradation, see the Master Response
on Water Quality.

15-4

The commenter identifies adverse impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project. These
comments are noted. With respect to noise, as noted in Impact 4.4-1, construction would only generate
temporary increases in ambient noise levels, and would be limited to daytime hours. Thus, such impact is
considered less than significant. As noted in Impact 4.4-2, blasting activities could also occur in
conjunction with project construction. As required by Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b, blasting activities
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would also be limited to daytime hours. As a result of these conditions, and with the proposed mitigation
included for brief blasting activities, noise impacts associated with construction are not considered
significant. As discussed under Impact 4.4-3, the proposed project would not result in traffic noise level
increases exceeding 3 dBA. Thus, such noise increase is not considered perceptible to humans, and is
considered less than significant. Truck delivery noise, as well as other stationary- or area-source noise
levels, would be mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4. After mitigation the project
would operate in a manner so as not to violate the City and State applicable noise standards.
To address impacts due to light and glare, the project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which
includes the development and approval of a lighting plan to ensure project lighting does not cause any
nuisance to adjoining streets or properties.
As discussed in the Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on
Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A), the project would incorporate mitigation
measures that would ensure that stormwater runoff during project construction and operation would not
contribute to the degradation of the creek.
With respect to air quality, project emissions associated with both construction and operation were
modeled in accordance with PCAPCD-recommended methods. While the project has the potential to
result in significant PM10 emissions for construction and ROG, NOX, PM10 and CO for operations, the
project would implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 to reduce these impacts. Mitigation
Measure 4.3-1 would reduce construction emission impacts to less than significant levels. While
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would substantially reduce the level of operational emissions, the impact would
remain significant and unavoidable because the mitigation would not reduce the emissions to below
applicable thresholds and because of the existing non-attainment conditions of the project area for ozone
and PM10. Such a significant unavoidable air quality effect is very typically for large projects in most
urban areas in California.
The Draft EIR also concluded that with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the
majority of the project’s biological resource impacts (including impacts to wetlands, native oak and
heritage trees, valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat, raptors and migratory birds, and Chinook salmon
and steelhead trout habitat) would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. In addition, impacts to other
biological resources (including special-status plant species, California re-legged frog habitat, western
pond turtle habitat, and burrowing owl habitat) would be less than significant without mitigation. In the
short-term, the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the loss of oak
trees. However, in the long-term, 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.
15-5

A Health Risk Assessment was prepared to determine the exposure levels for the future residents within
the proposed Rocklin 60 residential development due to their direct proximity to the project site. The
results of the Health Risk Assessment (included as Appendix C to this Final EIR) are directly applicable
to existing residents on Dias Lane. Based on the modeling results included in the Health Risk
Assessment, the highest lifetime cancer risk for an individual residence within the proposed Rocklin 60
residential development was identified as 5.1 in a million. This residence would be located directly
adjacent to the Rocklin Crossings project boundary, assuming the Rocklin 60 project is developed.
The further residences are away from the project site, generally the lower the estimated cancer risk. For
the majority of the potential future residences within the Rocklin 60 development, the cancer risk level
was identified as 1 in a million or less. These estimated cancer risk levels are conservatively based on a
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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 the distance of existing residences on Dias Lane from the project site, the lifetime cancer risk
associated with operation of the proposed project for the existing residences would be 1 in a million or
less. This level would not exceed the Placer County Air Pollution Control District cancer risk significance
level of 10 in a million. Therefore, existing residences would not be exposed to excessive health risks
with project implementation.
Notably, the ozone precursor emissions from the project (see Draft EIR, pages 4.3.20 through 4.3-21)
would contribute to regional pollution levels rather than localized pollutant concentrations. Because the
project’s contribution to these regional pollutant levels, though cumulatively considerable, is in fact
extremely small, the project would not result in any measurable increase in ozone levels on the
commenter’s property.
15-6

The commenter raises concerns regarding the project’s visual impacts including increased light pollution.
These comments are noted. While the project would result in changes to the visual character of the site,
Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 would be implemented and the project applicant would be required to comply
with the City of Rocklin Municipal Code, which requires that all projects undergo design review to ensure
that development of the site is of high quality and does not create visual incompatibilities (Municipal
Code, Section 17.72.020). In addition the landscape plan includes planting trees on the site’s eastern
perimeter that are capable of growing a sufficient height above the project’s proposed sound wall to
effectively screen and filter views of the project’s buildings. The project would also implement Mitigation
Measure 4.7-4, which addresses impacts due to light and glare, and includes the development and
approval of a lighting plan to ensure project lighting does not cause any nuisance to adjoining streets or
properties.
For more information regarding the visual impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to
Section 4.7, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.

15-7

For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect
on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine
Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret
Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). Also see Response to Comment 15-3.
The commenter expresses concern regarding what he perceives to be a decrease in water level in Secret
Ravine Creek. Water levels in Secret Ravine are governed by the universal water balance equation [Inputs
= Outputs +/- ∆Storage]. Secret Ravine inputs are derived from direct precipitation, groundwater, and any
diversions. Outputs are channel discharge (flow) at any given time, drainage to deep groundwater, and
any diversions. Storage is the amount of water held, albeit temporarily, within the watershed. Decreasing
water levels in the creek could be attributed to the presence of beaver dams and/or unauthorized
withdrawals of water from the creek. Beaver dams along Secret Ravine may cause local water levels to
rise or fall, depending upon the dam location. Water levels immediately downstream of a beaver dam may
be lower, while upstream water levels will rise in relation to the height of the dam. In addition, a three
inch (3) PVC pipe was observed along the right bank (west bank) of Secret Ravine at the northern end of
the project site. It is unknown who owns the pipe and if there is a valid water right associated with the
pipe. Any withdrawals from this pipe have the capacity to lower water levels within Secret Ravine.
Since the Rocklin Crossings project does not propose to remove any water from the watershed, however,
any decrease in water levels within Secret Ravine cannot be attributed to this project.
The commenter also expresses concern regarding the project’s affect on groundwater quality and drinking
water. Secret Ravine is an alluvial channel that integrates surface and groundwater flow. When
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groundwater levels are high, groundwater contributes to the flow in Secret Ravine. When groundwater
levels are low, Secret Ravine contributes to groundwater. It is during these times of lower groundwater
levels that project water could have the potential to enter the water table and affect groundwater quality.
Regional groundwater gradient in the area is to the southwest. Groundwater elevations in the area vary
significantly due to the nature of the underlying bedrock (Wallace-Kuhl & Associates 2005). Depth to
groundwater may vary from 10 to 200 feet. Therefore, at times, it may be possible for stormwater that has
drained into Secret Ravine Creek to enter the water table and affect groundwater quality.
It is unlikely, however, that the project’s stormwater discharge would have any effect on groundwater
quality. As discussed in Response to Comment 15-3 and the Master Response regarding Secret Ravine
Creek, the project would implement BMPs to minimize sedimentation and release of products used during
construction and site operations. The three hydrodynamic separators (CDS) and roadway catchbasin
filters would serve to remove most floating material and settleable material from stormwater runoff
generated within the project site prior to discharge into the proposed detention basin. 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 PRSCG (May 2005), and would serve to provide the
preferred “treatment train” system. Upon discharge from the detention basin, the stormwater would flow
through an existing grassy swale for approximately 300 feet before entering Secret Ravine Creek. This
grassy swale functions as a stormwater conveyance feature, and while it may serve a water quality
benefit, may not meet accepted design criteria, and has, therefore, been excluded from the evaluation of
water quality measures for the site. Storm water infiltrated into the ground within the basin would contain
only trace pollutants. These pollutants would be bound within the soil layer at the surface and would not
infiltrate into the groundwater below.
The project’s proposed stormwater management system, including CDS units, catchbasin filters, and a
detention basin, would serve to mitigate for downstream impacts related to flow modification, and to
minimize the discharge of pollutants from the project site, ensuring that the estimated pollutant
concentrations (for evaluated pollutants) would comply with existing water quality criteria.
15-8

The commenter identifies adverse biological resource impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed project. These comments are noted. While the implementation of the proposed project would
result in the removal of common plant and wildlife species, these effects would not substantially reduce
the habitat of any common species, cause a species to drop below self-sustaining levels, or threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community. Annual grassland is considered a common community both
locally and regionally. Moreover, mobile wildlife currently using the project site, such as those species
mentioned by the commenter, could potentially move into adjacent rural residential and undeveloped
areas. Therefore, the project’s impact on common plant and wildlife species is considered less than
significant.
With respect to wetlands, the project applicant would be required to compensate 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, and
the impact to wetlands would be less than significant. For more information regarding the biological
resource impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR.
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15-9

The commenter summarizes the reasons why he believes the proposed project should not be approved.
These objections to the proposed project are noted. The commenter also encourages the adoption of the
No Project alternative or one of the alternatives not bordered by rural residences. At the time of action on
the project, the feasibility of the alternatives presented in the EIR will ultimately be determined by the
lead agency’s decision-making body, here the Rocklin City Council. (See Pub. Resources Code, Section
21081(a)(3).) The determination of the feasibility of an alternative may be made based on a “reasonable
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v.
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of
Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 714-716 (court upholds findings rejecting alternatives for not fully
satisfying project objectives).) Notably, the project site has been planned and zoned for commercial uses
for many years, so the proposal to develop the site consistent with past planning and zoning decisions is
not unexpected.
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16-1

Heather Franklin
1/16/08

This comment states that it is likely that the Safeway and K-Mart stores in Rocklin will close due to
impacts from Rocklin Crossings. The retail sales leakage analysis shows, however, that there is enough
demand from the primary market area to support all the new food store sales likely to occur at the
Supercenter planned for Rocklin Crossings. This conclusion is largely due to the fact that there have been
two recent grocery store closures in Rocklin, an Albertson’s and a Food Source store. Because of these
closures, which have reduced competition in Safeway’s market area, the Safeway store is not at risk for
closure, even with the addition of project retail space.
K-Mart sells goods in the general merchandise category. The retail sales leakage analysis shows that there
is currently more than enough leakage in the general merchandise category to accommodate new general
merchandise sales at the Supercenter planned at Rocklin Crossings. It is estimated that there will be $30.9
million in general merchandise sales at Rocklin Crossings in 2009. The amount is significantly less that
the general merchandise sales leakage projected for 2009. Specifically, the amount of general
merchandise leakage from the primary market area ($120.8 million in 2009) is almost four times the
amount of sales projected for Rocklin Crossings. The substantial leakage in this category led CBRE
Consulting, which has prepared the project’s urban decay study, to conclude that there are unlikely to be
significant diverted sales impacts on primary market area general merchandise retailers.
Although K-Mart’s sales are categorized by the Board of Equalization as being general merchandise, the
store also sells many products that are considered home furnishings. The leakage analysis shows that the
home furnishings and appliances category will likely have sales impacts. It is possible that K-Mart could
be affected by those impacts. In addition, the K-Mart’s parent corporation has been struggling overall and
could decide to close the local store. CBRE Consulting believes that even if a store such as K-Mart
closed, that the space would very likely be retenanted. A good example of such retenanting in this market
is the Wal-Mart store located in Five Star Plaza. When the Wal-Mart moved to a new location, the
153,000-square-foot space was divided into three spaces and retenanted by furniture stores.

16-2

The traffic study has analyzed the effects of additional traffic produced by the Rocklin Crossings project
on existing roadway infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the project as well as at the regional level.
This analysis shows that the project impacts can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels in the short
term and long term (2025).
With respect to the project’s effect on the revitalization of downtown, the character and tenant mix of
Rocklin Crossings compared to the proposed character and mix of uses for downtown Rocklin suggest
that the two are not likely to compete with each other. According to the “Draft Downtown Rocklin Plan,
Regulating Code,” dated February 10, 2006, the Plan’s vision describes the downtown as “…an authentic
walking village, where tree-lined streets and vibrant storefronts provide comfortable, safe environments
for residents and visitors to stroll and enjoy the community’s small town charm.” It also envisions public
gathering places, including a public square, a weekly farmers market, and musical events at the Big Gun
Quarry Amphitheater. Restaurants, cafes, and small businesses characterize the expected tenant mix of the
Downtown Plan. In contrast, Rocklin Crossings is planned to be a big-box anchored shopping center (2/3
of the square footage will be devoted to the two anchor tenants) focused on general merchandise, home
furnishings and appliances, building materials, and other retail. Therefore, the types of specialty stores
and businesses envisioned for the downtown area are not likely to compete directly with the stores at
Rocklin Crossings.
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16-3

Regarding water demand and supply, please see Response to Comment 15-3. The project does not
currently include any farming operations and would not displace farmers or growers with its
implementation. The proposed land use and level of development 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 1.23 acres, the project is also consistent with the City’s general plan
and zoning designations for the project site. While currently not fully developed, the adjacent properties
are predominantly designated Retail Commercial, with only the properties to the east of the project site
designated for residential use. For more information on the project’s agricultural impacts, the commenter
is referred to Section 4.11, Agriculture, of the Draft EIR.

16-4

The concerns raised by the commenter regarding the project’s impacts are noted. Please see Response to
Comment 15-3 for a discussion of the project’s effects on water supply and Response to Comment 16-1
for a discussion of the project’s effects on existing businesses within the City. With respect to the
project’s effect on traffic, the traffic study has analyzed study intersections consistent with city standards
and has proposed improvements to mitigate project impacts at locations where the project significantly
impacts operating condition of the intersections and roadway segments. The proposed improvements
would mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels per City standards. For a detailed
discussion of traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation, of the
Draft EIR.
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17-1

Roberta Garman
1/23/08

The improvement of Sierra College Boulevard I-80 interchange was planned and funded based on
anticipated traffic growth in the region, including development of the project site as planned and zoned
for many years for commercial uses. Once completed, this improvement of the Sierra College Boulevard
interchange will add capacity to the ramp intersections, sufficient for not only project specific traffic, but
for the traffic generated by other development in the vicinity, all contemplated in the City’s and other
jurisdiction’s General Plans. The traffic generated by the Rocklin Crossings project was included in the
regional traffic growth while designing these new improvements. Please also see Response to Comment
11-1.
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Jerry and Bonnie Gurzell
1/5/08

The commenters identify their support for the proposed project. This comment is noted.
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Maybelle Henry
1/23/08

Please refer to the response to comment 14-1.
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20-1

Wesley and Ronda Herman
1/14/08

The commenters request that the proposed project not be approved. The commenters’ opposition to the
proposed project is noted. The commenter also asserts that the project would be better suited in a
commercial area. For a discussion of the appropriateness of the project at the location being proposed, the
commenter is referred to the Land Use Master Response. Regarding the potential impact on existing small
businesses, please refer to the Response to Comment 28-1. As the commenter does not raise any
substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise significant environmental
issues, no additional response is necessary.
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21-1

Felice Hussa
1/18/08

The project applicant has included 24-hour operations for the proposed Wal-Mart Supercenter and Home
Depot stores as a project component. Determining the necessity of 24-hour operations for these two
retailers is not required by CEQA and therefore outside of the scope of this EIR. Regardless, as discussed
in Responses to Comments 43-3 and 43-4, impacts relating to 24-hour operations would be mitigated to
less than significant levels. With respect to nighttime parking lot activity, while the 24-hour nature of
some of the stores would ensure that nighttime parking lot activity would occur at the project site,
nighttime activity would be at a considerably less intensive level than daytime activity, and most of the
parking areas would be well shielded from the residences to the east by intervening buildings. Those
parking spaces that would not be shielded by buildings would be shielded by the recommended noise
barrier along the eastern site boundary. As a result, noise impacts associated with nighttime parking lot
activity are not expected.
With respect to nighttime truck deliveries, the analysis concluded that with the recommended property
line noise barrier, noise impacts would not occur at the nearest residences to the east. The analysis
focused on residences proposed adjacent to the project site in the Rocklin 60 Residential Development,
with some residences located as close as 70 feet from the truck unloading/passby areas. At residences
further east, such as the commenter=s residence, noise levels would be even lower due to standard
reduction of sound with distance. As a result of that additional distance and the proposed noise barrier,
significant noise impacts associated with nighttime truck deliveries are not identified at the commenter=s
residence. Furthermore, noise from parking lot activities is considerably lower than noise from truck
passages and unloading. Therefore, the measures included to mitigate truck delivery noise impacts at
night would be more than adequate to reduce nighttime parking lot noise to a less than significant level.
(See also Response to Comment 21-2, below.)
Furthermore, the project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which addresses impacts due to
light and glare, and includes the development and approval of a lighting plan to ensure project lighting
does not cause any nuisance to adjoining streets or properties. For a discussion of the project’s lighting
impacts, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 9-14 and to the discussion under Impact 4.74 commencing on page 4.7-9 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the project’s noise impacts from 24hour operations, the commenter is referred to the discussion under Impact 4.4-4 commencing on page 4.414 of the Draft EIR.
The commenter’s statements regarding future housing adjacent to the site and the proximity of existing
housing are noted. For a discussion of the appropriateness of the project at the location being proposed,
the commenter is referred to the Land Use Master Response.

21-2

Comment noted. The interchange intersections at Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 would operate at
acceptable level of service even with the additional cars (entering and exiting) generated by the Rocklin
Crossing project. As discussed under Impact 4.4-3, the proposed project would not result in traffic noise
level increases exceeding 3 dBA, thus such noise increase is not considered perceptible to humans, and is
considered less than significant. Truck delivery noise, as well as other stationary- or area-source noise
levels would be mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4.
After mitigation the project would operate in a manner so as not to violate the City and State applicable
noise standards. Furthermore, the project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which addresses
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impacts due to light and glare, and includes the development and approval of a lighting plan to ensure
project lighting does not cause any nuisance to adjoining streets or properties.
21-3

Section 15126.6, subdivision (a), of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “... a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” Based on this direction,
six alternatives to the proposed project were evaluated in the Draft EIR. These included a No Project
Alternative, a Reduced Size Alternative, a Building Realignment Alternative, Offsite Alternative #1,
Offsite Alternative #2, and Offsite Alternative #3.
As described in Responses to Comments 21-1, 21-2, 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. Therefore,
because reducing the retail hours of operation would not substantially lessen the project’s environmental
impact, it was not considered as an alternative in the Draft EIR.
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22-1

Arlene Jamar
1/18/08

As discussed on page 4.5-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would generate new employment
within the City of Rocklin, which could contribute to the demand for housing. 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 lowerpaying 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. The expected dispersal of employees across the
region would minimize the effects of increased housing demands within the City. For these reasons, the
proposed project would not be expected to generate a substantial demand for new housing. Please also see
Response to Comment 9-13.
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23-1

Sierra Club, Placer Group
Marilyn Jasper, Chair
1/16/08

To address the significant and unavoidable impacts of long-term operational criteria air pollutant and
ozone precursor emissions, the project would be required to comply with Mitigation Measure 4.3-2. As
discussed in the Master Response on Energy Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation included at the
beginning of the comment responses, in response to suggestions by PCAPCD, 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. 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 Measures 4.3-2 and 6-24 would substantially reduce the level of operational emissions through
energy efficiency and encouraging public transit. Because of the large number of vehicle trips generated
and the project not having the ability to control vehicle emissions, however, the mitigation would not
reduce the operational emissions to below applicable thresholds. Thus, even with implementation of
mitigation, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

23-2

Secret Ravine Creek is located approximately 300 feet at its nearest point from the project site. The
Recreation-Conservation (R-C) land use designation along Secret Ravine Creek is substantially wider
than the actual creek alignment. Therefore, the R-C boundary is located approximately 100 feet closer to
the property boundary than the creek. This accounts for the statement on page 4.1-12 of the Draft EIR that
the project site is set back approximately 200 feet from the R-C designated area along Secret Ravine
Creek. Such clarification does not trigger the CEQA requirements for recirculation.

23-3

In explaining its approach to determining the significance of incremental project contributions to
cumulative traffic impacts (see Draft EIR, p. 4.2-16), the City did not intend to minimize the public health
consequences of air pollution. Rather, the City intended to differentiate traffic impacts from air quality
impacts and other impacts that result in adverse health or ecological consequences. Although the
commenter is generally correct in equating increased traffic with increased air pollution, traffic impacts
differ from air pollution impacts in important respects. Unlike most other types of environmental effects
addressed under CEQA, cumulative traffic impacts, viewed in terms of service level changes, often are
without health or ecological consequences but rather translate only into human inconvenience (e.g.,
waiting longer to make turning movements or to get through intersections). Although such inconvenience
is of course to be avoided or minimized where feasible, in that no one enjoys sitting in congested traffic,
this type of impact differs in kind from impacts involving, for example, the emission or discharge of air or
water pollutants or the loss of wildlife habitat or open space. Whereas the mitigation for pollution or
habitat loss would take the form of environmentally benign measures, the mitigation for traffic impacts, in
the form of increased road capacity or other physical improvements, typically results in damages to
environmental resources. For these reasons, the City has good reason for declining to adopt the view,
perhaps more persuasive in other contexts, that the addition of any traffic to an already-impacted
intersection is “cumulatively considerable,” and thus significant, as a matter of law. The City believes that
such a view would be contrary to public policy to the extent that it would translate into the creation of
more ecologically damaging pavement in order to minimize relatively modest human inconveniences of
the kind that modern Californians have learned to expect occasionally or during limited times of day. The
City has instead adopted what it regards as a reasonable significance criterion for this context, and that is
an increase of 0.05 in the volume to capacity (v/c) ratio at the impacted intersection. If the project’s traffic
exceeds that threshold, then mitigation is triggered.
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The traffic study for the project was based on City guidance and direction. The existing counts at all the
study intersections were taken when the college was in full session to be certain the study results reflected
and captured the traffic generated by college. Thus, the multiple college traffic peaks were accounted for
in the analysis for the selected a.m. and p.m. peak traffic hours, since no other time of day will generate
more traffic. The approved projects (as of November 2006) were also included in the short term analysis.
The traffic analysis shows that the interchange intersections at Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 operate
at acceptable level of service (per City policy) in the near term. In the long term, 2025 condition, total
cumulative traffic demand from all future potential land development envisioned in the City’s General
Plan has been forecast and considered, discussed and mitigated as appropriate, in the impact analysis.
23-4

The eastbound and westbound ramp intersections along Sierra College Boulevard at I-80 were analyzed
for back up and queuing. The analysis (Table V on page 70 of the Rocklin Crossing Traffic Impact
Analysis, Appendix C to the Draft EIR ) shows that the queues on off ramps at peak hours are less than
640 feet. This distance is less than half the available length of the off ramp. Hence the traffic will not back
up onto the freeway. Additionally, the freeway segments in the study area were analyzed and found to
operate at acceptable level of service in future 2025 with project conditions. Caltrans has already
approved the interchange design (in fact, the interchange is under construction). The Caltrans
environmental process for interchange improvement goes through a series of steps that start with looking
at several feasible improvement alternatives. These alternatives are then weighed and streamlined based
on several factors (cost, design, right-of-way, etc.) to arrive at a preferred alternative. Every interchange
improvement project has to go through this process before being implemented. The traffic analysis for the
project was conducted for the peak hour (worst 60 minutes) in the morning and evening. Unique incidents
such as accidents or stalled vehicles may occasionally and temporarily back traffic on the freeway.
However, these types of incidents do not occur on a regular or consistent basis and cannot otherwise be
predicted or accounted for. Hence these types of incidents are not modeled or analyzed as a part of the
traffic study.

23-5

The Rocklin Crossings intersection with Sierra College and the I-80 eastbound off-ramp has unique
design aspects that are different from the intersection of Taylor/Eureka and I-80 off-ramp. The critical
difference is that at the Taylor/Eureka intersection all traffic (whether going to freeway or continuing on
Eureka) turning right off of Taylor is forced into one lane, and after turning they must decide whether to
enter the on-ramp or continue on Eureka over the freeway. These movements require the traffic to weave
into the northbound Eureka traffic also destined for the on-ramp.
At the Rocklin Crossings intersection, however, the traffic turning right out of the project is divided
before the intersection into two lanes: one exclusively for the freeway on-ramp and the other to turn right
and continue on Sierra College over the freeway. The distinguishing difference is that on Eureka three
different movements (both right turns from Taylor and northbound Eureka headed to freeway) of traffic
will be mixed going northbound compared to only two on Sierra College at the Rocklin Crossings
intersection (right turns from project going over freeway and northbound Sierra College headed to
eastbound I-80 on-ramp). This difference will reduce confusion and congestion. In addition, the
Eureka/Taylor intersection has only 14 approach lanes while the Sierra College intersection has 18
approach lanes, resulting in a higher capacity.
The operation of this unsignalized project driveway is addressed in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, Traffic
Study (pages 71 and 73). The driveway is a right-in/right-out access and the analysis shows that the
westbound right turn will be unblocked for 82% of the time in the a.m. peak hour and 72% of the time in
the p.m. peak hour. Based on the traffic study, vehicles exiting the project site will have sufficient gaps
and enough time to merge and traverse through the trap lane to continue northbound along Sierra College
Boulevard in a safe manner. Specifically, with respect to the need for a signalized driveway, the
intersection has conflicting movement in the same direction (similar to merging at freeway ramps) and
therefore, a signalized intersection is not recommended for this type of configuration.
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23-6

The type of “gridlock stacking“ described by the commenter is not anticipated, as the site has been
designed to allow adequate ingress and egress of delivery trucks. In addition, in cases where there is not
an unloading bay immediately available, trucks waiting their turn to be unloaded will turn off their
engines as required by State law, thereby minimizing noise from idling.

23-7

The January 1, 2006, storm referenced by the commenter included more than three inches of rain in the
Sacramento area with more than five inches within the foothills. Due to the intensity of this storm, the
flooding of local creeks occurred throughout western Placer County. According to Mr. Art O’Brien, City
of Roseville Wastewater Utility Manager, a manhole cover was inadvertently removed during the storm
event and floodwaters from a local creek flowed directly into the manhole. These floodwaters flowed
directly to the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant and overwhelmed the system, resulting in
wastewater discharges in the local area. Following this storm event, the City of Roseville implemented a
program of bolting down the manhole covers within its service area to ensure this event would not occur
in the future. According to Mr. O’Brien, the January 1, 2006, overflow at the Dry Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant was an anomalous event that was specifically caused by flooding of the uncovered
manhole and does not relate to the treatment plant’s wet weather flow capacity. The storage ponds at the
treatment plant have adequate capacity to store projected wet weather flows during large storm events and
as discussed on page 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR, the treatment plant has adequate capacity to accommodate
the increased wastewater flows associated with the proposed project.

23-8

The potential long-term degradation of water quality due to project operations would be addressed by
Mitigation Measure 4.10-2. Pursuant to this measure, the project applicant would implement stormwater
runoff BMPs. Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 has been revised, as shown in the Master Response regarding
Secret Ravine Creek, to require the project applicant to adopt a “treatment train” stormwater quality
program in which stormwater is subject to more than one type of BMP. In addition, Mitigation Measure
4.10-2 has been revised to require the applicant to submit to the City of Rocklin for approval a
Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for all stormwater BMPs to provide for the long-term functionality of
the stormwater quality 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. With respect to the
operation/maintenance of the detention basin and the funding source, the project would be required to
participate in a Community Facilities District and the property owner(s) would be required to pay into that
financing district on an annual basis an amount that is based on an evaluation of the anticipated operation
and maintenance costs of the detention basin.

23-9

The commenter requests information on the effectiveness of grassy swales to remove contaminants and
whether the width and slope of the project’s 300 feet of grassy swale would be sufficient. The 300 feet of
grassy swale between the project’s proposed detention basin and Secret Ravine Creek is an existing,
natural feature, and not a designed swale, and therefore was not subject to accepted design criteria for
water quality grassy swales. While the feature may serve to provide a water quality benefit, this benefit
can not be adequately quantified, and has been excluded, therefore, from the evaluation of proposed water
quality measures. Pollutant reduction/elimination measures would be employed to treat the stormwater
runoff prior to its discharge through the grassy swale. Stormwater runoff from the project would be pretreated by roadway catchbasin filters and continuous deflection system (CDS) units and would then be
routed to a detention basin before discharge to the grassy swale. While the CDS units and catchbasin
filters would function as the primary treatment BMPs, the detention basin would serve to further reduce
pollutants in storm water 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 PRSCG (May 2005), and would serve to provide the preferred “treatment train”
system.
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23-10 It is unclear from this comment what the commenter is referring to with regards to the “worst case
scenario.” The City cannot tell whether this request relates to discharge/flow or distance of the detention
basin from the Secret Ravine.
The project must use the design storm criteria as specified by law to properly size the detention basin and
attenuate post-project flows. As discussed in Response to Comment 15-2, a preliminary drainage report
for the project was prepared in accordance with Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District’s Stormwater Management Manual methodology. The preliminary drainage report identified the
installation of a detention basin to be located on a 5.6-acre area in the southeast corner of the proposed
project (see Exhibit 3-3 on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR).
The proposed detention basin also lies above the elevation of the 100-year floodplain and therefore would
not be overwhelmed by flood flows from Secret Ravine. As discussed in Response to Comment 15-2, the
detention basin is designed to keep post-project discharge levels at, or below, pre-project discharge levels
(Civil Solutions 2007). The detention basin has also been sized to attenuate post-project flows from the
two-year through the 500-year events below pre-project flow levels. Additionally, the detention basin has
4.02 feet of free-board above the 500-year event. Because the proposed project includes a stormwater
runoff collection and detention system designed pursuant to the guidelines set forth in the Stormwater
Management Manual that would be sufficient to reduce the post-project peak flows to below pre-project
levels, the project would not be expected to substantially alter the course of a stream or river, or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems.
23-11 It is acknowledged that worldwide and local populations of the introduced western honeybee (Apis
mellifera) are currently experiencing marked population declines (“colony collapse”). It is further
acknowledged that impacts to existing native and non-native vegetation species on-site (including yellowstar thistle and native and non-native grassland species) would remove flowering plants that are known to
be used by native (solitary) and introduced (colonial) bee species. Colony collapse impacts and nonnative honeybee decline is largely attributed to factors that are independent of the proposed project, and
project-related effects are not considered to have a significant impact to non-native honeybee decline.
While non-native honeybees are known to play an important role in California’s agricultural industry and
are known pollinators of both native and non-native plant species, habitat loss and degradation are not
attributed as the primary factor contributing to recent bee decline and/or colony collapse. Although the
scientific community recognizes habitat loss as a contributing factor, recent studies suggest that the
overall decline is primarily resulting from a combination of other factors, including viral and bacterial
pathogens, parasitic mites, hybridizations with Africanized bees, and pesticide drift. A recent study coauthored by scientific researchers at Pennsylvania State University, Columbia University, and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, amongst others, found that honeybee “colony collapse” has been attributed to
the Israeli acute paralysis virus, which has resulted in a loss of 50 to 90% of colonies in beekeeping
operations across the United States, including a 23% decline in 2006 (Journal of Science 2007). In
addition to viral pathogens, other researchers such as the Agricultural Research Council (ARC) have
found that the ectoparasitic mite, Varroa destructor (formerly Varroa jacobsoni), is responsible for large
bee declines, and considers this species as the most serious parasite of honeybees in the 20th century.
Recent studies conducted by the ARC observed a 14% reduction in pollination efficiency in bee colonies
that were heavily Varroa infested in contrast to Varroa-free control colonies (ARC 2007).
While native bee species may use the project area, the project’s on-site habitats represent a relatively
small fraction of the overall habitat available to bee species in the project’s vicinity, and would not
significantly affect the overall habitat availability. As such, the proposed project is not expected to
significantly impact native bees, either on a project-specific basis or cumulatively.
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23-12 California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) is listed as a threatened species and protected
pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act, is fully protected pursuant to California Fish and
Game Code Section 3511, and is a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service bird of conservation concern. Typical
habitat for black rails includes coastal saltmarsh, delta emergent marsh, and interior freshwater emergent
marsh. California black rails are year-round residents in the San Francisco Bay region and at inland
locations within Placer, Yuba, Butte, and Nevada Counties. Nesting typically occurs during March
through July.
California rail was not documented within the vicinity of the project until a recent record (in July 2006)
from a location approximately two miles northwest of the project (California Native Diversity Database
[CNDDB] 2008, Occurrence # ABNME03041). This detection is thought to have been a territorial male
that responded to a call, and was recorded in a large typha-dominated marsh adjacent to Clover Creek
(CNDDB 2008).
The comment mentions research literature that indicates that the black rail's habitat is not necessarily
limited to the three "typical" types identified in this EIR; however, there do not appear to be any instances
where black rails have occurred in ephemeral features such as the seasonal wetlands found on-site. While
California black rail has been detected in the general vicinity, the on-site seasonal wetland habitats do not
support suitable habitat for this species, which includes shallow emergent marsh habitat(s) that are
perennially flooded. The seasonal wetlands on-site are isolated shallow depressions within oak
woodland/annual grassland community. Their hydrology is similar to that of vernal pools in that the onsite seasonal wetlands are inundated or saturated during the wet season and completely dry during the dry
season. The dominant plants within the seasonal wetlands on-site include Italian ryegrass (Lolium
multiflorum), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum), and annual beard grass (Polypogon
monspliensis), which are not emergent marsh species and do not occupy wetlands that are not perennially
flooded or saturated. As the project area does not support any suitable black rail habitat, there is no
potential for this species to occur on the project site. Thus, this species is not expected to be affected by
the proposed project and no additional species specific surveys are necessary.
23-13 Please see Response to Comment 9-3 for a discussion of the wetland mitigation measures required for the
proposed project. Regarding the source of water for the wetlands, the potential jurisdictional waters of the
U.S. mapped on the site include two seasonal wetlands (0.014 acre), a seasonal wetland swale (0.087
acre), and two seeps (0.325 acre). These wetlands are situated within topographic low areas. The wetlands
receive direct rainfall and sheet flow from the surrounding uplands to become inundated during the wet
season. The seeps result from shallow underground water “day lighting” at the surface. The wetlands are
dry during typical springs and summers.
23-14 The lumber retail outlet, the Homewood Lumber Store, is an existing business in Loomis. Its application
for a new location was approved in fall of 2007, subsequent to preparation of the Economic Impact
Analysis for Rocklin Crossings; however, the analysis was prepared with the Homewood Lumber Store at
its existing location. It is important to note that this will be a relocation, not an expansion. As proposed,
the total size of the store will not change.
An EIR is intended to assess impacts on a macro level, not at the level of an individual existing store.
There are simply too many variables that can affect the success or failure of an existing store in terms of
how it will be able to compete with new competition. For example, changes in level of service,
merchandise selection, pricing, and advertising are some of the ways existing businesses can adjust to
cope with new competition. As such, Homewood Lumber’s ability to compete with a big box home
improvement center such as Home Depot may very well be enhanced by its move to a new facility. It
should also be noted that there are examples of market areas that have independent lumber businesses
coexisting with large home improvement stores like Home Depot. Mountain View, California, is one such
area.
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23-15 The City of Rocklin has not adopted, and will not be adopting, the Dry Creek Greenway Plan. The
recently released Dry Creek Greenway Regional Vision Draft EIR acknowledges that the Greenway
Vision and Concept Plan is considered to be an advisory and informational document for the cities of
Rocklin, Roseville, and the Town of Loomis. As such, neither the City of Rocklin nor the proposed
project is subject to the elements of the Greenway Plan.
Nonetheless, the Dry Creek Greenway Project identifies greenway corridors throughout Placer County
including along Secret Ravine Creek. The greenway corridor identified in the Dry Creek Greenway
Project along Secret Ravine Creek is identified as habitat with potential recreational use, although no
trailways are identified along the creek. The greenway corridor identified in the Dry Creek Greenway
Project forms the boundaries of the Dry Creek Greenway Project in the project area and is generally
contiguous with the boundaries of the Recreation-Conservation (R-C) designation corridor along Secret
Ravine Creek identified in the Rocklin General Plan (see Exhibit 4.1-2 of the Draft EIR). The project site
is set back approximately 200 feet at its closest location from the R-C designated area and the identified
greenway corridor boundary, and is set back approximately 300 feet at its closest location from the
alignment of Secret Ravine Creek. Based on this setback, the project is not located within the boundaries
of the Dry Creek Greenway Project and would not be expected to have any effect on the implementation
of the Dry Creek Greenway Project.
23-16 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 significant environmental
issues. Therefore, no additional response is necessary. Even so, the City notes that the project is not
inconsistent with the Mayor’s remarks, in that the project is predominantly consistent with the
commercial general plan and zoning designations for the site (with the exception of 1.23 acres) and would
be required to mitigate all of its significant effects on natural resources on the project site.
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2
3

James W. Johnson
1/23/08

This comment questions whether Rocklin is big enough to support a new shopping center in addition to
other retailers planning to come into the market area. The findings from the Economic Impact Analysis
indicate that, overall, Rocklin Crossings’ primary and secondary market area (composed of the City of
Rocklin, the Town of Loomis, and areas to the east extending along I-80) should be able to support the
new center. It is estimated that the primary and secondary market area will experience retail sales leakage
of $952 million in 2009.2 By comparison, retail sales for Rocklin Crossings are estimated to be $230
million in the same year. In other words, the amount of leakage is about four times the level of sales
projected for Rocklin Crossings. Therefore, before looking at specific retail categories, it appears that the
market area will generate more than enough demand to support Rocklin Crossings. Findings by retail
category are presented in the Economic Impact Analysis report, including identification of those
categories that could be vulnerable to overbuilding and the resulting risk of closure of some existing
stores in the primary market area.3

CBRE Consulting, Inc, Ibid, Exhibit 19.
CBRE Consulting, Inc, Ibid, pp. 30-32.
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Betty Knaak
Rec’d 1/22/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The traffic study has analyzed study
intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed improvements to mitigate project impacts at
locations where the project significantly impacts operating condition of the intersections and roadway
segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels
per City standards.
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Liese Loon-Stern
Rec’d 1/22/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The traffic study has analyzed study
intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed improvements to mitigate project impacts at
locations where the project significantly impacts operating condition of the intersections and roadway
segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels
per City standards. Furthermore, with respect to impacts, the project would incorporate mitigation to
reduce any impacts related to both construction and operational activities.
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Michelle Marchan
1/23/08

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR’s urban decay analysis fails to analyze the cumulative impacts
of all planned retail development on Rocklin. In fact, however, both the Draft EIR and the supporting
Economic Impact Analysis do take into account the cumulative impacts of all of the projects mentioned in
this comment: Stanford Plaza, Blue Oaks Town Center, Granite Drive, and Rocklin Marketplace. In
addition, the Rocklin Commons project was considered in the analysis. The worst case scenario of
impacts from Rocklin Crossings and all five planned projects are presented in Section 5.2.4 of the Draft
EIR and in the complete Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix B to the Draft EIR). The discussion of
“Cumulative Economic Impacts” is included on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR, which notes that the Economic
Impact Analysis identified five other major planned retail projects in the primary market area (City of
Rocklin and the Town of Loomis): Stanford Plaza, Blue Oaks Town Center, Rocklin Commons, the
Granite Drive project and Rocklin Marketplace. The analysis does not measure the impacts of the
proposed project against current conditions, but rather assumes the five cumulative projects are built, and
concludes that there would be a significant increase in diverted sales from primary market area retailers in
the home furnishings and appliances and “other retail stores” categories as a result of these projects. (See
Draft EIR, p. 5-4.)
Under CEQA, cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or…compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15130, subd. (a)(1).) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355,
subd. (b).)
Where a proposed project subject to CEQA is a retail shopping center, however, a distinction must be
made between the economic analysis performed and the environmental conclusions required under
CEQA. Under CEQA, an EIR must address only those project impacts that would cause “significant
effects on the environment.” The CEQA Guidelines define “significant effect on the environment” as “a
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project[.]” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15382.) The CEQA Guidelines also provide that
“economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064, subd. (e); see Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000)
83 Cal.App.4th 1004, 1019.) Rather, the relevant determination is whether the project’s potential
socioeconomic impacts will result in a physical manifestation in the environment (i.e., “urban decay”).
(See Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184.) In this
case, the Economic Impact Analysis assessed the probability of urban decay ensuing from development of
the proposed project and the additional planned projects. Thus, taking into consideration the cumulative
impacts of all the planned retail development in Rocklin and Loomis, the Draft EIR concluded that there
would not be a resulting physical deterioration that is so prevalent and substantial that it impairs the
proper utilization of affected real estate or the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community.
(See Draft EIR, p. 5-5, Impact 5-1.)
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Michael Mericante
1/23/08

A field visit in August of 2006 found that Rocklin in general and Granite Drive in particular did not have
a high number of vacant retail spaces. The main shopping center on Granite Drive is Rocklin Square
Shopping Center. This is a 190,000-square-foot center anchored by Long’s and Safeway. During the field
visit no vacancies were observed at the center. Currently, according to CoStar, a national listing service,
this center has two 1,100-square-foot vacant spaces. This results in a very high occupancy rate of 99%.
There are a few other smaller neighborhood-oriented centers located on Granite Drive, but their small size
and neighborhood-orientation makes them uncompetitive with the planned Rocklin Crossings regional
center.
Since 2006 more than 1.2 million square feet of retail space has been added to Rocklin and Roseville.
This quick growth in retail space has resulted in a higher vacancy rate. Currently vacancy in Roseville and
Rocklin is approximately 9 to 10%. A retail leasing broker interviewed recently stated that anchor big box
stores are still performing well but that smaller shop spaces filled by independent owners are currently
struggling. While national chain brands are able to withstand the tightening credit markets, independent
local owners have been affected. The broker opined that even though there is currently a high vacancy
rate, especially in shop space, the market overall is expected to recover and eventually lease up. There is
still interest from retailers wanting to enter the Rocklin and Roseville market. One example is the Tesco
grocery store, which typically leases 14,000 square feet of space for their stores.
The K-Mart anchored shopping center is located on Pacific Street near Farron Street, approximately 2.7
miles southwest of the proposed Rocklin Crossings center. The largest vacancy in the City of Rocklin is
the empty space in this center formerly occupied by Albertson’s. This space has been vacant now for over
a year. When this space became available in 2006, the overall vacancy rate in Roseville and Rocklin was
between 1 to 4%, which is very low. However, the large increase in new retail space since 2006 in
Roseville and Rocklin has probably contributed to the ongoing vacancy of this space. Although the space
is still vacant, and may be vacant for some time until the oversupply of new retail is absorbed, it does not
mean that the center will suffer from urban decay. The center still has a major anchor, Big K-Mart, to
attract customer traffic. If the center owner keeps up the maintenance and exterior appearance of the
property, urban decay should not result from this one vacancy.
The issue of whether the City has focused more on developing new centers, rather than revitalizing
existing retail centers, is a policy question. However, one thing to keep in mind is that Rocklin Crossings
is a regional shopping center. Most of Rocklin and Loomis’s current centers are neighborhood-oriented
and only a few are community-oriented. This difference in orientation means that the centers are not
directly competitive with each other. Neighborhood and community centers have much smaller market
areas than regional centers. Because they are not directly competitive, these different types of centers
should be able to coexist without much sales diversions.
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Linda Morley
12/11/07

Please see Response to Comment 28-1.
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David Murillo
1/23/08

Please refer to the response to comment 28-1. The types of stores and centers along Granite Drive are not
directly competitive with the planned Rocklin Crossings regional center.
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Helen Murille
1/23/08

Bullet Point 1: The findings from the Economic Impact Analysis indicate that, if all of the retail square
footage in Rocklin Crossings and the other five proposed projects is built and occupied by 2009, there
will likely be an oversupply of space in several categories. Development surges of this type are not
uncommon. They occur during periods of: (a) strong population growth; (b) strength in market demand;
and (c) retailer confidence in the desirability of a market area and its long term potential as a desirable
place to do business. Such surges often lead to one or more of the following: slower than anticipated
absorption (leasing) of new space; lower initial sales volume; and a longer than anticipated period of time
to reach stabilized sales. In addition, in the face of projected overbuilding in a market area, some
developers and lenders may decide to delay or cancel projects that do not have strong anchor tenants or
are otherwise having difficulty preleasing space. Surges do not necessarily, or typically, result in urban
decay, but rather reflect expected business cycles that prudent entrepreneurs anticipate and plan for. In an
otherwise healthy economy, if a center owner keeps up the maintenance and exterior appearance of its
property, urban decay should not result from short term vacancies.
Bullet Point 2: Please refer to the response to comment 24-1, which addresses the sources of demand for
Rocklin Crossings.
Bullet Point 3: Please refer to the response to comment 28-1 for a discussion of vacant retail space on
Granite Drive. The retail leasing brokers interviewed for the Economic Impact Analysis primarily handle
the leasing of space at larger shopping centers in the Rocklin and Roseville areas. The brokers base their
opinions on their particular experience at the centers that they and their companies cover. It is possible
that there are some small centers on Granite Drive with higher rates of vacancies that aren’t covered by
local brokers. However, these smaller neighborhood-oriented shopping centers of less than 50,000 square
feet are not competitive with the type of regional center proposed at Rocklin Crossings. Rocklin
Crossings is not expected to compete with smaller neighborhood retail developments for tenants
providing convenience good and services (such as dry cleaner, nail salon, etc.) oriented towards local
neighborhood shoppers. The stores at Rocklin Crossings will be larger and oriented towards comparison
shopping, not convenience goods/services. Therefore, the small centers on Granite Drive are not expected
to be negatively impacted by the new space at Rocklin Crossings. A more comprehensive discussion of
the potential for urban decay is presented in the full Economic Impact Analysis report that appears in
Appendix B of the Draft EIR.
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Ananth Narain
Rec’d 1/22/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and concerns with area ecology are noted. The Draft
EIR also concluded that with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the majority of the
project’s biological resource impacts (including impacts to wetlands, native oak and heritage trees, valley
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat, raptors and migratory birds, and Chinook salmon and steelhead trout
habitat) would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. In addition, impacts to other biological resources
(including special-status plant species, California re-legged frog habitat, western pond turtle habitat, and
burrowing owl habitat) would be less than significant without mitigation. In the short-term, the project
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the loss of oak trees. However, in the
long-term, two oak trees would be planted within the City for every tree removed from the site, reducing
the impact on oak trees to a less-than-significant level. With respect to wetlands, the project applicant
would be required to compensate 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, and the impact to wetlands would be less than significant. For a
detailed discussion of these issues and mitigation, the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological
Resources of the Draft EIR. As the commenter does not raise any specific substantive comments on the
contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary.
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Melissa and James Netzel
1/23/08

As described on page 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR, development of the proposed project would result in
increased demand for police protection services. The project could increase petty theft, vandalism, and
car-related crimes that are typically associated with large shopping centers and parking lots. In order to
minimize crime at the project site, the project includes the implementation of security measures that are
intended to ensure the safety of employees and the public. In particular, the proposed Wal-Mart
Supercenter would install closed-circuit camera systems (surveillance cameras) inside and outside the
store; would provide a parking lot patrol during the day and nighttime hours; would use a plainclothes
patrol inside the store, and would have a risk control team responsible for safety and security issues at the
site.
The project site is currently served by the Rocklin Police Department, which is headquartered at 4080
Rocklin Road, approximately 2 miles southwest of the project site. Funding for department operations
comes from the City’s general fund. New police services, including officers and equipment, are funded on
an as-needed basis through approval from the City Council.
Due to the project’s direct access to Interstate 80 and Sierra College Boulevard, police patrol vehicles
could easily access the site from multiple directions. The project would not include any components that
would impede the Police Department’s current response times and because of the onsite security
measures, would not be expected to substantially increase the demand for police protection facilities or
equipment. In addition, the project would generate sales tax revenues that could support additional police
protection requirements deemed necessary by the City Council. For these reasons, the project’s impacts
on law enforcement services were determined in the Draft EIR to be less than significant. Please also see
Response to Comment 51-1.

33-2

The commenters’ desires to maintain some empty places for wildlife is noted. While the implementation
of the proposed project would result in the removal of common plant and wildlife species, these effects
would not substantially reduce the habitat of any common species, cause a species to drop below selfsustaining levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. Annual grassland is considered a
common community both locally and regionally. Moreover, mobile wildlife currently using the project
site could potentially move into adjacent rural residential and undeveloped areas. Therefore, the project’s
impact on common plant and wildlife species is considered less than significant. For more information on
the biological resources of the project site and surrounding environment, the commenter is referred to
Section 4.12, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. As the commenter does not raise any substantive
comments on the contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary.

33-3

The commenters’ concerns regarding the development of a shopping center near their home is noted. For
a discussion of the appropriateness of the project at the location being proposed, the commenter is
referred to the Land Use Master Response. As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on
the contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary.

33-4

The commenters’ raise concerns regarding local flooding. For a discussion of the effect of the project on
the potential for flooding see Responses to Comments 15-2 and 23-10. For a detailed discussion of the
local hydrology and the proposed project’s anticipated drainage impacts, the commenters are referred to
Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the commenter is
referred to the Master Response on Water Quality.
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The commenters’ statements regarding the adverse effects of another housing project on salmon
populations in Secret Ravine Creek are noted. For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish
and their habitat in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook
salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret
Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix
A). As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR, no
additional response is necessary.

33-6

The commenters suggest that other buildings be occupied before constructing the proposed project. The
determination regarding whether the proposed project should be built based on the occupancy rate of
other buildings within the City is a policy question that is not required by CEQA and therefore outside of
the scope of this EIR. Moreover, it would not be feasible to use this project to fill available retail space in
Rocklin. As Rocklin Crossings will be a regional shopping center and the available space occurs in
neighborhood-oriented or community-oriented centers, this available space would not meet the basic
objectives for the project.
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Nick Nichol
1/21/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. As noted in Response to Comment 28-1,
Rocklin Crossings would be a regional shopping center. Most of Rocklin and Loomis’s current centers
are neighborhood-oriented and only a few are community-oriented. This difference in orientation means
that the centers are not directly competitive with each other. Neighborhood and community centers have
much smaller market areas than regional centers. Because they are not directly competitive, these
different types of centers, including small businesses, should be able to coexist without much sales
diversions. As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR
or otherwise raise significant environmental issues, no additional response is necessary.
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Sarah Nitta
1/20/08

As described on page 7-3 of the Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative assumed development of the site
consistent with the existing land use and zoning designations for the site in the near term. This
assumption was based on the high demand for commercial/retail uses and sites with direct freeway access
in western Placer County and the availability of adequate infrastructure at the site to support commercial
development. In light of existing planning and zoning on the property, including a small area planned and
zoned for residential uses (which would be modified under the proposed project), the No Project
Alternative assumed that the 1.23 acres of the site currently designated for Medium Density Residential
uses would develop with residential uses rather than commercial uses. Therefore, this alternative would
include a small residential component. Based on the current zoning, approximately 7 to 10 homes were
assumed to be constructed within this 1.23-acre area with the No Project Alternative. The inability to
construct commercial development on this 1.23-acre area, absent general plan and zoning changes, would
reduce the total commercial buildings by approximately 13,500 square feet for a total of approximately
530,000 square feet. Therefore, this alternative assumed development of a 530,000 square foot
commercial facility and the construction of between 7 and 10 homes on the project site. This contrasts
with the proposed project’s 543,500 square foot commercial development.
With the implementation of the No Project Alternative, the adverse environmental impacts anticipated
with the proposed project would continue to occur, although the development plan would be slightly
altered. Instead of having a perimeter wall that extends along the entire eastern boundary of the property,
within the 1.23-acre area, the wall would extend along the western side of the future residences. Because
the commercial uses would be slightly reduced to accommodate for the residential uses, some variation in
impacts would be anticipated. For example, for traffic, commercial development on approximately 1.23
acres would generate approximately 50 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour while residential
development on the same property would generate approximately 10 vehicle trips during the same period.
This would represent a reduction in p.m. peak vehicle trips of less than 3% when compared to the
proposed project. Residential development would also slightly reduce air pollutant emissions and
localized noise levels when compared to commercial development due to the reduction in vehicle trips
and reduced overall activity level associated with residential uses. However, for air quality, the reduction
in air emissions would be less than 3% of those generated by the proposed project. Both the proposed
project and the No Project alternative would remove the same total area of biological resources; therefore,
the impacts on biological resources would not differ between the two options.
The implementation of the No Project Alternative would represent a relatively negligible change in the
proposed land uses on the site and would not be expected to reduce any significant environmental impacts
of the proposed project to less-than-significant levels.
The analyses of the potential impacts associated with implementation of the Rocklin 60 project in
combination with the proposed project are included throughout Chapter 4, Environmental Setting,
Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation, and Chapter 6, Cumulative and Growth inducing Impacts, of the
Draft EIR.
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Sarah Nitta (Second Letter)
1/23/08

There is no improvement necessary for I-80 freeway mainline beyond those that have been recently
completed and those that are anticipated over the next two to three years. The 2025 freeway mainline
analysis shows that freeway segments in the study area operate at acceptable level of service in 2025
under the “with project” scenario conditions. The City of Rocklin is the sole jurisdiction for approval of
the Rocklin Crossings project. The City of Rocklin is required to verify that all mitigation measures
within their control are implemented.
Recent completion of the Douglas Boulevard/I-80 Interchange improvement project and the addition of a
lane on I-80 between Riverside Boulevard and Douglas Boulevard has considerably reduced the
eastbound traffic congestion on I-80 in and through Roseville. Moreover, as a part of the Sac/Pla I-80
Operational & Capacity Improvement Project, Phase 3A, Caltrans will be constructing the westbound
extension of the bus/carpool (HOV) lane and auxiliary lanes from Miners’ Ravine to State Route 65,
which will further relieve traffic congestion. Construction is planned to start in 2009 with completion
scheduled for 2011. These improvements will result in reduced traffic congestion along the section of I-80
in the Roseville/Rocklin region.
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Christie Olsen
1/23/08

The commenter’s opposition to rezoning the 1.23 acres of residential uses to commercial uses on the
project site is noted. With the exception of that 1.23 acres, the proposed land use and level of
development is predominantly consistent with the City’s long-time general plan and zoning designations
for the property, 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 and zoning designations for project site. While currently not fully developed, the
adjacent properties are predominantly designated Retail Commercial, with only the properties to the east
of the project site designated for residential use. Thus the project’s location is consistent with the City’s
long-term planning for the area. As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the
contents of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise significant environmental issues, no additional response is
necessary.
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Janet Olsen
1/23/08

Please refer to the response to comment 24-1 on the sources of market demand for Rocklin Crossings.
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Frank and Jayne Parker
1/19/08

The commenters raise concerns regarding water quality degradation within Secret Ravine Creek, local
flooding, pollution from idling trucks and increased traffic, pollution from lights in the parking lots, and
noise pollution. For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish and their habitat in Secret
Ravine Creek and the project’s effect on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon and their habitat
and water quality in Secret Ravine Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the
technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). For a discussion of
the effect of the project on the potential for flooding see Responses to Comments 15-2 and 23-10.
Emissions from idling trucks and traffic would be reduced by implementation of Mitigation Measures
4.3-2, which has been revised to be more specific, as noted in the Master Response on Energy
Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation. The project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which
addresses impacts due to light and glare, and includes the development and approval of a lighting plan to
ensure project lighting does not cause any nuisance to adjoining streets or properties. Included in the
lighting plan will be night dimming for the project’s two major retail tenants, in which internal lighting is
dimmed to approximately 65% of typical evening illumination during the late night hours. Night
dimming, in combination with the lighting mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR, would
substantially reduce the project’s anticipated nighttime light impacts. As discussed under Impact 4.4-3,
the proposed project would not result in traffic noise level increases exceeding 3 dBA; thus, such noise
increase is not considered perceptible to humans, and is considered less than significant. Truck delivery
noise, as well as other stationary- or area-source noise levels would be mitigated with implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 which requires noise barriers, among other measures. For a detailed discussion
of these issues, the commenters are referred to the following sections of the Draft EIR: Section 4.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.7, Aesthetics; and Section 4.4, Noise.
For water quality issues, the commenter is also referred to the Master Response on Water Quality.
The commenters also raise concerns regarding the visual character of the proposed project. These
concerns are noted. The aesthetics of landscape for the project would be addressed by Mitigation Measure
4.7-3 and the project’s compliance with the City of Rocklin Municipal Code, which requires that all
projects undergo design review (Municipal Code, Section 17.72.020). As part of the design review
process, the project applicant is required to provide detailed information regarding the project’s
architectural design to ensure that development of the site is of high quality and does not create visual
incompatibilities. For a detailed discussion of the project’s proposed architectural character, the
commenters are referred to Section 3.5.10 on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of the project’s
visual resource impacts, the commenters are referred to Section 4.7, Aesthetics; of the Draft EIR.
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Mrs. C.E. Pittman
1/23/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and desire to have more effort directed to filling the
old Albertson’s store before building new stores is noted. The determination regarding whether the
proposed project should be built based on the occupancy rate of other buildings within the City is a policy
question that is not required by CEQA and therefore outside of the scope of this EIR. Moreover, it would
not be feasible to use this project to fill available retail space in Rocklin. As Rocklin Crossings would be
a regional shopping center and the available space occurs in neighborhood-oriented or communityoriented centers, the available space would not meet the basic objectives for the project,. As the
commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR or otherwise raise
significant environmental issues, no additional response is necessary. Please also see Response to
Comment 28-1. For a discussion of the appropriateness of the project at the location being proposed, the
commenter is referred to the Land Use Master Response.
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Robert and Maxine Pohan
Rec’d 1/22/08

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. The traffic study has analyzed study
intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed improvements to mitigate project impacts at
locations where the project significantly impacts operating condition of the intersections and roadway
segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels
per City standards. With respect to air quality, project emissions associated with both construction and
operation were modeled in accordance with PCAPCD-recommended methods. While the project has the
potential to result in significant PM10 emissions for construction and ROG, NOX, PM10 and CO for
operations, the project would implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 to reduce these impacts.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 would reduce construction emission impacts to less than significant levels.
While operational emissions would remain significant and unavoidable due to vehicle emissions,
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would substantially reduce the level of the operational emissions. For a
discussion of the project’s effect on water quality in Secret Ravine Creek, see Master Response regarding
Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP
(Appendix A). As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the contents of the Draft
EIR or otherwise raise any specific significant environmental issues, no additional response is necessary.
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R.C. Presley
1/16/08

The commenter’s concerns regarding traffic congestion are noted. The traffic study has analyzed study
intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed improvements to mitigate project impacts at
locations where the project significantly impacts operating condition of the intersections and roadway
segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the project impacts to less-than-significant levels
per City standards. For a detailed discussion of the project’s traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.
The commenter raises concerns regarding the loss of 1,500 oak trees with project development. The
commenter incorrectly identifies the number of oak trees anticipated to be removed with site
development. 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. 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, two trees will be required to be
planted for each tree removed, resulting in twice as many trees located within the City as are currently
present on the project site.
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Lisa and Rusty Pywtorak
1/23/08

The commenter’s concerns regarding the loss of wildlife resources are noted. While the implementation
of the proposed project would result in the removal of common plant and wildlife species, these effects
would not substantially reduce the habitat of any common species, cause a species to drop below selfsustaining levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. Annual grassland is considered a
common community both locally and regionally. Moreover, mobile wildlife currently using the project
site, such as those species mentioned by the commenter, could potentially move into adjacent rural
residential and undeveloped areas. Therefore, the project’s impact on common plant and wildlife species
is considered less than significant.
With respect to wetlands, the project applicant will be required to compensate 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, and the impact to
wetlands will be less than significant.
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
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.
For more information on the biological resources of the project site and surrounding environment, the
commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s
opposition to the proposed project is noted.

43-2

The commenter’s concerns about the project’s impacts are noted. The project will incorporate mitigation
to reduce impacts associated with air quality, noise, lighting and glare and water quality for both
construction and operational activities. For more detailed information on these issues, the commenter is
referred to Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.4, Noise; Section 4.7, Aesthetics; and Section 4.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the commenter is also referred to
the Master Response on Water Quality.
Furthermore, the project is not anticipated to cause any adverse health effects. A Health Risk Assessment
was prepared to determine the exposure levels for the future residents within the proposed Rocklin 60
residential development due to their direct proximity to the project site. The results of the Health Risk
Assessment are directly applicable to existing residents. Based on the modeling results included in the
Health Risk Assessment, the highest lifetime cancer risk for an individual residence within the proposed
Rocklin 60 residential development was identified as 5.1 in a million.
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The further residences are away from the project site, generally the lower the estimated cancer risk. For
the majority of the potential future residences within the Rocklin 60 development, 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.
Thus, the lifetime cancer risk associated with operation of the proposed project for the existing residences
(which are located farther to the east than the proposed Rocklin 60 project residences) would be 1 in a
million or less. This level would not exceed the Placer County Air Pollution Control District cancer risk
significance level of 10 in a million. Therefore, existing residences would not be exposed to excessive
health risks with project implementation.
The project’s effects on home sales are outside of the scope of this EIR. (See Hecton v. People of the
State of California (1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 653, 656 (possible decline in property values is not an
environmental issue under CEQA).) Notably, however, the project site has been planned and zoned for
commercial uses for many years, so the proposal to develop the site consistent with past planning and
zoning decisions is not unexpected.
43-3

The commenter’s concerns regarding noise pollution are noted. With respect to nighttime parking lot
activity, the 24-hour nature of some of the stores will ensure that nighttime parking lot activity would
occur at the project site. However, nighttime activity would be at a considerably less intensive level than
daytime activity, and most of the parking areas will be well shielded from the residences to the east by
intervening buildings; and those parking spaces that would not be shielded by buildings would be
shielded by the recommended noise barrier along the eastern site boundary. As a result, significant noise
impacts associated with nighttime parking lot activity are not expected.
With respect to nighttime truck deliveries, the analysis concluded that with the recommended property
line noise barrier, noise impacts would not occur at the nearest residences to the east. The analysis
focused on residences proposed adjacent to the project site in the Rocklin 60 Residential Development,
with some residences located as close as 70 feet from the truck unloading/passby areas. At residences
further east, noise levels would be even lower due to standard reduction of sound with distance. As a
result of that additional distance and the proposed noise barrier, significant noise impacts associated with
nighttime truck deliveries are not identified. Furthermore, noise from parking lot activities is considerably
lower than noise from truck passages and unloading. Therefore, the features of the project included to
reduce truck delivery noise impacts at night would be more than adequate to reduce nighttime parking lot
noise to a less than significant level. For a discussion of the noise impacts associated with the project’s
24-hour operations, including parking lot sweeper and delivery truck noise, the commenter is referred to
the discussion under Impact 4.4-4 commencing on page 4.4-14 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures
have been identified to reduce the project’s noise impact on residences to the east to below significance
levels. See page 4.4-19 of the Draft EIR for a description of these mitigation measures.

43-4

The commenter’s concerns regarding light pollution are noted. The project would be required to
implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-4, which addresses impacts due to light and glare, and includes the
development and approval of a lighting plan to ensure project lighting does not cause any nuisance to
adjoining streets or properties. For more information on this issue, the commenter is referred to the
discussion under Impact 4.7-4 commencing on page 4.7-9 of the Draft EIR. It should also be noted that
Impact 6-22 on page 6-50 of the Draft EIR identified the project’s contribution to cumulative visual
impacts. The EIR for the City of Rocklin General Plan concluded that development in accordance with
the General Plan would substantially alter viewsheds and vistas in the region as open grasslands and hills
are replaced in part by mixed urban development and as new sources of light and glare are generated in
the region. Based on these anticipated changes in the regional visual resources, the General Plan EIR
concluded that this aesthetic impact would be significant and unavoidable, and the Rocklin City Council
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adopted Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations in recognition of this impact.
Because the cumulative aesthetic impacts of development are identified in the General Plan EIR as
significant and the project would contribute measurably to this change, the project’s visual resources
impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable.
43-5

For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect
on Central Valley steelhead, Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine Creek,
see the Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine
Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A).

43-6

The traffic study has analyzed the effects of additional traffic produced by the Rocklin Crossings project
on existing roadway infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the project as well as at the regional level.
Also, the improvement of the Sierra College Boulevard interchange, which will add capacity to the ramp
intersections, is currently under construction. Finally, the traffic analysis has also analyzed the future
2025 traffic conditions at the Sierra College Boulevard interchange, which show that the ramp
intersections will operate at acceptable level of service even with 2025 traffic conditions.

43-7

The commenter’s statement that a resort hotel with a golf course or horse riding trails and gourmet
restaurants would benefit both Rocklin and Loomis is noted. Section 15126.6, subdivision (a), of the State
CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “... a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation.” Subdivision (f)(1) of the same Guideline adds that, in determining what
sorts of alternatives to include, a lead agency may consider factors such as “general plan consistency” and
“other plans and regulatory limitations.” Furthermore, possible alternatives may be eliminated from
consideration due to “failure to meet most of the basic objectives” of a proposed project. (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.6, subd. (c).) Based on these legal directives, the City evaluated six alternatives
to the proposed project in the Draft EIR. These included a No Project Alternative, a Reduced Size
Alternative, a Building Realignment Alternative, Offsite Alternative #1, Offsite Alternative #2, and
Offsite Alternative #3. Potential uses such as a resort hotel with a golf course and horse riding trails were
not addressed because they are inconsistent with the planning and zoning designations for the project site
and would not attain the basic project objectives of the project, as set forth in the Draft EIR. For a
discussion of alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7, Alternatives, of
the Draft EIR.
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