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LETTER 111: HARGRAVES, PHIL AND MARLIES 
 
Response to Comment 111-1 
 
The effects of additional traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases 
in traffic on Park Drive will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the 
level of service “C” standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the 
response to comment 28-1. 
 
Response to Comment 111-2 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 112: HARRY, DAVID J. 
 
Response to Comment 112-1 
 
This is an introductory comment and does not present any specific concerns, and 
therefore, does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 112-2 
 
The project is not proposing access to either Rawhide Road or Clover Valley Drive. The 
emergency access gate that would only be able to be opened by emergency vehicles, such 
as fire, ambulance and police response units. The gate would seal off this entrance onto 
Rawhide. 
 
Response to Comment 112-3 
 
The commentor’s assertion that the City may someday decide to open the roadway is 
unfounded and speculative. The proposed project includes a closed-access gate that will 
be only accessible by the city and other associated emergency response organizations. As 
such, the impacts identified in the DEIR related to traffic in and around the Rawhide 
Road area are adequate. 
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LETTER 113: HART, JOHN H. AND TONI M. 
 
Response to Comment 113-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 114: HAVENS, SYLVIA 
 
Response to Comment 114-1 
 
Comment noted.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  The City’s 
General Plan has long called for the construction of Valley View Parkway in this 
location.  The road will be engineered in accordance with all applicable traffic design and 
safety requirements. The 12% grade is the maximum acceptable grade used by Cal Trans. 
The 12% grade for Valley View Parkway was analyzed and determined to be acceptable 
by the City Engineer, the Fire Department and the Police Department when the Clover 
Valley area was annexed into the City.  
 
Response to Comment 114-2 
 
The project provides emergency fire access for units along Sierra View Court via a 20-
foot wide emergency access road, as depicted in the subdivision map (Sheets TS-5, TS-
6). 
 
Response to Comment 114-3 
 
Police and fire personnel will have keys and/or electronic access to all gates within the 
project site, and will be able to drive on Valley View Parkway and other project streets. 
 
Response to Comment 114-4 
 
Clover Valley Road would be opened to the residents of Clover Valley. Additionally, 
school buses would have access through the main entrance. 
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LETTER 115: HELBIG, THOMAS 
 
Response to Comment 115-1 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. Comments will be 
forwarded to the City Council for review. 
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LETTER 116: HERLOCKER, MATT AND LISA 
 
Response to Comment 116-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 116-2 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 116-3 
 
Schools in the City of Rocklin have been planned in proximity to arterial roadways, and 
appropriate design has been provided for pedestrian access. The effects of additional 
traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases in traffic on Park Drive 
will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the level of service “C” 
standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the response to comment 28-
1. 
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LETTER 117: HOLLAND, MARY ETTA 
 
Response to Comment 117-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 118: HOLVERSTOTT, RON 
 
Response to Comment 118-1 
 
This is an introductory comment and does not address specific issues within the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 118-2 
 
As discussed in Impact 4.4I-6 of the DEIR, impacts to the intersection of King Road and 
Sierra College Boulevard would be significant. Because the intersection is located within 
the City of Loomis, the City of Rocklin has no jurisdiction over it and cannot require the 
project applicant to contribute to its improvements.  Though Impact 4.4I-6 includes 
suggested improvements that would mitigate the potential impacts the proposed project 
would have on the intersection, the improvements would not be not within the City and 
the City would not have the ability to oversee these improvements. Therefore, this impact 
is considered to be significant and unavoidable. 
 
If the project were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of 
overriding consideration, acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind 
their determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 118-3 
 
As noted in the DEIR, cumulative impacts related to the proposed project would be 
considered significant and unavoidable (see impact discussion 4.8I-16). If the project 
were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of overriding 
consideration, acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind their 
determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 118-4 
 
As noted in the DEIR, cumulative impacts related views from Sierra College Boulevard 
would be considered significant and unavoidable (see impact discussion 4.3I-2). If the 
project were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of overriding 
consideration, acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind their 
determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 118-5 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 119: HORSLEY, JEANNE G. 
 
Response to Comment 119-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 119-2 
 
The effects of additional traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases in 
traffic on Park Drive will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the level of 
service “C” standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the response to 
comment 28-1. Impacts related to the traffic conditions at intersections along Park Drive 
are found to be potentially significant at the intersection of Valley View Parkway and 
Park Drive (see Impact 4.4I-5). However, this impact was found to be less-than-
significant after the implementation of suggested mitigation measure 4.4MM-5(a). 
 
Response to Comment 119-3 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 120: HOUSTON, DAVID 
 
Response to Comment 120-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 120-2 
 
As stated in Impact 4.4I-5, the proposed project was found to have a potentially 
significant impact to traffic at intersections along Park Drive. However, the suggested 
mitigation measure (see Mitigation Measure 4.4MM-5) would ensure that the project 
applicant mitigates impacts at the intersection of Park and Valley View Parkway through 
intersection design changes. The traffic study conducted by DKS Associates did not 
determine that the proposed project would have any other significant impacts along Park 
Drive. 
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