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LETTER 191: WILSON, DUANE 
 
Response to Comment 191-1 
 
This is an introductory comment, which states the commenter’s opinion that the EIR 
lacks sufficient detail. This comment does not include specific issues; further discussion 
is included in the following Responses to Comments. 
 
Response to Comment 191-2 
 
Comment noted. The commenter has cited an excerpt of case law regarding the legal test 
of sufficiency for Environmental Impact Reports.  
 
Response to Comment 191-3 
 
This comment repeats the claim that the EIR is difficult to understand. This comment is 
introductory in nature and does not include any specific references. 
 
Response to Comment 191-4 
 
Although the DEIR is a large and complex document, the City considers that the in-depth 
discussions of various impacts which are mitigated or recognized as significant and 
unavoidable to be adequate and provide a clear and meaningful picture of what the 
impacts associated with the development of the proposed project would be. 
 
Response to Comment 191-5 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.  The City believes that the 
RDEIR meets all legally applicable standards. 
 
Response to Comment 191-6 
 
See Response to Comments 191-5. 
 
Response to Comment 191-7 
 
See Master Response 13- Growth Inducing Impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 191-8 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 4 – Traffic and Sections 2, 3, 4 and 5 of Master 
Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
 
Response to Comment 191-9 
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See Master Response Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-10 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-11 
 
CEQA mandates that developments address significant impacts related to any animal 
species protected by any federal, state or local law. The proposed project has done this 
through evaluations in the DEIR and through additional surveys conducted prior to the 
release of this FEIR. See Master Response BR-3 for a discussion of habitat fragmentation 
issues. 
 
Response to Comment 191-12 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-13 and 191-14 
 
Many species of birds including raptors will relocate nest sites from one year to the next.  
As a result, nesting surveys are typically conducted within the same season as 
construction is proposed to enable accurate information on species present and location of 
nests.  Nesting surveys should be conducted within 30 days of the initiation of 
construction activities.  This protocol ensures the proper mitigation such as buffer zones 
and exclusion areas are put in place to minimize potential impacts to special-status 
nesting birds or raptors. 
 
Response to Comment 191-15 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-16 
 
The RDEIR includes mitigation for northwestern pond turtle (4.8MM-12, page 4.8-50), 
valley elderberry longhorn beetle (4.8MM-11, pages 4.8-47 – 4.8-49), and nesting raptors 
and special-status birds (4.8MM-10. pages 4.8-44 and 4.8-45).  In addition, the USFWS 
issued a Biological Opinion for mitigation and monitoring of valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle (USFWS 2005). 
 
The on-site survey did not locate any special-status plants (Dittes & Guardino 2006) or 
foothill yellow-legged frogs (ECORP 2006a) were documented on-site during 2006 surveys.  
In addition, the presence of listed branchiopods (i.e., vernal pool fairy shrimp and tadpole 
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shrimp) is not expected because of the absence of vernal pools or similar seasonal wetlands 
(RDEIR, Page 4.8-12). See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-17 
 
The DEIR includes provisions for the communication between action agencies and the 
developer in the event that special status species or habitats are disrupted. See Mitigation 
Measures 4.8MM4(b), 4.8MM-4(c), 4.8MM-4(e), 4.8MM-7, 4.8MM-8, 4.8MM-10(a), 
4.8MM-10(b), 4.8MM-10(d), 4.8MM-11(a), 4.8MM-11(b), 4.8MM-12, 4.8MM-13, 
4.8MM-14, and 4.8MM-15(b). 
 
Response to Comment 191-18 
 
The environmental analysis conducted for the Clover valley project determined that the 
proposed project would not impact any species included on the Federal Endangered 
Species list. Therefore, the impact would be less-than-significant. 
 
Response to Comment 191-19 
 
The DEIR identifies this impact as potentially significant. To ensure currency and 
accuracy the DEIR specified that this survey take place prior to construction. Should any 
northwestern pond turtles be located on site through these surveys, appropriate 
mitigation, as specified in MM 4.8MM-12, would be applied. 
 
Response to Comment 191-20 
 
Additional biological studies were preformed prior to the release of this FEIR, including an 
aquatic habitat survey. See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-21 
 
As stated in Impact 4.8I-4, the proposed project would result in the loss of 2.56 acres of 
the more than forty acres of both seasonal and riparian wetlands on the proposed project 
site. The Biological Resources chapter of the EIR finds this impact to be potentially 
significant and includes a number of mitigation measures that would be required to 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level (see Mitigation Measures 4.8I-4[a] 
through 4.8I-4[e]). 
 
For more information regarding the known species on site, see Section 6 of Master 
Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
 
 
Response to Comment 191-22 
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See Section 6 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-23 
 
See Section 1 of  Master Response 2 – Land Use . 
 
Response to Comment 191-24 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological REsources. 
 
Response to Comment 191-25 
 
See Master Response 11 – Water Quality and Hydrology. 
 
The RDEIR addresses all potential project impacts on creek quality, and includes state-of-
the-art mitigation measures prohibiting the project from resulting in a negative impact on 
creek quality, including continued water quality monitoring.  Furthermore, the comment’s 
suggestion that the project will impact ground water quality in neighboring jurisdictions 
makes no sense.  There are no known cases of municipal storm water discharges resulting in 
impacts to ground water. 
 
Response to Comment 191-26 
 
The commentor is correct that this impact was found to be significant and unavoidable. 
For more information related to additional surveys for the proposed project, see Master 
Response BR-2. 
 
Response to Comment 191-27 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 155-1. 
 
Response to Comment 191-28 
 
For a discussion regarding the consistency of Policy 1, see Response to Comment 190-
10. 
 
Consistency with Policy 2 is discussed in Response to Comment 191-21. The proposed 
project would impact only 2.56 of the more than 40 acres of wetlands on the proposed 
project site. Additionally, the EIR includes mitigation measures to help decrease impacts 
related to riparian and seasonal wetlands (see Mitigation Measures 4.8I-4[a] through 4.8I-
4[e]). 
 
The proposed project’s consistency with Policy 15 is discussed in Master Response LU-
1. 
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Though the EIR recognizes that impacts 4.8I-1, 4.8I-6 and 4.8I-8 would be significant 
and unavoidable, the commenter’s conclusion that these impacts violate the policies of 
the Rocklin General Plan is not correct (as explained above). Amendments to the General 
Plan would not be necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 191-29 
 
See Response to Comment 191-7. 
 
Response to Comment 191-30 
 
For more information related to the management plan and cultural resource mitigation, 
see Master Response CR-1. For a discussion of the buffer areas see Master Response LU-
1. 
 
Response to Comment 191-31 
 
The basis for the RDEIR’s conclusion that the cumulative impacts to cultural and 
paleontological resources will be less than significant is set forth in the RDEIR.  The 
comment fails to identify any inadequacy in the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 191-32 
 
This is a general comment of the commenter’s opinion regarding the development of the 
proposed project site and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 191-33 
 
This is a general comment of the commenter’s opinion regarding the development of the 
proposed project site and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 191-34 
 
The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion favoring the 180 unit reduced buildout 
alternative. The final decision regarding the approval of the proposed project rests with 
the City Council. 
 
Response to Comment 191-35 
 
This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR. 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
3.3-956 

 




