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The DEIR correctly states that the proposed Project or location-specific factors that vary considerably from 
North Village to South Village cannot feasibly be analyzed in a programmatic document on this scale. It further 
states that the impact analysis considers broad activities , not site-specific issues associated with each 
particular project which may or can be built under the proposed Project. However, the DEIR concludes that 
the generation of greenhouse gas "GHG" emissions , and conflicts with an applicable plan , policy, or regulation 
intended to address climate change would both be less than significant. The DEIR's conclusion is 
unsupported. 

GHG emissions from construction can vary greatly depending on the level and type of activity occurring at an 
individual project's site within the proposed Project area (North Village and South Village) . GHG emissions 
can also vary due to the different kinds of equipment being operated. Although the DEIR assures that it does 
not conduct site-specific analysis, it still makes significance findings which are based on anticipated number 
of megawatt-hours likely to be produced by solar renewable energy and the loss of carbon uptake from 
anticipated vegetation removed as a result of ground disturbance. The DEIR's conclusion is speculative and 
is not supported by substantial evidence. 

The DEIR does not provide or discuss the methodologies used to estimate the emissions from the proposed 
Project's construction and operations. The DEIR does not reference appropriate methodologies provided by 
the California Air Resources Board nor EPA. The specific project components have been entered in the 
CalEEMod software in a size and scope which did not reflect project plans total potential build out as allowed 
by the proposed general plan amendment as outlined in the project description section of the DEIR. The 
Ca IEE Mod auto-populated default values for a project of the scale of and nature of the proposed Project was 
not used and no justification was provided to support the assumptions for the values chosen for the 
CalEEMod. No values were used in air quality modeling to represent traffic congestion on Interstate 80, 
Rocklin Road , nor Sierra College Boulevard as predicted by regional transportation models. Regional 
transportation models were not referenced nor cited as data used to establish value parameters in the 
Ca IEE Mod. Values being used where not consistent with the nature of the planned project and modifications 
made where not documented nor assumptions declared as necessary to reflect specific arterial roadway and 
freeway facilities attributes. 

The DEIR relies upon emission modeling through the California Emissions Estimator Model ("Ca/EEMod'') to 
support its findings that the proposed Project would have less than significant air quality impacts . However, 
review of the air modeling inputs determined that certain inputs were not justified while some inputs were not 
incorporated at all into the calculation . 

First, while CalEEMod recommends default values for various parameters for construction and operational 
emissions, the DEIR's output files reveal that the usage hours for numerous off-road construction equipment 
were artificially changed and resulted in underrepresenting the realistic hours normally inputted. The DEIR 
provides no explanation for the modifications and therefore it is impossible to verify the inputs used and 
determine the accuracy of the air model. 

Second , the DEIR fails to input all operational emission values associated with proposed land uses, activities, 
demolishing of buildings within the proposed Project area and infrastructure improvements for the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project does not evaluate emissions such as wood burning cooking associated with 
proposed restaurants, air toxic containments associated with the scheduled demolition of Sierra College 
buildings immediately adjacent to the proposed Project's North Village and South Village areas and 
associated construction of roadway improvements on Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard . However, 
the proposed Project's CalEEMod output files reveal that none of these land uses were incorporated and , 
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instead , an input value of "zero square feet of 'User Defined Industrial' was included in the model without 
any justification. 

Unless the DEIR acknowledges and incorporates all emissions related to the proposed Project's 
construction and operational activities, the air model results in an underestimation of emissions and shou ld 
not be relied upon to determine the proposed Project significance. As it is, the DEIR does not have substantial 
evidence to support its findings of less than significant air quality emissions nor does the DEIR provide 
reasonable mitigation measures for the identified significant and unavoidable impacts. The DEIR must be 
revised to include an accurate and adequate air quality analysis. 

The DEIR fails to identify sensitive receptors which will be impacted by the proposed Project. Sensitive 
receptors omitted from the Air Quality impact analysis included nearby daycare centers , Sierra College 
campus and classrooms, senior care assisted living facilities, elementary schools, apartment complexes, and 
nearby churches. The density of development in the proposed Project is very high, which will bring additional 
sensitive receptors in addition to the above identified existing sensitive receptors. Various potential emissions 
associated with the proposed Project would be considered to pose a potential risk to these receptors should 
they occur in high enough concentrations. However, computer modeling of emissions associated with the 
proposed Project underestimated the emissions of construction and operations of the proposed Project and 
yet the DEIR still concluded significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality. In many of the air quality 
impacts determined to be significant and unavoidable the DEIR does not provide any reasonable mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts on these existing sensitive receptors . The DEIR is required by CEQA to 
identify all sensitive receptors and develop reasonable mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts to 
these existing facilities . 

The DEIR fails to identify cooking exhausts which will be associated with the numerous restaurants allowed 
in the proposed Project. The DEIR does not estimate the maximum number of restaurants which will be 
allowed in the proposed Project nor provide any projections of cooking exhausts. Restaurants will be a 
significant stationary-source emission from the proposed Project that poses a potential risk to sensitive 
receptors. The DEIR provides no analysis to determine concentrations of this emission at the proposed 
Project site nor on identified sensitive receptors and whether such emission falls below established thresholds 
of significant impact. 

The proposed Project will support likely 20 restaurants (or more, no number provided in Project Description 
for this allowed land use) which produce cooking exhaust which if not effectively managed could result in 
nuisance odors to surrounding residences, assisted living centers, elderly housing, and school populations. 
In addition , many restaurants choose to cook with solid fuel (charcoal and wood) which will also produce 
odors and smoke. Such smoke and odors can cause health effects to populations downwind which manifest 
such as: Red itchy eyes, Skin Rashes, and Respiratory distress, Nausea, Headaches, Retching, Annoyance, 
Stress, Tearfulness, and Reduced appetite. None of these air quality impacts are addressed in the DEIR 

Exhaust terminations (and outlet locations) are not regulated by the proposed Project to ensure final locations 
would reduce the possibility of discharging nuisance odors and irritant smoke. The proposed Project does not 
provide details concerning exhaust system standards to ensure restaurants chimney heights creates 
adequate and acceptable dispersion of smoke and odors to reduce nuisance and irritant impacts to a less 
than significant level. EPA Method 9 Opacity Testing is typica lly applied to ensure design of the exhaust 
systems will disperse smoke and odors. The proposed Project restaurants and associated smoke and odors 
have not been evaluated to demonstrate such potential impacts will not create a nuisance nor irritant to other 
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tenants within the proposed Project and surrounding neighbors, or if the incidents of cooking smoke do not 
really infringe upon the other tenant's and surrounding neighbors ' quiet enjoyment. 

According to Section 39655 of the California Health and Safety Code , a toxic air contaminant is, "an air 
pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which 
may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. " In addition , 189 substances that have been listed 
as federal hazardous air pollutants pursuant to Section 7412 of Title 42 of the United States Code are toxic 
air contaminants under the State's air toxics program pursuant to Section 39657 (b) of the California Health 
and Safety Code . Toxic air contaminants can cause various cancers, depending on the particular chemicals , 
their type and duration of exposure. Additionally, some of the toxic ai r contaminants may cause other health 
effects over the short or long term. The ten toxic air contaminants posing the greatest health risk in California 
are acetaldehyde, benzene, 1-3 butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para­
dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde, methylene chloride perchlorethylene , and diesel particulate matter. All the 
above identified ten toxic air contaminants will be generated by the proposed Project, yet the DEIR does not 
list them as potential new toxic air contaminants being introduced to the proposed Project area nor discloses 
the potential health impacts. 

As mentioned above wood burning smoke from cooking operations of restaurants within the Project will 
produce smoke when wood or other organic matter is burned for cooking. The smoke from wood burning is 
made up of a complex mixture of gases and fine particles (a/so called particle pollution, particulate matter, or 
PM) . In addition to particle pollution , wood smoke contains several toxic air pollutants including : 

• benzene 
• formaldehyde 
• acrolein 
• polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

Wood burning associated with restaurant cooking and the several toxic air pollutants which it produces 
identified above are not evaluated nor disclosed as a potential impact within the DEIR. 

The proposed Project site is directly adjacent to a major arterial roadway planned as a bypass route between 
U.S. Highway 50 and Interstate 80 within the region . There is a high potential for increased quantities of 
harmful air contaminants associated with automobiles and diesel vehicles, such as CO, CO2, CO3, SO2 and 
particulates. These routes carry high volumes of heavy truck traffic as regional routes and interstate freeways. 
These factors, when coupled with topographical and climactic conditions in the proposed Project area, create 
the potential for a pollution "hot spof' . The DEIR is si lent on the traffic hot spots which are experienced on 
Rocklin Road and Interstate 80, Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard Intersection , Interstate 80 
corridor, and Sierra College Boulevard and Interstate 80. All roadways within the proposed Project area 
carries large volumes of both local and regional traffic resulting in traffic level of service failure and resulting 
hot spots. The air quality impacts, in terms of both global climate change and human health risks, should be 
thoroughly evaluated and considered prior to considering the proposed Project. 

An EIR must describe the project as a whole and the project's "reasonably foreseeable" impacts on the 
environment. (Public Resources Code Section 20165; CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d), 15378(a)) Here, 
this means analyzing the proposed Project's demolition impacts associated with the FMP as well as its 
construction and operation impacts. The DEIR does not recognize that when the facilities are 
decommissioned, or planned demolition is carried out as outlined in the Sierra College Faci lities Master Plan , 
equipment operation and site restoration activities wou ld result in impacts to air quality. The DEIR fails to 
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provide any quantification of air emissions for the decommissioning of the Project after its lifespan or the 
planned demolition to take place over the next several years within the proposed Project area. Thus, 
emissions from these activities associated with decommissioning and demolition should have been evaluated 
as part of the DEIR's analysis of the proposed Project's impacts to air quality. 

Until an adequate analysis is conducted that incorporates emissions related to decommissioning and 
demolition activities, the DEi R's analysis results in an underestimation of emissions and should not be relied 
upon to determine proposed Project significance. As such the DEIR does not have substantial evidence to 
support its finding of less than significant air quality emissions or provide necessary mitigation measures for 
the identified significant and unavoidable impacts. The DEIR must be revised to include an accurate and 
adequate air quality analysis and recirculated to allow public review and input of the new analysis and 
disclosures. 

3.4 Biological Resources 

DEIR Fails to Describe the Existing Setting for Natural Areas 

The DEIR fails to identify the officially designated natural areas that are called out in the Sierra College 
Facilities Master Plan and address impacts to the designated natural areas within the proposed Project area . 
The DEIR fails to describe the existing setting for the designated natural areas within the proposed Project 
area . 

By omitting these natural area lands from the DEIR's description of environmental setting, the DEIR omits 
critical details regarding the proposed Project's impacts. These impacts must be disclosed and analyzed in a 
DEIR. A revised DEIR must be prepared including the description of Sierra College's designated natural 
areas and the DEIR be recirculated to comply with CEQA. 

DEIR Fails w Describe the Existi11g Setting for Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Communities 

The entire proposed Project area is located within "Important Migrant and Wintering Bird Concentration Areas 
of Western Placer County," (Important Migrant and Wintering Bird Concentration Areas of Western Placer 
County, Placer County Planning Department, Jones and Stokes, May, 2003) . Important Migrant and Wintering 
Bird Concentration Areas are officially designated places of international significance for conservation of birds 
and biodiversity. The proposed Project area is also located within the Sierra Nevada Foothills Important Bird 
Area (IBA) (See Bird Life International. 2021. Important Bird Areas: Sierra Nevada Foothills, California 
(online) .Available at: https:llwww.birdlife .org/worldwidelproqramme-additional-infolimportant-bird-and­
biodiversity-areas-ibas. (Accessed October 11, 2021). In addition, IBA's are: 

Recognized world-wide as practical tools for conservation. 
• Distinct areas amendable to practical conservation action . 

Identified using robust, standardized criteria. 
• Sites that together form part of a wider integrated approach to the conservation and sustainability use 

of the natural environment. 

By omitting these biological designations for IBAs and Important Migrant and Wintering Bird Concentration 
Areas, which have been identified on the proposed Project area from the DEIR's description of environmental 
setting, the DEIR omits critica l details regarding the proposed Project's impacts on biological resources. 
These impacts must be disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR , thus requiring the DEIR to be amended and 
recirculated to comply with CEQA 

201 P age 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – College Park 2.0-453 

 

38-18 Cont. 

SIERRA GEOTECH 

DETR Fails to Adequately Address Tmpacrs ta Biolo9ical Resources 

The DEIR concludes that all biological impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures. These impacts include the loss of native vegetation; adverse effects to 
jurisdictional waters and wetlands; degradation of vegetation; loss of sensitive plants, wildlife , and nesting 
birds; adverse impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors, the movement of fish , and native 
wildlife nursery sites; habitat fragmentation and isolation of sensitive species; increased predation of listed 
and sensitive wildlife species; and avian and bat injury and mortality from collisions with glass on multi-story 
structures. 

These impacts must be reviewed on a project specific level basis before the DEIR can make any significance 
findings for all future high density urban development which will be allowed in the future by the proposed 
Project. For instance, in order for the DEIR to accurately analyze loss of sensitive plants and wildlife for future 
specific projects under the proposed Project's South Village development plan, surveys would need to be 
conducted for specific development footprints of the South Village project site. This has not been done. As 
with other impacts , the DEIR merely assumes certain impacts exist based on similar urban residential and 
commercial development projects within the City by using a "proportional impact analysis approach." This 
approach includes "calculating the proportion of the FDAs in each ecoregion subunit expected or assumed to 
be developed' and then multiplying each subunit-specific impact proportion across the biological resources 
with in the FDAs in that ecoregion subunit. The DEIR's conjecture based on the "expectation" or "assumption" 
of a given specific development in the North Village or South Village is speculative and does not constitute 
substantial evidence . 

The DEIR's treatment of the Project's existing biological resources setting is grossly inadequate. The DEIR: 
1) relied on surveys that failed to comply with United States Department of Fish and Wildlife ("USFWS") and 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW') recommendations , 2) relied on habitat assessment 
and reconnaissance conducted over five years ago , 3) relied on data collected for other projects other than 
the College Park Project , and 4) failed to establish geographic context for the special-status species that 
occur or have the potential to occur on the proposed Project sites (North Village and South Village). The 
DEIR's failure to accurately and completely describe the existing environmental setting undermines the 
validity of the City's impacts analysis. 

Considering the particular significance of cumulative impacts in the case of this specific Project, the DEIR's 
description of the geographic context for the cumulative impacts analysis of biological resources is seriously 
flawed. The DEIR describes the geographic context as a portion of Western Placer County and East Rocklin 
that consists of similar habitat areas as those that would be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed 
Project. The DEIR needs to quantify the geographic scope, total amount of each habitat type within the scope, 
and the total amount of each habitat type that comprises the setting for eva luating the proposed Project's 
cumulative impacts. A revised and recirculated DEIR must be prepared that contains sufficient deta_il on the 
geographic context for determining the proposed Project's cumulative impacts on biological resources . 

The DEIR offers no evidence that protoco l-level surveys were conducted for Valley Elderberry Longhorn 
Beetle (VELB). Though the DEIR alleges that old surveys were carried out, the DEIR fails to include USFWS 
recommended survey information, including surveyor names, start and end times, qualifications, and weather 
conditions. Furthermore, the consultation with the USFWS and consu ltation response letter indicates only the 
North Village site was reviewed and no information was provided for the South Village site with its numerous 
elderberry plants which existing in the planned development area of the South Village site. Furthermore, the 
alleged historical surveys only covered the North Village site, and the DEIR fails to justify this limitation. Also , 
the VELB survey was incorrectly limited to portions of the Project area that contained annual brome 
grasslands and oak savannah only, which is an inappropriate scope for VELB surveys because VELB may 
appear in habitat that do not contain such vegetation communities . Protocol "defection" surveys are required 
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to sufficiently describe existing conditions, and post-construction "take" surveys, such as those proposed by 
the DEIR, are an inadequate substitute for pre-construction surveys. By failing to implement CDFW and 
USFWS-recommended protocol surveys, the DEIR fails to establish a complete and accurate existing 
environmental setting in regards to VELB. 

The DEIR's description of the existing environmental setting as it concerns Western Pond Turtle is inadequate 
on two counts: 1) the DEIR improperly assumes that failure to detect the species during reconnaissance-level 
surveys is evidence of Western Pond Turtles absence, and 2) the DEIR is internally inconsistent as to whether 
Western Pond Turtles exist on the site. Western Pond Turtles have been observed by El Don residents on 
the South Village site and nesting areas upland from the creek have been observed. 

The DEIR's reconnaissance-level surveys fail to provide a basis for assuming the turtle's absence because 
Western Pond Turtles during brumation , they will burrow into the mud above or below the water and remain 
inactive until it gets warm again and are difficult to detect except when they are above water. The turtles may 
simply not have been active during the reconnaissance-level surveys though they are present on the Project's 
South Village development site. The DEIR fails to establish a complete and accurate existing environmental 
setting as it relates to Western Pond Turtles. 

The DEIR concludes that the Tricolored blackbird, which was given Endangered status under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) in December 2014 and was reclassified and listed al Threatened under 
CESA on March 18, 2019. The DEIR relies on surveys conducted in 2011 and 2014 which were both negative 
at the time for occurrence. The DEIR's conclusion, however, is flawed in fou r respects . 

First , the DEIR 's conclusion is based on the erroneous observation that the nearest Tricolored blackbird­
occupied habitat is near Wellington Way just north of East Roseville Parkway 3.6 miles away. However, 
observation of the Tricolored blackbird has been made by many El Don neighborhood residents within the 
South Village development site and the existing colony of just 3 miles away indicate a high probability of th is 
area being used by the Tricolor blackbird . Second, the Project's South Village development site is deep within 
the dispersal area of the Tricolor blackbird as evidenced by observations of Tricolor blackbird as far as 45 
miles west of the site. Third, the habitat on the Project's South Village site appears to be as good or better for 
Tricolor blackbirds than those locations where the Tricolor blackbird colony has been spotted north of East 
Roseville Parkway. 

Finally, the DEIR evidences no point count bird surveys conducted for the Project's South Village 
development site. No avian point count surveys were provided nor conducted on the Project's South Village 
development site. Avian point count surveys for adjacent urban development projects did not cover the 
Project's South Village development site. In light of the above flaws, the DEIR failed to accurately and 
completely describe the existing setting for Tricolored blackbirds. 

The DEi R's analysis regarding the lack of special status species on the proposed Project site is not supported 
by substantial evidence. The DEIR identified the following special-status plant species that were likely to be 
present on the proposed Project site: big-scale ba/samroot, dwarf downingia, Bogg's Lake /ledge hyssop, 
A/Jart's dwarf rus/1, and Sanford's arrowhead. The DEIR technical appendix for Biology stated that special­
status focused plant surveys were conducted in 2017 and 2020, however, the focused studies are not 
provided in the technical appendix. 

Madrone Ecological Consulting (MEC) conducted focused surveys for special-status plants in the Project 
area and had negative results and concluded special status plant species are known to be absent. There are 
several errors in the DEIR's determination . First, the statement that the surveys were conducted during the 
peak blooming periods is not supported by evidence because , contrary to the CDFW Protocols, MEC's 
biologist/botanist did not visit reference sites to verify that special-status plants known to occur in the region 
were identifiable at the time of the surveys. The failure to visit referer]ce sites is a critical error because MEC's 
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surveys were conducted during a drought year, and many of the specia l-status species that have potential to 
occur at the Project site may not be evident and identifiable during drought years. 

Second , it appears MEC made no effort to relocate the special status plant populations that had been detected 
in the Project area during surveys conducted for the Sierra Joint Community College campus projects. 
Nevertheless, the CDFW Protocols state: "the failure to locate a known special status plant occurrence during 
one field season does not constitute evidence that the plant occurrence no longer exists at a location, 
particularly if adverse conditions are present. " (California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural 
Communities) Because ME C's surveys were limited to one field season during two separate years of drought 
three years apart, the City must assume big-scale balsamroot, dwarf downingia, Bogg's Lake hedge hyssop, 
Ahart's dwarf rush, and Sanford's arrowhead continue to occupy the Project site. 

Third , the DEIR fails to provide evidence that the botanical fie ld surveyors had the qualifications needed to 
identify sensitive botanical resources in the Project area . 

Fourth, it appears the botanical surveys were limited to the Project's North Village development area , and did 
not encompass areas that would be impacted by road widenings, new utility easements, abandonment of 
existing utility easements , and the South Village development area. The survey area shou ld have included 
the entire Project area, even offsite elements, like the extension and oversizing of sewer and water lines, or 
upgrades of PG&E electrical services infrastructure which have linear features of improvements which stretch 
beyond the North and South Villages of development and were not included in specia l status species surveys. 
The failure to include the analysis of the environmental setting around the linear features of the proposed 
Project and the presence of rare plants causes the biological resources analysis to not be supported by 
substantial evidence and constitutes a violation of CEQA. An amendment to the DEIR must be prepared to 
adequately analyze the environmental setting regarding rare plants and recircu late the DEIR. 

Loggerhead shrikes are a California species of special concern and have been observed within the proposed 
Project site, according to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW). But, the DEIR provides no 
analysis or mitigation for potentially significant impacts to loggerhead shrike, which was detected onsite. The 
DEIR fails to disclose or analyze the significance of Project impacts on the loggerhead shrike. Substantial 
evidence supports a fair argument that the Project will have significant impacts on the loggerhead shrike 
species . An amendment to the DEIR is required to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts to loggerhead 
shrike and then require recircu lation of the DEIR with the new analysis. 

According to the DEIR and biological technical appendix no documentation of nesting birds was provided in 
the biological assessment provided. The current baseline conditions , then, are that there are no nesting birds 
on-site, due to the lack of documentation of nesting data. The lack of documented nesting sites is misleading 
and misrepresent the va lue of the Project site to nesting birds. Most bird species construct well concealed or 
camouflaged nests. As a result, finding bird nests generally requires observations of bird behaviors (e.g., 
territorial defense behavior, food deliveries) that are only evident during the breeding season. \MJereas 
MEC 's specia l-status plant surveys were conducted during the avian breeding season, the survey report 
provides no evidence that the biologists searched for bird nests. It is impossible that a 100 plus acre site does 
not support any nesting birds. The environmental setting analysis regarding nesting birds is not supported by 
substantial evidence. An amended DEIR must be prepared which adequately analyzes and addresses Project 
impacts to nesting birds. 

3.5 Cultural Resources 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address Impacts to Cultural Resources 
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Adverse impacts to historic period built-environment resources, 3.5-1 , were found to be less than significant 
in the DEIR. However, the remaining impacts to cultural resources, 3.5-2, 3.5-3, and 3.5-4 were found to be 
less than significant with mitigation. These include impacts to prehistoric and historic period archaeological 
resources; disturbance to human remains or cultural items, including funerary objects , sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony; and impacts to cultural landscapes. In addition, all impacts to paleontological 
resources were found to be less than sig nificanl with mitigation. 

Cultural resources include sites and deposits, structures, artifacts, rock art , trails , and other traces of Native 
American human behavior and paleontological resources include fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of 
organisms. These items can only be thoroughly identified through site-specific assessment. The DEIR claims 
that the analysis is based on known resources in the proposed Project area. But given the difficulty of 
identifying resources in overgrown areas, wetlands, and cultivated lands, the DEIR without a comprehensive 
ground survey can only estimate the number of resources that may be present in the proposed Project area. 
Furthermore, regarding cultural resources, the DEIR states that large portions of the proposed Project area 
remain unsurveyed and identification, evaluation , and treatment of cultural resources would need to be 
conducted on a project-specific level to ensure proper compliance with cultural resources regulations. 
Regarding paleontological resources, the DEIR assumes that individual future projects in the North Village 
and South Village seeking approval from the City would be required to evaluate paleonlological resources al 
a project specific level of detail and would need to use the most detailed geologic and paleontological data 
available as part of project-level assessments. 

This analysis is not detailed enough to make a significance finding when further cultural or paleontological 
resources could be identified during project-level analysis. The Department of the Interior's support for 
"advanced landscape-level planning that identifies areas suitable for development because of relatively low 
natural or cultural resource conflicts" (Department of Interior, Order No. 3330, Improving Mitigation Policies 
and Practices of the Department of Interior (2013)) does not necessarily include making specific significance 
determinations under CEQA regarding project-level impacts on cultural and paleontological resources. The 
extensive background information on the regulatory scheme and historical context for cultural and 
paleontological resources, as well as the general identification of suitable development lands, is no doubt 
beneficial for tiering project-level analysis for future projects. However, the DEIR should not purport to make 
significance findings that may underestimate resources, potentially thwarting adequate project level review in 
the future , without site-specific information . 

3.6 Geology and Soils 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address Impacts tn Geolo9y and Soils 

The DEIR finds that the proposed Project's components North Village and South Village and subcomponents 
in each village that are not declared and delineated would expose people or structures to injury or damage 
from seismic, volcanic, or landslide activity; soil or sand erosion would be triggered or accelerated due to plan 
components and mass grading likely required ; the Project's components would expose people or structures 
lo injury or damage from corrosive or expansive soils; and the Project's components would destroy or disturb 
wetlands. However, the DEIR concludes that all impacts would be less than significant with mitigation . The 
DEIR's conclusion is speculative and not based on substantial evidence . 

Geological and soil conditions for individual project sites within the North Village and South Village are not 
known and cannot be known until site-specific analysis is conducted for each specific site with the proposed 
urban structure and improvements. The DEIR admits that the specific impacts of high-density urban 
development facilities would depend on a variety of factors , including project location within [North Village 
and South Village Focus Development Areas (' FDAs")J, technology and scale employed, size of the 
development, and site-specific soil conditions. The DEIR recognizes the uncertainty of specific location of 
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3. 9 Hydrology and Waler Quality 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address Hydrology and Water Quality 

The DEIR concludes that all impacts related to flood hazards, hydrology, and drainage (Impacts 3.9-1 - 3.9-
5) can by mitigated to less than significant levels with CMAs, mitigation measures , and existing regulations . 
However, the DEIR cannot make assumptions regarding the increase of flooding , alteration of surface water 
features , or the potential for release of contaminants into water bodies without knowing specific project site 
information. The DEIR does not utilize detailed quantification of potential effects at a project-specific level of 
environmental assessment for impacts to surface water, but rather utilizes a generalization of potential effects. 
The DEIR does not present all available site-specific data , the quantification method used in the DEIR can 
potentially underestimate the effects. Therefore, the DEIR's finding that impacts related to flood hazards, 
hydrology and drainage are less than significant are based on incomplete data and weak assumptions, and 
not supported by substantial evidence. 

The DEIR concludes that most impacts related to groundwater, water supply and water quality can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels. The DEIR does not state nor analysis uses estimated water use as 
the primary indicator of potential impacts on groundwater, water supply, and water quality but recognizes that 
in some circumstances groundwater may be used, however, it does not provide data to determine the 
significance of groundwater usage. The DEIR relies on the Western Placer Groundwater Management Plan 
to mitigate any impacts to groundwater by the Project. This Groundwater Management Plan was prepared 
on a reg ion al scale and does not address site specific groundwater conditions or how the project will impact 
groundwater at the specific Project site. Furthermore, the DEIR assumes that groundwater impacts generally 
occur at the scale of a groundwater basin rather than at the scale of the Project's ecoregion subarea or FDAs. 
However, it is known that some impacts occur at a scale even smaller than a groundwater basin, and the 
DEIR alludes to this by stating that the North Village and South Village sites are characterized as areas of 
low annual groundwater recharge. 

The DEIR admits that quantifying these impacts requires site- and project specific details, but then it assumes 
water requirements based on other urban development projects. Without site-specific studies of groundwater 
and water supply conditions, however, these assumptions and statements within the DEIR cannot be 
compared to the existing conditions in order to constitute substantial evidence to support the DEIR's findings. 

3.10 land Use and Planning Section 

DEIR Does Not Provide Substantial Evidence to Approve tire Proposed Project Land Use Requests 

The proposed Project requires approval of a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, General Development Plan , 
and Tentative Subdivision Map to develop a mixed-use urban development with commercial , residential , and 
recreational land uses. The proposed Project is current ly designated as Mixed Use (MU) general plan 
designation under the current adopted City General Plan. The Unnamed Applicant has requested the City 
consider changing the General Plan L,md Use designations to: Retail Commercia l (3 acres) ; Medium Density 
Residential (10.9 acres); Medium-High Density Residential (29.4 acres); High Density Residential (25.8 
acres) and Recreation-Conservation (30.3 acres) which requires the City to make findings regard ing land use 
consistencies and other environmental factors. As discussed in our comments below, the DEIR fails to 
disclose the proposed Project's potentially significant, unmitigated impacts on air quality, public health , 
agricu lture , biological resources , hazards, hazardous waste, and hazardous materials, aesthetics, noise, and 
water quality. These impacts create inconsistencies with the City of Rocklin Zoning Code and General Plan. 

Where a local or regional policy of general applicability, such as an ordinance, is adopted in order to avoid or 
mitigate environmental effects , a conflict with that policy constitutes a significant land use impact and , in itself, 
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indicates a potentially significant impact on the environment (See Pocket Protectors vs. Sacramento (2005) 
124 Cal.App.4th 903) . Any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans must be 
discussed in the DEIR (14 CCR Section 15125(d); City of Long Beach vs. Los Angeles Unified School District 
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889,918; Friends of the Eel River vs. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 
Cal.App. 4th 859, 87 4, (EIR inadequate when Lead Agency failed to identify relationship of project to relevant 
local plans). A project's inconsistencies with local plans and policies also constitute signincanl impacts under 
CEQA (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. vs. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App. 4th 777, 783-4, 32 
Cal.Rptr.3d 177; see also County of El Dorado vs. California Department of Transportation (2005) 133 
Cal.App. 4th 1376). Recirculation of the DEIR must be prepared lo adequately disclose and mitigate the 
significant land use impacts discussed below. 

City of Rocklin General Plan Policy LU-16 requires that the Planning Commission and City Council make 
findings concerning compatibility of surrounding land uses which states: "To the extent feasible, require that 
new development in areas contiguous to neighboring jurisdictions be compatible with those existing land 
uses." The City of Loomis, which is adjacent to the east of the Project is planned for "Residential Agriculturaf' 
and "Residential Estate." The existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation as well as the 
proposed high density urban development general plan land use designations completely ignored the 
mandate of this General Plan Policy. Urban high-density land uses which are called for by the Unknown 
Applicant would be in conflict with rural residential agricultural land uses which would constitute being 
unreasonably incompatible with and Injurious to surrounding properties , and detrimental to the health and 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity . Nearby livestock operations (horse stables, goat 
farms, chicken farms) may require new levels of fly management to control vectors and fly nuisance due to 
the illegally adopted MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation which ignored this Policy as well as 
the proposed general plan land use designations. Fly issues are a critical issue for developing an urban area 
interfacing with an agricultural area which has a stewardship of horse boarding, goat farming, and chicken/egg 
production which is just one of the reasons for such a policy. 

In addition , the proposed general plan land use designations as well as the existing MU-Mixed Use General 
Plan Land Use Designation conflicts with California 's complicated fabric of policies that address the retention 
of farmland for agriculture. Application of the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation or the 
proposed general plan land use designations are in direct conflict with State Policy established by AB 857 
(2003), which mandates farmland retention as one of three state planning priorities. Another priority called 
out in the Rocklin General Plan and the State Government Code requires efficient urban development, which 
promotes the conservation of farmland , clearly this existing General Plan Land Use Designation of MU-Mixed 
Use and the proposed general plan amendments will conflict with the characteristics of Agricultural Land Uses 
which have been practiced for years within the City of Loomis adjacent to this publicly owned land by Sierra 
Joint Community College District. This law requires state agencies to apply the policy and calls for an annual 
report by the Governor on their progress. CEQA includes farmland loss as a significant impact that must be 
avoided or mitigated , and clearly the adoption of the proposed general plan amendment and the existing MU­
Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation establishes a conflict which constitutes a significant impact 
which was not addressed and was contrary to the adopted findings of the Rocklin General Plan DEIR and 
mitigation measures adopted for the implementation of the General Plan and Build-out of the General Plan. 

The Project is currently designated MU- Mixed Use General Plan land use designation under the City's current 
General Plan after it was amended from the previous General Plan land use designation of Public/Quasi 
Public PQP which was applied to the Project site by the City in the pre-planned and pre-zoning during the 
annexation process of the parcels in 2002 by the City of Rocklin and the Placer County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) . As you are aware, the General Plan Land Use designation must be 
consistent with the General Plan and the underlying zoning of the parcels must be consistent with the General 
Plan designation under both the City Municipal Code and State law. Unfortunately, the City erroneously 
changed the General Plan Land Use Designation in 2016 with an inconsistent Mixed Use-MU General Plan 
Land Use Desigm\tion and inconsistent zoning classifications. 
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According to the General Plan implementation actions the only allowable land use designation under the 
General Plan is Public/Quasi Public-PQP, and zoning classifications of O-A Open Area and/or PD Planned 
Development as called out in the General Plan Zoning Consistency Matrix Table 4-4 page 4A-17 of the 
Rocklin General Plan and a zoning classification consistent with the City's General Plan and Rocklin Municipal 
Code Title 17 Zoning . At the time the City adopted its 2012 General Plan , the parcels were located within the 
City's Planning Area sphere of influence established by Placer County Local Agency Formation Commission. 
As the City staff are aware, a city must evaluate and consider all areas within the City limits as well as any 
lands outside its boundaries within the sphere of influence bearing a relation to its future planning when 
updating its General Plan (California Government Code Section 65300) . The City prepared and certified an 
DEIR in August 2011 , which analyzed the environmental impacts of applying the Public/Quasi Public-PQP 
General Plan Land Use Designation and the Sierra College Special Planning Area designations to the publicly 
owned parcels of the Sierra Joint Community College District. (General Plan DEIR August 2011) . In that 
General Plan DEIR the City certified a finding that "no major changes in land use designations are occurring 
around the periphery of t/Je City of Rocklin Planning Area. Potential conflicts wit/J plans of adjacent 
municipalities .. . County of Placer, and the Town of Loomis ... are addressed t/Jrough policies included in t/Je 
... Land Use Element (Policies LU-16, LU-57, LU-58, LU-67) that focus on lands along the periphery of the 
City." During the adoption of the new MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation the City did not 
make findings concerning the above-mentioned General Plan Policies relied upon in the adopted DEIR to 
reduce significant impacts to less than significant. In fact, the MU-Mixed Use Genera l Plan Land Use 
Designation adopted by the City in 2016 conflicts with all the above mentioned polices contrary to the 
California Government Code Section 65860(a) and California Case Law requiring the General Plan to be 
internally and vertically consistent : This case instructs the City on actions required to keep vertical consistency 
as found in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, (1990) 52 Cal. 3d, 553, 570. In addition, the 
adoption of the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation was in violation of the adopted DEIR in 
August 2011 which declared to the public there was no changes to the General Plan land use designations 
of the Sierra Joint Community College District's publicly owned parcels and therefor "No Impact'. Adoption 
of the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation was a significant impact as defined by the August 
2011 DEIR and its findings and the proposed General Plan Amendment will further violate the adopted August 
2011 DEIR. 

The following policy of the Rocklin General Plan provides further dictates concerning the proposed general 
plan amendments, Rocklin General Plan Policy LU-57 states: "Urge Placer County to maintain low density 
rural land use designations and large parcel zoning in areas that /Jave potential to impact the City." When 
the General Plan was adopted Placer County had jurisdiction over the Project site within the Rocklin General 
Plan - planning area. The plan called for these parcels to remain in "large parcel zoning". After adoption of 
the General Plan and this Policy, the City of Rocklin annexed the Placer County territory which encompassed 
all of Sierra Joint Community College District's publicly owned parcels. When the City Annexed this territory, 
they pre-zoned it with the POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation and the OA-Open 
Area and PD-Planned Development zoning class ifications which was consistent with the above stated Policy. 
Again , the Rocklin General Plan Policy expressly forbids the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use 
Designation , which is intended to allow high density, small lot urban development (commercial, high density 
residential, professional offices) . 

The following policy of the Rocklin General Plan provides further dictates concerning the proposed general 
plan amendments, Rocklin General Plan Policy LU-58 states: "Discourage residential, commercial, or 
industrial development at urban densities or intensities in areas on the periphery of the Rocklin Planning Area, 
unless public services can be provided, and annexation is accomplished to an appropriate city." When the 
City adopted the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation for the Project site it was in complete 
conflict with the stated Policy LU-58 since the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation does not 
' Discourage residential, commercial ... development at urban densities." But rather MU-Mixed Use General 
Plan Land Use Designation encourages high urban densities beyond that which was not planned for by the 
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Placer County Water Agency Master Plan, which was adopted to support these Project parcels as POP­
Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation which only allowed public educational facilities which 
has a far less water demand than the proposed general plan amendments and the MU-Mixed Use General 
Plan Land Use Designation. Furthermore, the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation is also in 
conflict with the Sewer Master Plan and Capital Improvement Program adopted by South Placer Municipal 
Utility District, which was also based on the City of Rocklin General Plan Land Use Designation of POP-Public 
Quasi Public. 

The DEIR does not document the communications between Placer County, Cities of Roseville and Loomis in 
compliance with Rocklin General Plan Policy LU-67 states: "Encourage communication between the County 
and the Cities of Roseville, Loomis, Lincoln, and Rocklin to ensure the opportunity to comment on actions 
having cross-border implications and to address other community interface issues, including land use 
compatibility, circulation and access, and development standards." Once again , the City of Rocklin did not 
carry out this Policy in adopting the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation nor in consideration 
and CEQA evaluation of the proposed general plan amendments. For this reason alone , the DEIR must be 
recirculated to allow the public the opportunity to engage in their elected officials regarding this matter in the 
Cities of Loomis, and Roseville as well as Placer County. 

The Rocklin General Plan provides guidance on the spatial applications of the fifteen land use designations 
identified in the General Plan Land Use Element. The MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation is 
expressly limited to "Downtown Rocklin" or the "Redevelopment Project Area" which is defined as that area 
encompassing between Interstate 80 and Pacific Street, between Sunset Boulevard and the Sierra College 
Boulevard Interchange. In Table 4-1: Summary of Land Use Designations and Population Density Standards, 
on page 4A-10 of 1he General Plan provides counsel on the proper use and placement of the MU-Mixed Use 
General Plan Land Use Designation within the General Plan - Planning Area of the City, which states "E ... 
Mixed Use development is anticipated to be concentrated in the Downtown Rocklin Area." The Downtown 
Rocklin Area is defined by the General Plan and Geographically it is located over one (1) mile away from the 
Sierra Joint Community College District's publicly owned lands which were applied the MU-Mixed-Use 
General Plan Land Use Designation contrary to the instructions and policies of the adopted General Plan in 
violation of the California Government Code and California Case Law. Furthermore, the General Plan states 
"'B. Mixed Use shall support development and redevelopment or revitalization of areas that are in decline or 
economically underutilized." Again, the publicly owned lands of Sierra Joint Community College District do 
not qualify as a redevelopment area or area designated for revitalization as adopted by City of Rocklin 
Ordinance and Resolution for the defined redevelopment area and revitalization areas within the City that 
again are over one (1) mile distance away from the impacted Sierra Joint Community College District publicly 
owned parcels in question. 

The Rocklin General Plan was very clear on the only consistent Genera l Plan Land Use Designation for the 
Sierra Joint Community College District publicly owned parcels is "POP Public/Quasi-Public" The General 
Plan states the POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation shall be applied "A. To identify 
existing land and structures committed to public agency uses," and "B. To provide areas for development of 
future public facilities to meet public needs." To date the land in question is still in public ownership listing by 
the Placer County Assessor's Office as Sierra Joint Community College District as the owner of the parcels 
identified with the Project site which have been illegally designated "MU-Mixed Use" contrary to the 
instructions and policies of the General Plan. The General Plan also states that "PQP- Public Quasi Public" 
land use designation should be applied to all lands which are considered a "Public Facilities of a 
neighborhood, community or regional nature." The General Plan DEIR (August 2011) and the General Plan 
(2012) has defined the Sierra Joint Community College District parcels (Project site) as a "Public Facility of 
Regional Nature," thus the General Plan did not provide any alternative but to provide the land use designation 
of "PQP- Public Quasi Public. " The proposed general plan amendment is not supported by the General Plan 
Policies. 
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All land use decisions are governed by the General Plan and must be consistent w ith the General Plan's 
direction. This requirement for "vertical consistency" gives general plans meaning and purpose. In Lesher 
Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek, (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 531, 540, the California Supreme Court 
addressed the importance of vertical consistency in the context of a land use initiative measure . In that case, 
a "Traffic Control Initiative" was placed on the ballot to establish a building moratorium to combat traffic 
congestion. The measure passed . The problem the Court faced , however, was the fact that the measure 
created vertical inconsistency between Walnut Creek's General Plan and Zoning Regulations. After carefully 
looking at the language of the measure, the Court held that: (1 ) the initiative was not offered as, and could 
not be construed as, an amendment to the city 's general plan , and (2) since the initiative was inconsistent 
with the general plan in effect when the initiative was adopted , the measure was invalid. In analyzing the 
effect of Government Code section 65860(c), the Court stated : 

We cannot at once accept the function of a general plan as a "constitution," or perhaps more accurately a 
charter for future development, and the proposition that it can be amended without notice to the electorate 
that such amendment is the purpose of an initiative. Implied amendments or repeals by implication are 
disfavored in any case, and the doctrine may not be applied here. The Planning and Zoning Law itself 
precludes consideration of a zoning ordinance which conflicts with a general plan as a pro tanto repeal or 
implied amendment of the general plan. The general plan stands. A zoning ordinance that is inconsistent with 
the general plan is invalid when passed and one that was originally consistent but has become inconsistent 
must be brought into conformity with the general plan. The Planning and Zoning Law does not contemplate 
that general plans will be amended to conform to zoning ordinances. The tail does not wag the dog. The 
general plan is the charter to which the ordinance must conform. (Citations omitted) Id at 540-41. (emphasis 
added) Subdivision (c) of section 65860 does not permit a court to rescue a zoning ordinance that is invalid 
ab initio. As its language makes clear, the subdivision applies only to zoning ordinances which were valid 
when enacted but are not consistent with a subsequently enacted or amended general plan. It mandates tl1at 
such ordinances be conformed to the new general plan but does not permit adoption of ordinances which are 
inconsistent with the general plan. The obvious purpose of subdivision (c) is to ensure an orderly process of 
bringing the regulatory law into conformity with a new or amended general plan, not to permit development 
that is inconsistent with that plan. Id at 545-46. 

The Lesher Communications case illustrates the clear hierarchy between a city's General Plan and its Land 
Use Designations which establishes appropriate Zoning Regulations for each land use designation and the 
ultimate supremacy of the General Plan as the guiding document. This case underscores the importance of 
Genera l Plan consistency requirements and highlights the peril of failing to understand or respect those 
requirements such as making the general plan land use designation invalid such as is found in the MU-Mixed 
Use General Plan Land Use Designation applied in violation of the Goals, Policies, Objectives, and 
Implementation Measures of the Rocklin General Plan . The City of Rocklin prescribes the City Planner and 
City Manager as City Staff to advise, and the Planning Commission and City Council that have the ultimate 
responsibility to determine whether a proposed land use development is consistent with its General Plan and 
virtually every planning consideration should begin with this threshold consistency consideration . 

The proposed general plan amendments and existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation 
does not carry out a City of Rocklin legitimate power or purpose. Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co. 
upholds that Rocklin can plan and zone for the purpose of community character. The proposed general plan 
amendments and existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation is in conflict with the 
community character which is demonstrated by the development adjacent to the parcels of pasture lands, 
rural estate residential , and agricultural operations as well as across the street from the parcels of a regional 
Community College Campus and athletic facilities (Football Stadium, Baseball Fields, Basketball Gym, Tennis 
Courts, Swimming Pool Facilities , Solar Array Production , and High Rise Parking Facilities) services and land 
uses which are typical of what was intended by the POP-Public Quasi-Public General Plan Land Use 
Designation of the Rocklin General Plan and PD- Planned Development and OA-Open Area zoning 
classifications. In addition , the Sierra Joint Community College District do~s not have authority nor 
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established statutorial purpose to enter private urban development endeavors, but rather by state code is 
charged to provide higher education services to the community , and as such the requested general plan 
amendments does not serve a legitimate purpose of Sierra Joint Community College District. 

The proposed general plan amendments and the existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation 
applied to the Sierra Joint Community College District parcels represents an unreasonable inequality in the 
treatment of similarly sttuated lands . All lands within the General Plan "that are publicly ownecf' are applied 
with a POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation with either OA- Open Area or PD­
Planned wning classifications as required by Rocklin General Plan and the Rocklin Municipal Code Tille 17, 
and California State Government Code except these Sierra Joint Communtty College District parcels within 
the City. The City's application of the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation lo the Sierra Joint 
Community College District parcels must treat similarly situated property similarly under the law which forbids 
the City in considering the proposed general plan amendments. The equal protection clause of the Untted 
States Constitution "limits all state actions, prohibiting any state from denying a person equal protection 
through the enactment, administration, or enforcement of its laws and regulations." Front Royal & Wan-en 
County Industrial Park Corp. v. Town of Front Royal, 135 F.3d 275 (4th Cir. 1998). 

The administrative record (Public Hearing, Staff Reports, CEQA Documentation, LAFCO Annexation Hearing, 
Pre-Zoning Findings) did not provide a rational basis for the Ctty to amend the General Plan to MU-Mixed 
Use General Plan Land Use Designation , on the identified parcels planned for public and educational land 
uses under the Rocklin General Plan . The record did not establish a legttimate governmental interest of 
amending the Rocklin General Plan to the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation , nor does 
policy, regulations, or city precedence support any rational. The MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use 
Designation General Plan Amendment violates the public's rights and interest in publicly owned property on 
the identified parcels as follows: 

Did not provide a rational basis for the General Plan Amendment to MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land 
Use Designation ; 

• Did not confirm a rational basis exists ror the boundary line of the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land 
Use Designation based on guidelines, policies, goals, and programs in the Rocklin General Plan; 
Did not justify the General Plan Amendment of MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation by 
physical characteristics of the identified parcels or other factors affecting optimum geographical 
alignment; 

The City General Plan Amendment provided for the Sierra Joint Communtty College District parcels to MU­
Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation was arbttrary and capricious; the General Plan Amendment 
action recommended by the City Manager, Ctty Planner and legislated by the City Council was entirely lacking 
in evidentiary support; and the City failed to follow the procedures required by law. SN Sands Corp. v. City 
and County of San Francisco (2008) 167 CA 4th 185, 191 . The City violated its adopted General Plan of 2012 
which stated the MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation was not be used in the Sierra College 
Planning area and on Publicly Owned Lands and the General Plan did not list MU-Mixed Use General Plan 
Land Use Designation as compatible. 

The proposed general plan amendments will not correct the current general plan designation violation, only 
POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation will correct the MU-Mixed Use General Plan 
Land Use Designation "Spot Zone" and bring the general plan designation on the Sierra Joint Community 
College District parcels into conformance with the Rocklin General Plan , Rocklin Municipal Code, and 
California Government Code. 

The City may correct its mistake of amending the Sierra Joint Community College District's publicly owned 
parcels of the Rocklin General Plan inconsistency wtth little effort , as the General Plan Amendment back to 
the required POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation is exempt from further 
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environmental review. The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") exempts actions that do not have 
the possibility of causing significant environmental impacts (14 Cal. Code Regs. §1 5061 (b)(3)} , or those that 
are consistent with an adopted general plan for which an EIR was prepared and certified , and where there 
are no potential environmental effects with the proposed action that were not anticipated in the EIR. (14 Cal. 
Code Regs .§ 15183.) As stated earlier, the City certified the General Plan DEIR- in 2012 which analyzed the 
impacts of designating and zoning the Sierra Joint Community College parcels for POP-Public Quasi-Public 
General Plan Land Use Designations and OA-Open Area or PD-Planned Development zoning classifications 
to take advantage of "opportunities associated with Sierra Community College District Public Lands." The 
Rocklin General Plan Land Use Designation correction to POP-Public Quasi Public is consistent with the 
City's adopted General Plan, Goals, Policies, and Objectives as identified above, and does not require 
additional environmental review. 

The proposed Project is located on publicly owned land by Sierra Joint Community College District which the 
Board of Trustees adopted an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in November 2018 which states that to 
mitigate to a less than significant level the impacts of land use in implementing the FMP the Board ofTrustees 
adopted Mitigation Measure LU-68 found on page 4.9-15 of the DEIR dated November 2018, which states 
"Adopt and implement land use strategies that utilize existing infrastructure, reduce the need for new roads, 
utilities, and other public works in newly developing areas, and enhance non-automobile transportation. " 
Clearly this proposed Project area owned by Sierra Joint Community College District is defined as "newly 
developing areas" and must be planned for so as not to require new utilities, roadway capacity expansion, 
and only utilize existing infrastructure. The proposed General Plan Amendment, and Rezone will violate the 
adopted mitigation measure for this proposed Project area and will be a violation of the Public Resources 
Code. 

The Mitigation Measure LU-68 must be enforced by the City and the Board of Trustees of the Sierra Joint 
Community College District. CEQA operates under the principle of "one project, one document." In other 
words, one environmental document should be prepared for a given project. VI/hen agencies other than the 
lead agency (such as responsible agencies) must comply with CEQA for the same project, the document 
prepared by the lead agency must be used by these other agencies to fulfill their CEQA obligations, with 
some limited exceptions. 

In sum, the City is required to reject the proposed general plan amendments and initiate the change of the 
general plan land use designation and the subsequent zoning classifications called out in the Rocklin General 
Plan as consistent with the POP-Public Quasi Public General Plan Land Use Designation and that is 
consistent with the General Plan Goals, Policies, and Objectives to comply with State law and it's the City's 
own General Plan . In addition, the City as a Responsible Agency under CEQA is obligated to carry out the 
adopted Mitigation Measure LU-68 from the FMP EIR adopted by the Board of Trustees of the Sierra Joint 
Community College District which forbids the approval of the requested General Plan Amendment and 
Rezone. As discussed herein and in the expert comments below, there is substantial evidence supporting a 
fair argumen1 that the Project has potentially significant impacts that are not disclosed or reasonably mitigated 
in the DEIR. These impacts will be detrimental and injurious to the health, safety , and general welfare of lhe 
residents of Rocklin, Placer County, Loomis. and Roseville. As discussed above the proposed general plan 
amendment is inconsistent with the Rockl in General Plan, directly conflicts with Rocklin General Plan Policies, 
and violates the environmental declarations of the 2011 EIR adopted for the General Plan , and violates the 
adopted Mitigation Measure LU-68 for the FMP EIR in November 2018. As currently proposed , the proposed 
Project therefore violates mandatory requirements of the Public Resources Code, Rocklin General Plan and 
Rocklin Zoning Code and cannot be approved . 

The Proposed Project Co11tmve11es the Rocklin General Plau I 
As currently proposed , the Project contravenes the General Plan in many respects . The Environmental 
Setting and the Land Use, Noise sections of a CEQA document are requ ired to "discuss any inconsistencies 
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between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans," (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(d); CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section X(). The DEIR's failure to detail the 
inconsistency with the General Plan is an additional CEQA violation. The DEIR must be recirculated with 
adequate analysis and mitigation proposed to reduce significant impacts to less than significant impacts from 
the Project's inconsistency with the General Plan . 

The City of Rocklin General Plan Noise Policy N-1 states: "Determine noise compatibility between land uses, 
and to provide a basis for developing noise mitigation, an acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the 
environmental review process for all noise-sensitive land uses which are proposed in areas exposed to 
existing or projected exterior noise levels exceeding the level standards contained within this Noise Element." 
The Project proposes placing residential housing near the existing Sierra College football stadium which is 
planned for a substantial update that will increase the capacity of the stadium and thus the noise generation. 
The Project is required by the General Plan with the language of "shalt to develop noise mitigation and an 
acoustical analysis . The Project conducted a noise analysis which is focused on traffic noise generated by 
local arterial and collector streets and provides no acoustical analysis for such facilities as the football stadium 
with associated crowd noise and public announcement systems. The DEIR is not data adequate to allow 
evaluation of land use spatial relationships to such incompatible land uses due to noise. 

City of Rocklin and Sierra Joint Community College District Lacks Purpose Required to Approve 
General Plan Amendment and Rezone 

The proposed General Plan Amendment to Retail Commercial , Business Professional/Commercial , Medium 
Density Residential , Medium-High Density Residential , High Density Residential , and Recreation­
Conservation land use designations are only appropriate on private property of which none of the Project site 
contains. The proposed general plan amendments and existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use 
Designation does not carry out a City of Rocklin legitimate power or purpose. Village of Euclid v. Ambler 
Realty Co. upholds that Rocklin can plan and zone for the purpose of community character. The proposed 
general plan amendments and existing MU-Mixed Use General Plan Land Use Designation is in conflict with 
the community character which is demonstrated by the development adjacent to the parcels of pasture lands, 
rural estate residential , and agricultural operations (Horse Boarding Facilities) as well as across the street 
from the parcels of a regional Community College Campus and athletic facilities (Football Stadium, Baseball 
Fields, Basketball Gym, Tennis Courts, Swimming Pool Facilities, Solar Array Production, and High Rise 
Parking Facilities) services and land uses which are typical of what was intended by the POP-Public Quasi­
Public General Plan Land Use Designation of the Rocklin General Plan and PD- Planned Development and 
OA-Open Area zoning classifications. In addition, the Sierra Joint Community College District as 
demonstrated below does not have authority nor established statutory purpose to enter into private urban 
development endeavors, but rather by California Education Code is charged to provide higher education 
services to the community, and as such the requested general plan amendments does not serve a legitimate 
purpose of Sierra Joint Community College District owned properties which make up the proposed Project 
area. 

The proposed Project site is owned by Sierra Joint Community College District which is governed by the 
California Education Code. Under Section 66010.4 of the California Education Code it states the mission of 
the community college is: 

"The missions and functions of California 's public and independent segments, and their respective 
institutions of higher education shall be differentiated as follows: 
(a) (1) The California Community Colleges shall, as a primary mission, offer academic and vocational 
instruction at the lower division level for both younger and older students, including those persons 
returning fo school. Public community colleges shall offer instruction through but not beyond the 
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second year of college. These institutions may grant the associate in arts and the associate in science 
degree. 

(2) In addition to the primary mission of academic and vocational instruction, the community colleges 
shall offer instruction and courses to achieve all of the following: 
(A) The provision of remedial instruction for those in need of it and, in conjunction with the school 
districts, instruction in English as a second language, adult noncredit instruction, and support services 
which help students succeed at the postsecondary level are reaffirmed and supported as essential 
and important functions of the community colleges. 
(BJ The provision of adult noncredit education curricula in areas defined as being in the state's interest 
is an essential and important function of the community colleges. 
(CJ The provision of community services courses and programs is an authorized function of the 
community colleges so long as their provision is compatible with an institution 's ability to meet its 
obligations in its primary missions. 
(3) A primary mission of the California Community Colleges is to advance California 's economic 
growth and global competitiveness through education, training, and services that contribute to 
continuous work force improvement. 
(4) The community colleges may conduct to the extent that state funding is provided, institutional 
research concerning student learning and retention as is needed to facilitate their educational 
missions." 

The California Education Code does not grant to Community Colleges a mission of urban developer to bui ld 
for private ownership housing, commercial retail space, office space, parks, and other urban development 
amenities. The California Education Code does not grant authority for Community Colleges to endeavor in 
urban development as a new revenue source for funding , but rather the law is clear where all funding to 
achieve the mission of Community Colleges comes from, which is not engaging in Housing, and Commercial 
Real Estate Development. All property controlled and owned by Sierra Joint Community College District is 
required to be utilized for the mission of the community college for public purposes. The Sierra Joint 
Community College District has not sold or conveyed the ownership of the property associated with the 
Project Site to a private entity at this time. As a result , the General Plan clearly states the only allowable 
General Plan Land Use Designation for the publicly owned property is "Public Quasi-Public". 

The Public Quasi-Public General Plan Land Use Designation states on page 4A-13 of the Rocklin General 
Plan that this land use designation shall be used to "Identify existing land and structures committed to public 
agency uses." The General Plan on page 4A-13 goes on to further state "To provide areas for development 
of future public facilities to meet public needs," and that the Character of this land use designation is "Public 
facilities of a neighborhood, community, or regional nature." The publicly owned lands of Sierra Joint 
Community College District clearly fit this land use designation as outlined by the General Plan. To date the 
Sierra Joint Community College District has not sold this land to allow private ownership and thereby provide 
purpose for the City of Rocklin . 

DEIR Fails ta Adequately Address Land Use a11d Planning 

The DEIR found that any conflicts between the proposed Project and existing and planned land uses and 
related plans and policies would be mitigated to less than significant levels·. However, the DEIR acknowledges 
that "there are many variables (e.g. location, site resources or topography, type of project, jurisdiction, etc.) 
and a high potential for land use changes that may cause a land use conflict while implementing development 
under the new General Plan land use designations". In fact, much of the proposed Project depends on local 
jurisdictions amending their land use plans in order to be consistent with the proposed Project. (City of Loomis 
must remove Agricultural Zoning immediately adjacent to the Project area to remove conflicts) Since specific 
locations of individual projects are unknown at this time , any potentially significant impacts associated with 
land use inconsistencies must be evaluated at a project level. Thus, the DEIR's finding that any conflicts 
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between the proposed Project and existing and planned land uses and related plans and policies would be 
mitigated to less than significant levels is unsupported by substantial evidence. 

The DEIR does not disclose the prescriptive easements that run along the creek which crosses through the 
middle of the entire South Village Project area. The proposed development plan conflicts with these 
established prescriptive easements. The existing residents residing surrounding (El Don Neighborhood) the 
proposed Project site (South Village) have established a right to a prescriptive easement along the northern 
banks and southern banks of the unnamed tributary which flows from east to west through the South Village 
site. The rationale behind prescriptive easements is that long-time users of property can acquire a legal 
interest at the expense of the property owners (Sierra Joint Community College District) . A user of land may 
establish a prescriptive easement by proving that his or her use of another's land was (1) continuous and 
uninterrupted for five years; (2) open and notorious; and (3) hostile. These trails have been used for over 30 
years since the establishment of the El Don neighborhood and have remained uninterrupted. In the past 
(2016) when Sierra Joint Community College District fenced along El Don Road to prevent passage to the 
trails , the neighborhood cut holes in the fencing to allow access to the trails . 

The first requirement is relatively straightforward. "Continuous" use means that the use occurred over a 5-­
year period on occasions necessary for the convenience of the user. The residents of the El Don 
neighborhood which surrounds the South Village site have been using the trails along the tributary on the 
north and south banks of the Project's South Village for both vehicle and pedestrian access to the area as 
well as backyards of their residential lots for the past 32 plus years. The residents use of this access has 
been continuous and year around. The proposed Project site property owners (Sierra Joint Community 
College District) have failed to post the necessary sign age under Civil Code Section 1008, stating "Right to 
Pass by Permission, and subject to Control, of Owner" prior to the residents use of this land ripening into a 
prescriptive easement (5-year period). 

The second requirement-open and notorious-means that the use of the land is sufficiently visible that 
anyone who viewed it would be able to discover it. Generally, the use will be considered open and notorious 
as long as it is not hidden or concealed from the property owner (Sierra Joint Community College District) . 
The Project's South Village site is viewable to all the general public as it is worn into a pathway that is large 
and distinctive from the grass and vegetation growing elsewhere on the proposed Project's South Village site. 
The pathway is visible from El Don Road , the Dirt Parking Lot at Sierra College Campus, Monte Verde Park, 
Freeman Circle, Montclair Drive, Schatz Lane, and St. Frances Way. In addition, several residents have made 
improvements to the easement to allow all weather passage, establish chairs and gathering place within the 
easement, and installed gates or doors in the fencing along the property boundary to allow access to the 
Project's South Village site . Instead of a solid fence to create a barrier between the existing single-family 
residential neighborhood and the proposed Project's South Village site, the doors and gates make it open 
and notorious so that the easement is present and used. 

The final requirement is that use of the land qualifies as "hostile," meaning the El Don neighborhood residents 
surrounding the proposed Project's South Village site have used the land on the South Village site without 
the express permission of Sierra Joint Community College District , the property owner. Hostility is reflected 
in the fact that the Sierra Joint Community College District and their development partners have proposed a 
site plan for the proposed Project's South Village Mixed-Use development that would retake the land by 
adverse possession (through easement by prescription) . In addition , in interviewing existing residents who 
use the easement it was stated that no permission was ever granted, that it simply has always been that way. 

The proposed Project's South Village development has provided a site plan that does not allow pedestrian or 
vehicle access along the existing trails which run along the north and south banks of the tributary. 
Landscaping , parking , abandonment and replacement of the sewer line and fencing will interfere with existing 
and future access along the existing trails. This site plan will result in cutting off the residents from their 
prescriptive easement and creating a barrier that would physically divide the existing residents from the 
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commercia l areas within their neighborhood. The proposed improvements within the prescriptive easement 
area within the South Village under the site plan, as submitted , would be in jeopardy until 5 years has passed 
and the El Don residents (Easement Owners) have failed to enforce their easement right in court. 

If Sierra Joint Community College District proposes to use this prescriptive easement as shown in the site 
plan, it must be taken back in the same manner as it was taken, which is an open, notorious , cont inuous, 
manner for five years or more. In essence, such self-help is tantamount to re-taking the land by adverse 
possession (by easement by prescription) . "It is settled law that an easement, whether acquired through a 
grant, adverse use, or as an abutter's right, may be extinguished by the owner of the servient tenement by 
acts adverse to the exercise of the easement for the period required to give title to the land by adverse 
possession." (Popovich v. O'Neal 219 Cal. App. 2d 553, 556 [Cal. App. 5th Dist. 1963]. See also, Glatts v. 
Henson, 31 Cal.2d 368, 370 [188 P.2d 745]; Rest, Property, § 506, p, 3090; 17 Cat.Jur.2d § 40, p, 
149.) "Generally, a prescriptive easement once acquired can be extinguished by actions of the servient 
tenement which satisfy the same elements required for the creation of the easement." (Zimmer v. Dykstra, 
39 Cal. App. 3d 422, 435 [Cal. App. 2d Dist. 1974].) 

If the proposed site plan is not modified to rectify the prescriptive easement issue, it would constitute a 
significant impact to land use regarding the division of a community. This significant impact, if not mitigated , 
would require an overriding consideration be declared within the DEIR, thus requiring recirculation of the 
DEIR. Furthermore, the future disruption of the property having to demolish what was bui lt on the South 
Village site, assuming the Easement Owners (El Don Neighborhood Residents) prevailed in court, would 
impactthe character, design, and efficient use of the proposed South Village development site. City approval 
of the current site plan also will pit the existing El Don neighborhood residents against the property owner 
(Sierra Joint Community College District) and applicant for the requested planning approval of College Park 
(North Village and South Village) Project, making the city potentially a party in the Easement Owners ' lawsuit 
to enforce their easement rights. The Easement Owners (El Don neighborhood residents) will hold the City 
liable for legal costs and damages of the Easement Owners in enforcing their easement rights as a result of 
the City's decision in the matter to approve the site plan as proposed . 

The following mitigation measures, Land Use -1 (LU-1) and Land Use -2 (LU-2) (see below) have been 
recommended for incorporation to the proposed Project's South Village development plan to diminish any 
potentially significant impacts related to dividing a community or interfering unreasonably with the easement 
along the north and south banks of the unnamed tributary in the South Village development site. The Project's 
South Village development site plan will divide the El Don neighborhood unless mitigation measures LU-1 
and LU-2 are implemented. With mitigation measures LU-1 and LU-2 implemented, the proposed South 
Village residential development will not divide an established community. The proposed project is intended 
to integrate with the existing surrounding community and land uses and reflect existing land use patterns and 
local stewardships of land . Therefore, the project will result in a less-than-significant impact with mitigation 
measures LU-1 and LU-2. 

Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure LU-1 : A site plan shall be prepared that respects the existing prescriptive 
easement by providing a 1 oo feet minimum set back, from the banks of the tributary and providing an all­
weather surface (decomposed crushed granite trail) to allow access to and use of the prescriptive 
easement. City planning staff will verify site plan has incorporated the required easement and allowed 
the continued access along the north and south banks ofthe unnamed tributary prior to issuance of 
building permits. City will confirm with El Don Neighborhood Advisory Council that the 100-foot set back 
and trail has been incorporated to satisfaction of the Ad hoc Neighborhood Advisory Council. 

Mitigation Measures LU-2: A dedicated access easement of 100 feet from the north and south banks of 
the unnamed tributary shall be provided within the South Village development site of the proposed Project 
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and reflect such easement on the tentative and final parcel or subdivision maps to be prepared for the 
Project's South Vi llage development. A legal description of the easement shall be recorded with the 
Placer County recorder's office. 

The Proposed Project wi ll require all public utilities to adopt new Capital Improvement Program {CIP) to 
support high-density urban development forecasted with the Proposed Project. Peak loads to the sewer and 
water systems will be exaggerated due to the proposed land use changes from college campus to residential 
and commercia l development which will require capacity increasing capital projects be carried out. By virtue 
of state law and case law, all public works decisions such as the proposed Project and planned improvements 
of sewer and water systems to service the development contemplated must be consistent with the City 
General Plan . California Government Code Section 65103 (c) requires that each year the local planning 
agency (Rocklin Planning Commission) shall "review t/Je capital improvement program of t/Je city or county 
and the local public works projects of other local agencies for consistency with their general plan." The DEIR 
does not evaluate nor make findings that the CIPs of Placer County Water Agency and South Placer Municipal 
Utility District is consistent with the proposed general plan amendment required by the Government Code 
referenced above and for environmental assessment. The DEIR must provide the Rocklin Planning 
Commission findings of consistency of the CIPs to the Rocklin Genera I Plan as amended to substantiate the 
proposed general plan amendment will not result in a significant environmental impact. This new information 
once provided will require the DEIR to be recirculated to allow public review and input. 

3.11 Noise 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address Noise 

The DEIR concludes that all impacts associated with noise and vibration would be reduced to less than 
significant levels with mitigation . The impacts were analyzed based on the area of potential development and 
the summal)I of common noise impacts associated with all the various types of urban development proposed 
by the proposed Project's individual and specific developments . Furthermore, the DEIR states that impacts 
related to the various types of urban development (residential, recreational, commercial , public facilities , 
roadways) and other associated facilities wou ld val)I depending on the technology proposed, specific location 
of the development within the proposed Project area , the time and degree of disturbance resulting from 
development, and the size and complexity of the facilities. Because the location of individual specific projects, 
and thus the location of sensitive receptors , are not declared and possibly unknown, the assumption that 
speculative impacts will affect an unknown number of receptors does not constitute substantial evidence to 
support the DEIR's finding that impacts associated with noise and vibration would be reduced to less than 
significant levels with mitigation. 

In addition , the DEIR relies on compliance with the City's noise ordinance , yet the City does not have a noise 
ordinance compliance officer to enforce the City 's regulations on noise. To date the City has received 
numerous noise complaints regarding construction noise in the east Rocklin neighborhoods which violate the 
City noise ordinance and the City has yet to cite any violations. The DEIR cannot rely on City noise ordinances 
which have been documented to not have been enforced to mitigate noise impacts. Without historical 
practices of code enforcement by the City, there is on evidence that the noise ordinance will have any effect 
on reducing noise impacts. 

3.14 Transportation and Circulation 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address TransJ)ortation and Traffic 
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Impacts related to traffic were found to be significant and unavoidable for impacts 3.14-1 which would cause 
Vehicle Miles Travel (VMD per dwelling unit to be greater than eighty-five (85%) percent of the City-wide 
averages for that land use type. Impact 3.14-2 was also deemed unavoidable and significant impact due to 
increased roadway capacity which would induce increased VMT. Impacts 3.14-3, 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, and 
3.14-7, were found to be less than significant with mitigation. These impacts include modification of local 
circu lation patterns or degrading the performance of the loca l road networks; altering the availability or 
accessibility of El Don neighborhood routes of travel ; substantia l traffic volumes on highway segments 
designated as part of a Congestion Management Plan; and increasing hazards and the risk for a traffic 
incident or inhibiting emergency response. 

Traffic and public access issues are extremely site-specific, and there are examples of large urban residential 
and commercial facilities that have resulted in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. The DEIR 
acknowledges that the traffic study was based on assumption and not specific site development plans, which 
states on page 3.14-16 ' Transportation Impact Study is considered to be a conseNafive estimate of potential 
transportation and circulation impacts" and table 3.14-2 states that the traffic impact analysis was based on 
"Assumption" and not a specific development or improvement. The DEIR states that potential impacts of the 
proposed Project's development depends on several factors : project location; project size; the delivery of 
equipment, materials, and supplies; and the daily commute for workers, none of which the DEIR admits are 
not known and could not be known at this time , thus requiring assumptions. The DEIR further states that 
project-specific changes will undergo CEQA documentation and consistency review with comprehensive 
transportation and travel management or resource management plans. However, impacts re lated to traffic 
cou ld change substantially from what is assumed in the DEIR depending on the location and size of individual 
projects and areas in which they are sited during buildout of the proposed Project areas (North Village and 
South Village) . Program-level analysis does not work here, and the DEIR's conclusions with respect to traffic 
and public access are speculative and unsupported by substantial evidence at this time. 

Omitted Section Wildfires 

The DEIR does not address Wildfires as requ ired by the CEQA Guidelines. Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) 
Fire Risks were not evaluated or addressed in the DEIR. The proposed Project will increase the risk of 
wildland fires due to the increasing amount of urbanizing acreage of Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) with the 
east side of Rocklin . The proposed Project site meets the definition of WUI due to the spatial relationship of 
the proposed Project site between urban landscapes and wild landscapes. The proposed Project site is 
adjacent to native natural vegetation areas. The proposed project site is currently in close proximity to 
wildlands in their natural vegetative habitat. The WUI is thus a focal area for human-environmental conflicts, 
such as the destruction of property and loss of li fe by wildfires. The proposed project site is typified as an 
intermix WUI development with the ideal conditions to produce the highest wildfire risk possible within the 
City of Rocklin . Due to the nature of the proposed project meeting the definition of WUI and the trends in 
wildland fires associated with WUI the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
which will expose people and structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires . No 
mitigation measures can avoid the impact of VIA.JI and the fact that the proposed project site is separated from 
continuous urban development by vacant, or wi ld lands. 

The proposed project site is home to oak wood lands, and grasslands plant communities. These plant 
communities are some of the most fire-prone plant communities in North America, and wildfire plays a pivotal 
role in the oak woodlands ecology. Fire suppression near urban areas can lead to a buildup of fue l, which 
can resu lt in larger fires . Dry, hot summers in the Rocklin can dry out vegetation in the summer, leading to 
easily ignitable organic material. The DEIR needs to address this hazardous condition associated with the 
proposed project site and provide mitigat ion as may be appropriate. 
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SECTION 4 OTHER CEQA REQUIRED TOPICS 

The DEIR lacks Substantial Evidence to Support the DEIR's Significant Impact Findings and the DEIR 
Fails to Incorporate All Feasible Mitigation Measures Necessary to Reduce Such Impacts 

CEQA has two basic purposes, nettherofwhich the DEIR satisfies. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision 
makers and the public about the potentially significant environmental impacts of a Project before harm is done 
to the environment. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(1); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay vs. Board of 
Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354 ("Berkeley Jets"); County of Inyo vs. Yorty (1973) 32 
Cal. App. 3d 795, 810) The DEIR is the "hearf' of this requirement. (No Oil Inc. vs. City of Los Angeles (197 4) 
13 Cal3d 68, 84) The DEIR has been described as "an environmental 'alarm bell' whose purpose it is to alert 
the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points 
of no return. " (County of Inyo vs. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810) 

To fulfill this function , the discussion of impacts in a DEIR must be detailed, complete, and "reflect a good 
faith effort at full disclosure."(CEQA Guidelines Section 15151; San Joaquin Rap/or/Wildlife Rescue Center 
vs. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App. 4th 713, 721-722) An adequate DEIR must contain facts and 
analysis, not just an agency's conclusions. (See Citizens of Goleta Valley vs. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 
Cal.3d 553, 568) CEQA requires a DEIR to disclose all potential direct and indirect significant environmental 
impacts of a project. (Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(1); CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a)) 

Second , if a DEIR identifies potentially significant impacts, it must then propose and evaluate mitigation 
measures to minimize these impacts. (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1(a), 21100(b){3); CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15002(a)(2) and (3); Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354; Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association vs. Regents of the University of California (1998) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400) CEQA imposes an 
affirmative obligation on agencies to avoid or reduce environmental harm by adopting feasible project 
alternatives or mitigation measures. (Public Resources Code Section 21002-21002. 1) Without an adequate 
analysis and description of feasible mitigation measures, it would be impossible for agencies relying upon the 
DEIR to meet this obligation. 

Under CEQA, a DEIR must not only discuss measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts but must ensure 
that mitigation measures are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments . (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 subd. (a)(2)) A CEQA lead agency is precluded from making 
the required CEQA findings unless the record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts 
have been resolved ; an agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or feasibiltty. (Kings 
County Farm Bureau vs. County of Hanford (1 990) 221 Cal.App. 3d 692, 727-728) This approach helps 
"ensure the integrity of the process of decision by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from 
being swept under the rug." (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. vs. 3200 District Agricultural Association 
(1986) 423 Cal. 3d 929, 935) 

In this case, the DEIR fails to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA. The DEIR conclusions regarding impacts 
to aesthetics/visual resources, biological resources, hazards and hazardous wastes, air qualtty impacts , land 
use impacts, and public health impacts are not supported by substantia l evidence . In preparing the DEIR , the 
City: 1) failed to provide sufficient information to inform the public and decision-makers about potential 
environmental impacts; 2) fai led to accurately identify and adequately analyze all potentially significant 
environmental impacts; 3) failed to incorporate adequate measures to mitigate environmental impacts to a 
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less than significant level; and 4) failed to analyze impacts associated wtth mitigation measures. The Ctty 
must correct these shortcomings and recirculate a revised DEIR for public review and comment. 

4.1 Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis 

DEIR Fails to Adequately Address Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impact analysis failed to even address neighboring projects such as the Sierra College Master 
Facilities Plan Capital Improvement Projects which included the following : 

No analysis of compatibi lity or conflict with both long term and sho,t term plans of the Sierra College 
Campus Facilities Master Plan. 
No evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the anticipated projects (short term and long term) called 
out in the Sierra College Campus Facilities Master Plan . (Parking Garage 1,500 parking spaces, 
infrastructure improvements-electrical service , data service, water service, sanitary sewer service, 
and storm water systems) 

• Did not address impacts of hazards, and hazardous materials impacts from major schedule demolish 
of bui ldings on Sierra Campus immediately across the street from proposed development. (Demo of 
Buildings B, C, M, Mt, E, F, and Dis) 
Modernization of Sports Facilities on Campus such as Tennis Courts, Football Field, Baseball Field , 
Soccer Field, Softball Field and associated impacts on the proposed development. 

• No analysis of impacts on the development of long-term projects (Student Union, Science Building 
Phase I, Student Housing , Public Training Safety Center, West Placer CSUS Transfer Center. 
Performing Arts Center, Vocational Instructional Building , Demolition of Buildings A , U, B, C, M, E, I, 
and Z) 
Plans ca ll for the Nature Area to be protected. "Nature Area: The nature area is a unique biological 
asset to the Rocklin Campus and a rare feature for a community cof/ege campus. Many disciplines 
use this outdoor space for educational purposes. To preseNe the uniqueness of the nature area, it 
is the desire of the FMP task force to minimize encroachment of new development, both in size and 
nature of impact, into this portion of the Campus." No analysis of why new development on the 108 
acres does not violate the FMP Task Force. 

Nor does the cumulative impact analysis analyze the combined impact of the activities proposed in the reg ion. 
The cumulative impact analysis cannot withstand scrutiny, because here the City and the Unnamed Applicant 
made no attempt to accurately describe cumu lative cond itions despite the existence of relevant data . The 
failure is particularly pronounced because it is not possible to determine the significance of an impact without 
actual data . The data needs to include the ongoing impact and effects of the surrounding projects as that is 
the only way to determine the true cumulative impacts. 

The case law is in accord. In Kings County Farm Bureau vs. City of Hanford, (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 
729, 270 Cal.Rptr. 650 ("Kings County'?, the Court of Appeals found the analysis of cumulative project impacts 
on water resources inadequate where it provided no information regarding the expected groundwater impacts 
of nearby energy projects except to say they "would impact regional water sources, but these impacts would 
be lessened by numerous programs and conseNations measures." 

The absence of data was fatal. The court held that "absent some data indicating the volume of ground water 
used by all such projects, it is impossible to evaluate whether the impacts associated with their use of ground 
water are significant and whether such impacts will indeed be mitigated by tile water conseNation efforts 
upon which tile EIR relies ." (Communities for a Better Environment vs. California Resources Agency, (2002) 
103 Cal.App.4th 98, 126 Cal.Rptr. 2d 44) 
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In Kings County, the Court rejected the cumulative analysis, prepared for a proposed coal-fired cogeneration 
power plant in which the lead agency determined the project's impact on air quality was not cumulatively 
considerable because it would contribute less than one percent of area emissions for all criteria pollutants. 
King County at 718-719. The Court criticized the focus on the ratio between the project's impacts and the 
overall environmental problem, rather than on the combined effect of the project in addition to already adverse 
conditions. Under this impermissible approach, which the Court dubbed the "ratio theory," "the greater the 
overall problem, the less significant a project has in a cumulative impact analysis." (221 Cal.App.3d at 721) 
Instead of trivializing a project's impacts by comparing them to the impacts of other past, present, and 
probable future projects, CEQA requires the lead agency to first combine the impacts. VI/hen this is done 
properly, the EIR may find that the scope of the environmental problem is so severe that even a minuscule 
incremental change would cumulatively considerable and thus significant. 

An adequate discussion of cumulative impacts must use one of the following methods, known respectively 
as the "/isf' approach and the "summary of projections" (or "plan") approach : (1) A list of past, present, and 
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects 
outside the control of the agency (Town of Loomis, City of Roseville, Placer County) , or (2) A summary of 
projections contained in an adopted loca l, regional or statewide plan , or related planning document, that 
describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect.. (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15130(b)(I)). These represent two distinct ways of identifying the "other projects" that add to the proposed 
Project's incremental impacts. 

The Californ ia Supreme Court has explained that the requirement to assess past projects "signifies an 
obligation to consider the present project in the context of a realistic historical account of relevant prior 
activities that /Jave had significant environmental impacts." (Environmental Protection Information Center vs. 
California Department. of Forestry & Fire Protection, (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459,524, 118 Ca/.Rptr.3d 352) To do 
this effectively, an EIR "must reasonably include information about past projects to the extent such information 
is relevant to the understanding of the environmental impacts of the present project considered cumulatively 
with other pending and possible future projects." (Environmental Protection Information Center vs. California 
Department. of Forestry & Fire Protection, (2008) 44 Cal. 4th at 525) 

As written, the DEIR glosses over the aggregate environmental impacts of the proposed Project and misleads 
the reader through words such as "may" and "potentially." This proposed Project cannot be viewed 
independently from other developing Projects in the region. The DEIR needs to address the cumulative effects 
of the proposed Project in relation to other nearby projects including all the planned projects outlined in the 
Sierra College Master Facilities Plan . 

The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the proposed Project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant projects taking place over a period of time. 

Greenhouse gas emissions, noise, traffic, air pollution , and habitat fragmentation are aggregate and have 
cumulative effects. It would be a massive oversight for this proposed Project to be allowed to move forward 
without fully analyzing its impact in relation to the overall impact of other projects in the region that are 
currently in development or in the planning stages. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15355(b)) 

The DEIR lists mitigation measures but does not adequately inventory the resources present at the proposed 
Project with sufficiency to allow for an informed decision . The DEIR must be rewritten with greater specifics. 
How many Trees will be affected? How many acres of rare and endangered plants are present. The 
requirements of CEQA require more detail. CEQA is a comprehensive scheme designed to provide long-term 
protection to the environment. In enacting CEQA, the Legislature declared its intention that all public agencies 
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responsible for regulating activtties affecting the environment give prime consideration to preventing 
environmental damage when carrying out their duties. CEQA is to be interpreted "to afford the fullest possible 
protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.'' (Mountain Lion 
Foundation vs. Fish and Game Com., (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 112) . The process compelled by CEQA "is a 
meticulous process designed to ensure that the environment is protected ... " (Planning and Conservation 
League vs. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892) . "The integrity of the [CEQAJ process 
is dependent on the adequacy of the EIR. " (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors, (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 118-119) . The EIR is "the heart of CEQA." (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of the University of California, (Laurel Heights I) (1988) 47 Ca/.3d 376,392) . 
The EIR must provide agencies and the public with "detailed information about the effect which a project is 
likely to l1ave on the environment, ... list ways in which the significant effects of such project might be 
minimized; and ... indicate alternatives to such a project." (Public Resources Code Section 21061). 

An EIR is an "environmental 'alarm bell' whose purpose it is to alert the public and its responsible officials to 
environmental changes before they have reached ecological points of no return." The EIR is also intended 
"to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the 
ecological implications of its action." (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Ca/.3d at 392) . Here, the DEIR must be 
rewritten to further signal to the community the significant and cumulative changes to their environment. The 
rewritten DEIR must address the impact of this proposed Project in conjunction with all other project online 
or in the pipeline. Recirculation of the DEIR is required to ensure the public has an opportunity to review the 
data required for a cumulative impact analysis has outlined above. 

SECTION 5 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

DEIR Falls to Adequately Address Alternatives 

CEQA "prohibits approval of a plan that has mitigating features when a feasible plan with less environmental 
impact is available as an alternative." (Citizens of Goleta Valley vs. Board of Supervisors (Goleta I) (1988) 
197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1182; Sierra Club v. Gilroy (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41; Public Resources Code 
Sections 21002, 21081; CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code Regulations, Sections 15002, subd. (a)(3), 
15021, subd. (a)(2) , 15091, subd. (a)) . A project may not be approved if there are feasible and environmentally 
superior alternatives, even if those alternatives would impede the attainment of project objectives to some 
degree. (Public Resources Code Section 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.6, subd. (b) , 15364) . 

The No Project (No Build) Alternative avoids identified significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 
the proposed Project, as well as reducing impacts to agricultural resources. This alternative also allows the 
City at a future date to correct the inconsistency of the Mixed-Use general plan land use designation was 
identified above and initiating a general plan amendment designating the Project area back to the required 
Public/Quasi Public general plan land use designation . Out of all the alternative considered by the DEIR, the 
No Project Alternative adequately meets the goals and objectives of the City General Plan . The Montclair 
Circle Property Owners urges that the only Alternative, No Project can be legally considered for adoption by 
the Rocklin Planning Commission and City Council. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion , the Montclair Circle Property Owners appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report required for the proposed College Park Project to address concerns of the 
residents and property owners of the Montclair Circle neighborhood. The proposed Project presents 
significant environmental impacts that the City failed to address and disclose in the DEIR, which must be 
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disclosed , analyzed, and mitigated in a revised DEIR prior to Project approval by the City. The DEIR Project 
Description is improperly truncated. The Unnamed Applicant is riot disclosed to the Public. The DEIR fails to 
adequately establish the existing setting upon which to measure impacts to environmental issues. The DEIR 
also fails to include an adequate analysis of and mitigation measures for the proposed Project's potentially 
significant impacts. The DEIR cited resources of data and technical information used to create the DEIR and 
to validate the City analysis which did not exist and/or is out of print. List of References must be accurate to 
allow public review of the DEIR conclusions and ascertain if such conclusions have considered other 
perspectives and evidence to ensure an objective examination . DEIR was filled with numerous 
mischaracterizations of the proposed Project, setting , and adopted public policy by the Board of Trustees of 
the Sierra Joint Community College District which may mislead the public and cause error in the impact 
analysis, findings , and conclusions. The DEIR's conclusions lack substantial evidence with verifiable 
references as required by CEQA. Due to these significant deficiencies, a revised DEIR that addresses these 
inadequacies must be recirculated . If you have any questions, please advise. 

Regards, 

SIERRA GEOTECH, DBE, INC 

Prepared By: 

'~ ,e~ PM~ 
Vice President 
Cell: 916.712.9707 
4470 Yankee Hill Road, Suite 110 
Rocklin, CA 95677 
brent@sierraqeotech.com 
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Response to Letter 38: Brent Moore 2, Public Comment Submission 

It is noted that the contents of this letter are largely a repeat of comments provided in the Allan 

Frumpkin Letter (Letter 8). Where the comment is repeated, we will defer the commenter to the 

Letter 8 responses rather than duplicating the response here.   

Response 38-1: This comment services as an introductory statement. The commenter also 

emphasizes that the Applicant is unnamed in the Draft EIR.  

This comment is addressed under Response 8-9. 

Response 38-2: This comment provides general comments about the proposed Project and other 

projects in the region. The theme of this comment is generally that each new project places a tax on 

air, biological, aesthetics, utilities, transportation and government services and causes cumulative 

impacts.  

These comments are noted; however, each of the specifically listed topics have an individual Section 

in the DEIR whereby an environmental setting, regulatory setting, and impact analysis with 

mitigation requirements are presented. These topics were sufficiently analyzed, the results of which 

have been publicly disclosed in the Draft EIR. The City has prepared the DEIR in good faith.  

Response 38-3: This comment indicates that an analysis of internal form and character of the Sierra 

College Campus is useful in understanding the interaction between the college campus and its 

immediate environment. The commenter indicates that an analysis of the Sierra College Campus 

and its immediate environment is not provided in the Draft EIR. The comment continues to discuss 

relationships between college campus, and urban development, and asserts that traffic and parking 

influence the characteristics of demand on housing, retail, and services. The comment indicates that 

the DEIR is silent on the complexity of the two land uses  

It is noted that the internal form of the Sierra College Campus is not proposed to be modified in any 

way based on the proposed Project. Section 2.0 Project Description clearly articulates what is 

proposed, and nothing alludes to modifications to the internal form or character of the campus. 

Instead, the internal form and character of the Sierra College Campus is governed by the FMP. It is 

notable, that the commenter’s reference to the “Nature Area” in the FMP appears to be a 

misunderstanding by the commenter. The commenter is likely referring to Facilities Master Plan 

policies dealing with the on-campus “Nature Area” located on the north side of the Campus inclusive 

of Secret Ravine, which would reflect a misreading of the Facilities Master Plan. The “Nature Area” 

is located on-campus between the developed portion of the campus and Interstate 80. Below is an 

excerpt from the Facilities Master Plan:  

The Rocklin Campus features approximately 90 acres of oak woodland and green space 

located between I-80 and the developed campus. This area is densely populated with natural 

vegetation, primarily oak trees, shrubs and grassland, and is home to many species of 

reptiles, amphibians, fish, insects and other wildlife. 
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A prominent element of the nature area is Secret Ravine, a perennial tributary that spans 

approximately 10.5 miles through surrounding communities and unincorporated portions of 

Placer County. The stream runs along I-80, stretching from the northeast to the southwest 

corners of the Rocklin Campus. This area is rich in biodiversity, as it is home to more than 

900 species of plants and animals. Lists maintained by the Sierra College Biology Department 

include approximately 550 plant species, 220 invertebrates, 14 species of fish, 24 species of 

reptiles and amphibians, 33 mammals and 92 birds. Numerous eco-habitats are also 

featured in the nature area, including oak woodlands, grasslands, oak savannas, riparian 

zones, ponds, springs and vernal pools. In addition, evidence of Native American settlement, 

such as bedrock mortars, pestles and subterranean structures, have been found throughout 

the area. 

The nature area is a very unique biological asset to the Rocklin Campus and a rare feature 

for a community college campus. Many disciplines use this outdoor space for educational 

purposes including Biology, Botany, Zoology, Microbiology, Environmental Studies, Geology, 

Geography, Anthropology, Agriculture, Physical Education, Art, Music, among others. In 

addition to the collegiate disciplines, this area is also used extensively by the public, as well 

as other school and community groups. (Master Plan, p. 13; see also id. at p. 21 [additional 

discussion of Nature Area].) 

This area would not be adversely affected by the proposed project. Instead, the oak mitigation plan 

for the project would preserve a portion of the Nature Area in perpetuity. 

As it relates to the Project site, the Rocklin General Plan is the document that guides development, 

including form and function. The City of Rocklin has planned to promote orderly and well-planned 

development which enhances the City. The General Plan describes that it seeks to promote flexibility 

and innovation in new development through the use of planned unit developments, development 

agreements, specific plans, mixed-use projects, and other innovative design and planning 

techniques.  

The Project proposes a mix of residential, business professional, commercial, and parks and open 

space uses. The proposed Project would not disrupt or physically divide an established community, 

as the Project Area is currently undeveloped, with the exception of a single home on an 

approximately 1-acre parcel on the North Village site, and is primarily surrounded by existing 

roadways, undeveloped land, or existing development that is consistent with the proposed uses for 

the sites. Site plans provided in the Project Description illustrate the form of the development.  

Overall, the Project represents a mixed-use development within the City limits, adjacent to areas of 

the City that are currently urbanized. The proposed Project would not divide an established 

community; rather it would extend or support existing uses within the surrounding area. Within 

both the North and South Villages, open space and park areas would provide connections and 

transitions between residential uses and non-residential development. Pedestrian and bicycle 
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connections to the Project Area would enhance mobility within the Project Area and to the 

surrounding environs.  

Response 38-4: This comment suggests that there is not substantial evidence provided that support 

the reasons the proposed project is acceptable. The comment indicates that the analysis is not 

adequate. The comment also lists a variety of environmental topics and indicates that the Project 

will generate a multitude of significant, unmitigated impacts associated with these topics. The 

commenter proceeds to indicate that DEIR claims that the Project is an “Infill Project” which 

mischaracterizes, mis-analyzes, underestimates, and fails to identify many of these impacts. The 

commenter then provides several paragraphs in support of the commenter’s conclusion that the 

Project is not an Infill Project.  

These comments are addressed under Master Response 6 and Response 8-4. 

Response 38-5: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA, 

which are presented as “adequately disclose, investigate, and analyze the Project’s potentially 

significant impacts.” The commenter continues with a reference to “fair argument” that there 

should be a recirculation of the DEIR". The commenter concludes that the mitigation measure will 

not mitigate impacts to the extent claimed, and that in some instances, the mitigation measures 

would create additional impacts that are not evaluated. 

This comment is addressed under Response 8-5. 

Response 38-6: This comment discusses the purpose of recirculation and indicates that the DEIR 

does not comply with the requirements of CEQA because the DEIR: fails to set forth a stable and 

finite project description, fails to set forth the environment baseline and property characteristic the 

project site, fails to identify analyze, and mitigate impacts on a variety of environmental topics. The 

commenter indicates that the City may not approve the Project until an adequate DEIR is prepared 

and circulated for public review and comment.   

This comment is addressed under Response 8-6. 

Response 38-7: This comment indicates that the DEIR cited resources of data and technical 

information used to create the DEIR which did not exist.   

This comment is addressed under Response 8-33. 

Response 38-8: This comment concerns the use of the word “generally” when describing the 

location of the North Village site in the Draft EIR. The commenter suggests that the use of this word 

is a violation of the Government Code and Public Resources Code due to a failure to describe the 

Project location.  

As discussed in the DEIR Section 2.0 Project Description, the Project includes several distinct 

planning boundaries defined below. The following terms are used throughout this DEIR to describe 

planning area boundaries within the Project sites: 
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• Project Area – The Project Area is 108.4 acres in the southeastern portion of the City of 

Rocklin, consisting of the 72.6-acre North Village site and the 35.8-acre South Village site. 

• North Village – The North Village site is 72.6 acres located northeast of the intersection of 

Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard. The North Village Site is generally bound by 

Sierra College Boulevard to the west, Rocklin Road to the south, the Rocklin City limits to 

the east, and vacant land to the north.  

• South Village – The South Village site is 35.8 acres located southeast of the intersection of 

Rocklin Road and El Don Drive. The South Village site is generally bound by Rocklin Road to 

the north, El Don Drive to the west, and residential subdivisions to the south and east. 

These are accurate descriptions for the reader to orient themselves to the project location, which is 

then supported by an extensive series of figures that illustrate the precise location of the project. 

For instance, Figures 2.0-1 and 2.0-2 show the Project’s regional location and Project vicinity, 

respectively. Figure 2.0-3 (APN Map) shows the North Village site consists of APNs 045‐150‐023, ‐

048, and ‐052 and the South Village site consists of APNs 045‐131‐001 and ‐003. Figure 2.0-4 shows 

a United States Geologic Survey (USGS) topographic map of the project area and its surroundings. 

The collection of text and illustrations sufficiently addresses the location of the project, and the 

argument that the use of the word “generally” is far from a violation of the Government Code and 

Public Resources Code.  

Response 38-9: This comment creates some confusion given its inconsistent quotes about the 

“South Village site” and then its request to define the North Village site. Taken within the context of 

the Comment 38-8, it appears to be a copy and paste error by the commenter from that comment. 

Assuming the commenter meant to reference the South Village site consistently in this paragraph, 

the comment is fully addressed by Response 38-8 above.  

Response 38-10: This commenter references a statement in the DEIR that the North Village and 

South Village. The commenter mentions that the North Village is not off Rocklin Road, but is adjacent 

to Sierra College Boulevard. The commenter also believes that the use of the word “corridor” is a 

mischaracterization of Rocklin Road.  

The commenter is directed to review Figure 2.0-2 Vicinity Map, which clearly shows that Rocklin 

Road is located on the southern boundary of the North Village site, while Sierra College Boulevard 

is along the western boundary.  

Additionally, the word “Corridor” in its simplest form is defined as a “passage.” A roadway is a 

passage, and the use of this descriptive term is appropriate in the Draft EIR.  

Response 38-11: This commenter again provides a redundant discussion from Comment 38-4 

regarding the use of the word “Infill Development.” 

This comment is adequately addressed in Master Response #6.  
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Response 38-12: This commenter suggests that the College District has no legal authority to sell the 

Project site for the development of the property. The commenter then provides discussion about 

the FMP, requirements for disclosing applicants’ names, application requirements, etc. in support 

of their claim that the District cannot sell the property for development.  

This comment is addressed under Master Response #8.  

Response 38-13: This commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately describe the Project.  

This comment is addressed under Master Response #9. 

Response 38-14: This commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately describe the Environmental 

Setting.  

Each individual Section in the DEIR includes an environmental setting. The commenter does not 

identify what they feel is inadequate about the environmental settings that are included in the DEIR. 

These concerns are so general, and they lack any specificity or suggestion that could enable the City 

to consider text changes to the satisfaction of the commenter. This comment is also addressed under 

Response 8-17.  

Response 38-15: This commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately describe the Aesthetic Setting 

and adequately address impacts.  

This comment is addressed under Response 8-17.  

Response 38-16: This commenter states the DEIR Agricultural Section fails to adequately address 

impacts.  

This comment is addressed under Master Response #10.  

Response 38-17: This commenter states the DEIR Air Quality Section fails to adequately address 

impacts.  

This comment is addressed under Master Response #11.  

Response 38-18: This commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately address Nature Areas and fails 

to describe the existing setting for sensitive plant and wildlife communities.  

Regarding “Nature Areas”, the commenter’s misunderstanding of the location of Nature Areas 

defined in the FMP is discussed in previous responses, including Response 8-3. This comment is also 

addressed under Master Response #11.  

Response 38-19: This commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately address Cultural Resources 

Impacts.  

This comment is addressed under Response 8-24. 

Response 38-20: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to 

Geology and Soils.   
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This comment is addressed under Response 8-26.  

Response 38-21: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.   

This comment is addressed under Master Response #13.  

Response 38-22: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to Public 

Health as it relates to air quality.   

This impact is addressed under Master Responses 11 and 13.  

Response 38-23: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to 

Hydrology and Water Quality.   

Water Quality impacts are addressed in Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. This comment is 

addressed in Master Response 1, 2, and 3.  

Response 38-24: This comment indicates that the DEIR does not provide substantial evidence to 

approve the proposed Project land use requests.   

This comment is addressed under Master Response #7.  

Response 38-25: This comment indicates that the Project contravenes the General Plan. The 

commenter cites the City’s requirements to perform a noise analysis and to review noise sensitive 

land uses. The commenter specifically cites the placement of housing near the existing football 

stadium as an issue of concern.  

This comment is addressed under Response 8-14. 

Response 38-26: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to Land 

Use and Planning.   

This comment is addressed under Response 8-29. 

Response 38-27: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to Noise.  

The commenter provides several pages of text in support of this statement. 

This comment is addressed under Response 8-30.  

Response 38-28: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address impacts to 

Transportation and Circulation 

This comment is addressed under Response 8-31.  

Response 38-29: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address Wildfires. 

The Project site is not within a high fire hazard severity zone as shown on Figure 4-13b of the General 

Plan, and is not considered as a high risk for wildland fire. Wildland fire has been addressed in the 

General Plan EIR, which is specifically referenced on page 3.8-17 of the DEIR where it states: “As a 
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“program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the anticipated 

human health and hazards impacts that would occur as a result of the future urban development 

that was contemplated by the General Plan. These impacts included wildland fire hazards, 

transportation, use and disposal of hazardous materials, and emergency response and evacuation 

plans (City of Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR, 2011 pages 4.7-1 through 4.7-30). The analysis 

found that while development and buildout of the Rocklin General Plan can introduce a variety of 

human health and hazards impacts, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level 

through the application of development standards in the Rocklin Municipal Code, the application of 

General Plan goals and policies that would assist in minimizing or avoiding hazardous conditions, 

and compliance with local, state and federal standards related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

These goals, policies and standards include, but are not limited to, Chapter 2.32 of the Rocklin 

Municipal Code which requires the preparation and maintenance of an emergency operations plan, 

preventative measures in the City’s Improvement Standards and Standard Specifications, compliance 

with local, state and federal standards related to hazards and hazardous materials and goals and 

policies in the General Plan Community Safety and Open Space, Conservation and Recreation 

Elements requiring coordination with emergency management agencies, annexation into fee 

districts for fire prevention/suppression and medical response, incorporation of fuel modification/fire 

hazard reduction planning, and requirements for site-specific hazard investigations and risk 

analysis.” The Project site is designated for urban development, and it that approval, the City 

considered the risks associated with wildland fire when they certified the DEIR.  

In addition to the fact that wildland fire has been considered by the City in their previous approval 

of urban development on the Project stie, page 3.8-9 of the DEIR addresses wildland fire as follows: 

Impact 3.8-6: The project has the potential to expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury 

or death from wildland fires (Less than Significant) 

The risk of wildfire is related to a variety of parameters, including fuel loading (vegetation), fire weather (winds, 

temperatures, humidity levels and fuel moisture contents) and topography (degree of slope). Steep slopes 

contribute to fire hazard by intensifying the effects of wind and making fire suppression difficult. Fuels such as 

underbrush and dry vegetation are highly flammable because they have a high surface area to mass ratio and 

require less heat to reach the ignition point, while fuels such as trees have a lower surface area to mass ratio 

and require more heat to reach the ignition point. For additional information related to fire station facilities, 

capabilities and response see section 3.14 (Public Services). 

The site is not located within an area where wildland fires are known to occur, or within a high or moderate Fire 

Hazard Severity Zone as indicated by Calfire FHSZ Maps. The site is surrounded by developed land uses as well 

as open space and vacant land zoned for future Residential/Community College and Residential Estate 

developments. Therefore, this is a less than significant impact. 

Fire protection services is discussed in Section 3.13 Public Services and Recreation.  

Response 38-30: This comment indicates that the DEIR lacks substantial evidence to support the 

DEIR’s significant impact findings and the DEIR fails to incorporate all feasible mitigation measures 

necessary to reduce such impacts.  
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This comment is addressed under Response 8-18.  

Response 38-31: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address cumulative 

impacts.  The commenter provides several pages of text in support of this statement. 

This comment is addressed under Response 8-25. 

Response 38-32: This comment indicates that the DEIR fails to adequately address Alternatives.  The 

commenter provides several pages of text in support of this statement. 

This comment is addressed under Response 8-32.  

Response 38-33: This comment is a summary and conclusion for the letter. It does not require a 

direct response.  

The recommendations provided by the commenter will be provided to the appointed and elected 

officials for their consideration.  

 

  




