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LETTER 139: MADER, LOTHAR, PH.D. AND MELANIE 
 
Response to Comment 139-1 
 
As shown in Figure 4.6-2, noise level measurements were performed at 4 locations within 
the project site. Although noise levels at different locations on the project site are 
expected to vary, these measurement sites were selected in order to generally quantify 
existing ambient noise levels at the project site. Although audible, reverberation of sound 
at the project site is not expected to cause an appreciable increase in noise levels within 
the center of the valley relative to these noise measurement locations. Please refer to the 
Response to Comment 110-4 for additional information on sound reflections in the 
valley. 
 
Impacts related to noise within the valley are addressed in Impacts 4.6I-3, 4.6I-4, 4.6I-6 
and 4.6I-8. While Impact 4.6I-3 was found to be less-than-significant without mitigation, 
the remaining impacts were determined to be less-than-significant after the 
implementation of suggested mitigation measures. The analysis included within the DEIR 
concluded that increases in noise that would result from the construction of the proposed 
project (including Park Drive) would be less-than-significant. 
 
Additionally, the development of Park Drive is within the scope of the City of Rocklin 
General Plan Circulation Element and a large proportion of the vehicle trips along Park 
Drive are not expected to originate within the valley. Therefore, the development of Park 
Drive and impacts associated with pass-through traffic are not considered to be project-
specific impacts, but rather impacts related to the buildout of the City of Rocklin General 
Plan Circulation Element. Please see the City of Rocklin General Plan EIR for more 
information regarding the impacts related to the buildout of the General Plan. 
  
Response to Comment 139-2 
 
Future traffic noise levels at the park site are not anticipated to exceed City of Rocklin 
noise level standards applicable to park uses. 
 
Response to Comment 139-3 
 
The commentor agrees with the significant and unavoidable conclusion reached by the 
DEIR. The commentor’s additional comments and suggestions related to the aesthetics 
along the ridgeline are noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-making 
bodies. 
 
Response to Comment 139-4 
 
The addition of turning lanes at an intersection is a common method to improve intersection 
capacity and the resulting traffic operating conditions.  The effects of a one-lane fire access 
road accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists on intersection operations are difficult to 
predict, but it is unlikely to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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Response to Comment 139-5 
 
See Section 6 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 139-6 
 
Due to concerns related to adequate traffic circulation on for the proposed project site, the 
elimination of the Valley View Parkway / Park Drive connection was not considered to 
be a feasible alternative. The trips generated by the proposed project would be required to 
take more lengthy routes resulting in a further increase in cumulative traffic, noise and air 
quality impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 139-7 
 
The first bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.5MM-2(e) on page 4.5-14 states that “all 
fireplaces shall be plumbed for natural gas.” Though the commentor is correct in that this 
is not a complete ban on fireplaces, the use of natural gas fireplaces would result in a 
significant decrease in PM10 emissions when compared to traditional wood-burning 
fireplaces and is considered to be an adequate mitigation measure. 
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LETTER 140: MEDEIROS, JOSEPH L. 
 
Response to Comment 140-1 
 
This is an introductory comment that does not raise any specific concerns related to the 
adequacy of the EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 140-2 
 
The EIR addresses topics of environmental concerns included in the Environmental 
Checklist from CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. In accordance with CEQA and standards 
of significance set by local, state and federal regulations, the EIR found that the proposed 
project would have a number of significant and unavoidable environmental impacts (see 
Chapter 5, Statutorily Required Section of the DEIR). The City disagrees with the 
commenter regarding the quality and scope of the environmental analysis conducted for 
the Clover Valley project. 
 
Response to Comment 140-3 
 
The first part of this comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
The second part of this comment concludes that the project would have significant 
environmental impacts, though does not provide information regarding the specific 
impacts beyond citing wildlife, vegetation, watershed, habitat and humans. This comment 
is consistent with the EIR, which found that the proposed project would have significant 
and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, traffic and circulation, air 
quality and geology. 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 140-4 
 
Commenter raises concerns over long-term environmental impacts of the project but 
offers no specific criticism or evidence to support a position that long-term impacts have 
not been adequately considered in the RDEIR.  The RDEIR adequately assesses with 
supporting evidence loss of natural habitat (4.8I-1 to 4.8I-9); loss of biodiversity (4.8I-
16); water quality (4.11I-5); traffic (4.4I5); noise (4.6I-1 to 4.6I-4; 4.6I-6 to 4.6I-8); air 
quality (4.5I-2 to 4.5I-4); domesticated animals preying on remaining native wildlife 
(4.8I-9); disruption to flows of Clover Valley Creek (4.11I-1, 4.11I-4, 4.11I-6, 4.11I-10); 
biocides entering Clover Creek (4.11I-5); loss of woodland habitat (4.8I-9); loss of 
current fauna (4.8I-6, 4.8I10 to 4.8I-16); loss of native flora (4.8I-1 to 4.8I-9); and water 
consumption (4.12I-1). 
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Response to Comment 140-5 
 
As noted in numerous places within the EIR, prior to the approval of the final maps, the 
developer would be pay fair-share impact fees to a number of public services to mitigate 
impacts that would result from the development of the proposed project. Additionally, 
residents of the proposed project would also contribute to the City and County through 
property taxes to help maintain necessary services. 
 
Response to Comment 140-6 
 
The term vacant is commonly used in the context of environmental analysis to imply the 
absence of structures and development. The EIR does not imply that there are no existing 
natural resources on the proposed project site. See the Aesthetics or Biological Resources 
chapters of the EIR for a thorough description of existing resources on the proposed 
project site. 
 
Response to Comment 140-7 
 
Pursuant with CEQA Guidelines section 15088 and 15089(b), the FEIR includes copies 
of the comments and the associated responses to every public and agency comment 
received during the commenting period for the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 140-8 
 
This Final EIR includes a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (see chapter 4 of this FEIR.) The 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan is a checklist, which allows for the City to monitor the 
implementation of mitigation measures included in the EIR. A number of these 
mitigation measures, such as those relating to the upkeep of storm drainage basins, 
include the creation of long-term maintenance planning and the implementation of best 
management practices (BMPs) in post-construction phases of the project (see Impact 
4.11I-3.)  Additionally, upon completion of the proposed project, the development would 
be subject to all existing state and local ordinances and guidelines.  
 
Response to Comment 140-9 
 
The comment makes a generalized statement implying that the EIR is inadequate and 
does not cover all potential impacts; however, the commenter does not identify any 
neglected impacts. The EIR addresses environmental impacts based upon the 
environmental checklist provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response to Comment 140-10 
 
The EIR includes measures, such as Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-1(a) which would 
ensure that works on the proposed project site would receive training from a qualified 
archeologist to help them identify potential cultural sites.  
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The commenter’s contention that workers on the site would be unwilling to identify 
potential sites is highly speculative and based upon the assumption that the location of 
one cultural site would bring the entire construction operation for the proposed project to 
a halt.  This assumption is unfounded, as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-4(a), if a 
previously unknown cultural site is located all work within 100 feet would be required to 
cease (see Mitigation 4.7MM-4 for more details.) Given the scale of the proposed project, 
a 100-foot buffer area around a potential cultural site would not be likely to cause a halt 
to all construction activities on the project site; therefore, the commenter’s concern 
regarding worker’s unwillingness to report cultural sites would not be significant. 
 
Response to Comment 140-11 
 
Impacts for which no mitigation measures are feasible to reduce an impact to a less-than-
significant level are considered to be significant and unavoidable impacts. If the project 
were approved, any impacts that the EIR determines to be significant and unavoidable 
would require a statement of overriding consideration to be filed by the City Council, 
acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind their determination 
that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts. 
 
The EIR determines that a number of impacts do not require mitigation. This is because 
these impacts are not considered significant according to the standards of significance 
outlined in the EIR (which are formulated in accordance with CEQA presidents as well as 
state, local and federal standards.) Impacts that are determined to be less-than-significant 
do not require mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 140-12 
 
The implementations of the mitigation measures included in the EIR are the 
responsibility of the project applicant. The applicant must utilize the Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan to ensure that all mitigations included in the EIR are followed (see 
chapter 4 of this Final EIR.) Additionally, the EIR includes specific measures, such as 
4.7MM-1(a), which include provisions for the applicant to contract with qualified 
specialists to ensure that mitigation, measures are properly implemented and adequate 
training is provided. 
 
The second half of this comment does not clearly identify the commenter’s concern 
regarding future compliance to mitigation measures regarding paleontological resources. 
Impacts related to existing and currently unknown paleontological resources that would 
result from the development of the proposed project would be limited to the construction 
phase of the project. Impact 4.7MM-1 includes mitigation measures that would ensure 
that eight of the sites undergo data recovery operations as detailed in the Historic 
Properties Management Plan.  
 
Response to Comment 140-13 
 
See Section 2 of Master Response 8 - Biological Resources. 
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Response to Comment 140-14 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would potentially affect the grassland habitat and 
the related foraging environment, which provides for a number of species in Clover 
Valley.  The grasslands cover approximately 30 percent of the project site, and 
characterize the majority of the existing level ground in the valley.  Both native and non-
native grasslands present in Clover Valley provide habitat value (foraging, nesting 
opportunity, overwintering area).  However, no special-status or rare plant species 
associated with grasslands were documented during 2006 surveys (Dittes & Guardino 
2006). 
 
A detailed discussion of the conversion of grassland habitat in Clover Valley can be 
found in the RDEIR (page 4.8-33). 
 
Response to Comment 140-15 
 
Impact 4.8I-5 addresses long-term operational impacts to riparian and seasonal wetland 
habitat. 
 
Response to Comment 140-16 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 2 -  Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 140-17 
 
The commenter is correct in stating that the long-term operational impacts related to 
riparian and seasonal wetland habitats were found to be less-than-significant (see Impact 
4.8I-5).  This conclusion is based upon a projection of conditions on the project site after 
the construction activities have been concluded, the long-term operational impacts do not 
include construction activities. Construction-related impacts (see Impact 4.8I-4) were 
found to be potentially significant and reduced to less-than-significant after the 
implementation of suggested mitigation measures.  
 
Response to Comment 140-18 
 
The DEIR states that these impacts would be significant and unavoidable and that the 
objectives of the project as proposed do not allow any feasible mitigation. However, the 
DEIR does discuss alternatives, including a no-project alternative and maximum 180 units 
alternative to the project as proposed. See page 6-6 and 6-8 respectively in the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 140-19 
 
If construction activities are planned during the nesting season (February to August), 
surveys to identify presence and location of active nests of special-status birds will be 
completed prior to initiation of construction activities, as stipulated under 4.8MM-10(d) on 
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page 4.8-45 of the RDEIR.  If an active nest is located, a buffer zone around the nest will be 
established through consultation with CDFG.  Activities associated with construction will be 
avoided within this buffer zone between February 1 and September 1 (RDEIR page 4.8-46). 
 
Response to Comment 140-20 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 140-21 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 2 -  Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 140-22 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 140-23 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the proposed project and the 
commenter’s preferred alternative. This comment will be forwarded to the appropriate 
decision-making bodies. 




