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LETTER 151: ORRICK, PAMELA 
 
Response to Comment 151-1 
 
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
The commenter also notes opposition to the traffic on Park Drive that would be 
introduced by the project. It should be noted that impacts to Park Drive are mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level as identified on page 4.4-30 of the DEIR. Impact 4.4I-5 
addresses the potential impacts to Park Drive. The DEIR states that the “greatest 
increases in daily traffic volume in Rocklin occur on Park Drive” due to the introduction 
of Valley View Parkway, an east-west connector. As shown in Table 4.4-7 on page 4.4-
29 of the DEIR, the Valley View Parkway/Park Drive intersection would operate at an 
unacceptable Level of Service D without mitigation. However, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4MM-5(a), the project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact on the intersection of Valley View Parkway and Park Drive. 
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LETTER 152: PACE, IDA S. 
 
Response to Comment 152-1 
 
The commenter expresses concerns with the general impacts of the proposed project. Any 
impacts not mitigated below the threshold of significance would require the City to make 
Findings of Overriding Consideration.  
 
The commenter also notes a personal observation that much of the traffic along Park 
Drive does not currently comply with the speed limit. This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
The comment also notes a preference for keeping the project site in open space as a 
preserve, established by government and private funds.  As noted in the Alternatives 
chapter of the DEIR (Chapter 6) on page 6-5, an Open Space With Some Public/Quasi-
Public Uses was considered as a project alternative but dismissed from further 
consideration because it would not meet most of the project objectives as stated on page 
3-11, and would not achieve the City’s General Plan objectives, which include 
development of the project site.  
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LETTER 153: PERERA, DON (UNDATED; RECEIVED FEBRUARY 24, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 153-1 
 
The commenter asks whether the cultural sites have been inventoried for the National 
Register of Historic Places. As stated on page 4.7-21 of the DEIR, the Corps of Engineers 
submitted their determination of 34 prehistoric period resources and one historic period 
resources within the project site and on October 3, 2002, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer concurred that the site form a district eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places.  
 
Response to Comment 153-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 153-3 
 
As noted on page 4.7-34, sensitive training for heavy equipment operators is not the sole 
mitigation measure to reduce impacts to cultural resources. Mitigation Measures 4.7MM-
1(b) and (c) would also be implemented with the project if approved, and require the 
erection of orange fencing to fully enclose the site during construction, and until certain 
conditions have been met. Additionally, eight sites would require data recovery 
excavations. 
 
Response to Comment 153-4 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 153-5 
 
Ms. Enos and Mr. Starkey are respected elders; they need no other qualifications. It is the 
responsibility of the Native American Heritage Commission to appoint the Most Likely 
Descendant.  Normal practices regarding burials were followed.  No qualifications are 
specified in any State of federal guidelines for Native American individuals to be allowed 
to assist in developing plans for resources. 
 
Response to Comment 153-6 
 
Losses are not expected to occur through the implementation of the Historic Properties 
Management Plan, see Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. The cumulative impact 
on cultural resources is less than significant because the knowledge gained by means of 
excavation mitigates for the loss of the cultural resources left in their buried state. In 
other words, excavation already performed by Peak & Associates and that which will 
likely be required by means of the federal NHPA Section 106 process will add to what is 
known about Native American occupancy in the foothill region. Imposition of mitigation 
measures like excavation ensures history is not “lost” through construction activity. 
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LETTER 154 PERERA, DON (UNDATED; RECEIVED MARCH 3, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 154-1 
 
The commentor is incorrect. The training will be conducted by a qualified professional to 
help instruct workers on site what to look for how and how to identify potential sites. 
Sensitivity training for equipment operators will supplement the other lines of protection 
for previously undiscovered resources and will not serve as a substitute for the 
archeological monitors on the ground (see Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-1(a)) who have 
the experience in the recognition of cultural materials derived from field training. This 
method is used on a routine basis on all types of construction projects. 
 
Response to Comment 154-2 
 
Choice of a “qualified archaeologist is discussed in the Historic Properties Management 
Plan currently being drafted pursuant to federal NHPA Section 106. Standards developed 
by the Secretary of the Interior define who is a “qualifying an archaeologist”. 
 
Response to Comment 154-3 
 
Yes, an adequate number of personnel would be required. 
 
Response to Comment 154-4 
 
The study is believed to be adequate according to the cultural resource professionals at 
the Army Corps of Engineers and the Office of Historic Preservation. 
 
Response to Comment 154-5 
 
The comment asks why the cumulative impacts to cultural resources are considered less-
than-significant when the resources on the project site are identified as important. 
Project-specific impacts are addressed in Impacts 4.7I-1 through 4.7I-4. As explained in 
Impact 4.7I-5, the project, in combination with other foreseeable projects in the Clover 
Valley Creek watershed, would be less-than-significant because they have been 
addressed in the Rocklin General Plan EIR, which found that cumulative impacts to 
cultural resources would be less-than-significant. Additionally, because the project-
specific impacts are mitigated to a less-than-significant level in the Clover Valley 
LSLTSM DEIR, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would also be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level. See Response to Comment 153-6. 
 
Response to Comment 154-6 
 
The comment states that cultural resources information was not included in the previous 
EIRs for the project site. The 1995 Annexation EIR did include an Archaeology/Cultural 
Resources chapter in Section W. Because the project did not change substantially 
between 1995 and 2002, the 2002 Clover Valley Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map 
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tiered off the 1995 Annexation EIR and did not include a new cultural resources chapter 
because the information that had not changed from the 1995 Annexation EIR. However, 
Appendix C to the 2002 EIR, the Initial Study, did include a discussion and mitigation of 
cultural resources impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 154-7 
 
Alternatives to the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 6 of the DEIR. As noted in 
the Alternatives chapter of the DEIR (Chapter 6) on page 6-5, an Open Space With Some 
Public/Quasi-Public Uses was considered as a project alternative but dismissed from 
further consideration because it would not meet many of the project objectives as stated 
on page 3-11. This alternative would also not achieve the City’s General Plan objectives, 
which include development of the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 154-8 
 
The oak tree mitigation, which involves the creation of an oak tree preserve, was part of 
the 1997 Development Agreement. Therefore, the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance, which 
requires replacement trees or in-lieu fees, does not apply to the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 154-9 
 
The exemption of public streets from the oak tree removal count is part of the 1997 
Development Agreement, and therefore is non-negotiable. Per California Government 
Code § 65865.4, a project proponent who is a party to a development agreement receives 
“vested rights” to complete the project as approved. This occurs immediately upon 
execution of the agreement, by virtue of the fact that a development agreement “freezes” 
applicable local land use regulations with respect to the proposed project. 
 
As noted in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, Revisions to the DEIR Text, trees that would be 
removed or damaged from the commercial development on the project site were part of 
the tree count and are included in the estimate of 7,422 to be removed during project 
implementation. The trees on the commercial site were also part of the 1997 
Development Agreement and the oak tree preserve is thus the mitigation for the removal 
of trees from the commercial site.  
 
Response to Comment 154-10 
 
All project-related noise levels were evaluated relative to the Federal, State, and City 
standards discussed on pages 4.6-7 to 4.6-7. It should be noted that Park Drive was 
constructed after Valley View Parkway had already been planned and included in the 
City’s General Plan, and was designed in anticipation of, and to receive, additional traffic 
from Valley View Parkway. 
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Response to Comment 154-11 
 
Please refer to the responses to comments 74-4 and 84-1. 
 
Response to Comment 154 -12 
 
The comment notes support of the Maximum of 180 Units Alternative. The comment 
does not address adequacy of the DEIR.  
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