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LETTER 141: MILLER, BARRY
Response to Comment 141-1
A: A foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF) habitat assessment and visual encounter survey
was conducted within Clover Valley Creek in June 2006 following standardized
protocols (Seltenrich and Pool 2002) (ECORP 2006a).
No FYLFs were observed during the June 2006 visual encounter survey, and in general,
habitat characteristics typically associated with this species are absent from Clover
Valley Creek within the surveyed area. The FYLF occurs in small to fairly large streams
that are characterized by the presence of cobble and boulder-sized substrate (Hayes and
Jennings 1988). This habitat is probably best suited for oviposition and likely provides
refuge habitat for larvae and post-metamorphs (Storer 1925, Zweifel 1955, Hayes and
Jennings 1988). Suitable substrate for egg mass attachment (e.g., cobble and boulder) is
largely absent throughout the surveyed area, except for a short section in the vicinity of a
concrete weir located in the upper reach of the creek. However, the cobble and boulder
substrate in this area was primarily along the stream margin outside of the wetted
channel. Within the Clover Valley Project area, sand and silt/clay dominate the creek
channel, which also lacks suitable cover for FYLF tadpoles and metamorphs.
Occurrence and distribution of FYLF relative to canopy or shade may be somewhat tied
to life stage, but streams that afford good exposed basking sites appear to be broadly
utilized (Ashton et al. 1998). The dense streamside vegetation along Clover Valley
Creek within the Project area combined with a lack of cobble- and boulder-sized
substrate significantly limits the amount of potential basking habitat. In addition, a welldeveloped riparian canopy shades a large portion of the creek further limiting potential
basking areas.
In addition, an extensive records search for FYLF occurrences was performed using the
CDFG’s Natural Diversity Database, the California Academy of Sciences collections
catalogue, and the U.C. Berkeley Museum of Vertebrate Zoology specimen database.
The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (CDFG 2003) was queried for
FYLF occurrences within Placer and El Dorado counties. In addition, a search of the
California Academy of Sciences-Stanford University (CAS-SU 2006) database and the
U.C. Berkeley Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) (U.C. Berkeley 2006) collections
catalogue for Placer County and northern El Dorado County was also performed.
The closest documented occurrence of FYLF relative to Clover Valley is an historical
specimen (circa 1946, MVZ No. 51660) collected in the vicinity of Auburn in Placer
County, California. This locality is approximately 14 km (8.8 mi) northeast of the Project
area. The closest presumed extant FYLF population (CNDDB Occurrence 389, 2003) is
from a tributary to the South Fork American River, approximately 27.4 km (17 mi) east of
the Project area.
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B: The giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) is an aquatic species endemic to the floor
of the Central Valley. The project site is not within the current or historic range of this
species. The closest documented occurrence of giant garter snake is in eastern
Sacramento County.
California Department of Fish and Game studies (G. Hansen 1988) indicate that giant garter
snake populations are distributed in portions of the rice production zones of Sacramento,
Sutter, Butte, Colusa, and Glenn Counties; along the western border of the Yolo Bypass in
Yolo and Solano Counties, west to the vicinity of Woodland in Yolo County and the vicinity
of Liberty Farms in Solano County; and along the eastern fringes of the Sacramento/San
Joaquin River Delta from the Laguna Creek/Elk Grove region of central Sacramento County
southward to the Stockton area of San Joaquin County (USFWS 1999b). Giant garter snakes
also occur in the central San Joaquin Valley in rice production zones in the Grasslands area
of Fresno and Merced Counties, and at Mendota Wildlife Area in Fresno County (G.
Hansen 1996, USFWS 1999b).
C: See response to comment 129-13.
D-J: see Response to Comment 129-12.
K, M and N: Due to the absence of vernal pools or similar seasonal wetlands, the
presence of listed branchiopods (i.e., vernal pool fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp) is not
expected (RDEIR, Page 4.8-12).
L: The federally listed valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus) (beetle) has potential to occur at the Clover Valley site. In 2004, Foothill
Associates prepared the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Mitigation Monitoring Plan:
622-Acre Clover Valley Project, Placer County, California (Foothill Associates 2004). A
Biological Opinion was subsequently issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
regarding potential impacts to the beetle, and mitigation was established regarding
transplanting of affected habitat and the establishment of conservation areas (RDEIR,
Page 4.8-12) (USFWS 2005).
Refer to pages 4.8-46 through 4.8-49 in the RDEIR for a detailed description of
mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce potential impacts to the beetle to
a less-than-significant level.
Response to Comment 141-2
See Section 2 of Master Response 8 - Biological Resources.
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Response to Comment 141-3
Section 4.4 of the DEIR has considered the effects on traffic operations of the additional
proposed residences. In addition, the Valley View Parkway, which would be the
traversing road in question, is part of the Rocklin General Plan circulation element,
therefore, because it is a General Plan roadway, the proposed project is responsible for its
cumulative contribution to the traffic flows along the Valley View Parkway. The
proposed project’s contribution to increased traffic is what is analyzed in this DEIR.
Response to Comment 141-4
The commenter is correct that Fire Station No. 2 is located at 3401 Crest Drive.
Response to Comment 141-5
Impacts to fire protection and emergency medical services are discussed in impact 4.12I5. The EIR found that impacts related to fire protection at the proposed project site would
be potentially significant. The EIR includes eight mitigation measures, which include the
payment of fair-share fees and the payment of standby costs to mitigate these impacts to a
less-than-significant level.
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Letter 142:

Mirner, Esbern and Joan

Response to Comment 142-1
Construction routes to the proposed project will be determined at the time of
construction. In addition, as stated in the DEIR, construction impacts are temporary and,
while the transportation of construction equipment, supplies and personnel would result
in increases in traffic as well as wear and tear on local streets, these impacts would be
well within the scope of normal construction impacts and street operations and are
therefore, not determined to be significant impacts under CEQA.
Response to Comment 142-2
See Response to Comment 39-7.
Response to Comment 142-3
Park Drive was designed to act as a connecting road to the Valley View Parkway.
Currently, Park Drive is underutilized. The development of Valley View Parkway would
result in additional traffic; however, the City of Rocklin General Plan Circulation
Element anticipates this increase in traffic, which is why Park Drive was created as a
two-lane divided road. In addition, impacts beyond the proposed project’s contribution to
traffic along Valley View Parkway and Park Drive are not considered to be project-level
impacts, as the construction of Valley View Parkway is part of the buildout of the
General Plan.
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LETTER 143: MITCHELL, HELEN
Response to Comment 143-1
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address
the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 144: MORAN, HOLLY
Response to Comment 144-1
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address
the adequacy of the EIR.
Response to Comment 144-2
Impact 4.4I-1 includes a discussion of the traffic volumes contributed to major
intersections in the proposed project area, including onramps to Interstate 80. As noted in
the impact discussion, though the proposed project would contribute to an increase in
traffic on those onramps (and therefore an increase to traffic on Interstate 80), this
increase was found to be less-than-significant.
Response to Comment 144-3
See Section 1 of Master Response 2 - Land Use.
Response to Comment 144-4
See Section 6 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources.
Response to Comment 144-5
The EIR found impacts related to the loss of cultural resources as a result of the
construction of the proposed project to be less-than-significant after the implementation
of suggested mitigation measures. This conclusion was reached based upon standards of
significance set by state and local authorities and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.
Response to Comment 144-6
See Section 2 of Master Response 8 - Biological Resources.
Response to Comment 144-7
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address
the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 145: MOREHEAD, LAWRENCE AND MARY
Response to Comment 145-1
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. Access to Rawhide Road and / or Clover Valley Road is not
proposed, because the current general plan does not allow such access. Rawhide Road,
Clover Valley Road, and Midas Ave. are two lane roadways with residential frontage.
Park Drive has been planned as a major city facility to accommodate future growth, and
does not have residential frontage.
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