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Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Karen Irvin <karenjirvin@gmail.com>
Date: Novemnber 8, 2021 at 12:37:04 PM MST

To: David Mchlenbrok <David.Mohlenbroki@rocklin.ca.us>
Subject: Proposed 108-acre College Park development Draft EIR (DEIR)

RE: Proposed 108-acre College Park development Draft EIR (DEIR)

David Mohlenbrok

City of Rocklin Community Development Director

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok:

I am writing to vou because [ have been concerned about the ongoing development around Sierra College Blvd. and Focklin Road where I
live. Ilive near Eldon Drive and Rocklin Road. I have been so concerned I have been talking to my neighbors about what is going on and why
this destruction of the area was not put to a vote to the community?

39-1

The frenzy of construction near me has led me to believe the need to find action against any fiuture development plans for this area. It is
astonishing to me that this has not been put to a vote for the residents of Rocklin. The wildlife that has been showing up in my vard has doubled
and the occasional skunk or fox or covote has now been an ongoing spotting. Are there any plans to relocate these animals? But further more,
the trees? For every tree that is being destroyed and bulldozed to the ground I don’t see any way the area can recover. The traffic noise that
was blocked by the trees on Aquillar Road are now audible in my yard and whenever I am outside. I am astonished at the sound that was held
back by that small area of trees. Not to mention how the trees provided a barrier for the fumes from the traffic that are permeated throughout
the neighborhood.

39-2
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Can you please tell me why you have decided to put our community at risk in order to proceed with this sort of development? And what I can do
to as a citizen to prevent further development? My concerns are many but directly related to the "Save East Rocklin” inititives in particular:

(1) The Draft EIR only addresses traffic impacts on Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd and does not address local surface streets like El Don Drive
and Southside Ranch Foad that will also be impacted by thousands of new vehicles on our local streets as a direct result of the entire College Park 108-

acre development.

(2)The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit) Senior Affordable Multi-Family Land use aka the Sierra College Senior
Apartments Project having No Significant Impact. In addition, the table’s legend states, “guantitative VMT metrics not shown because retail and

affordable housing presumed to be less-than significant™. It is inaccurate to state this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex (potential
nursing home facility), especially given its right-turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only egress onto Rocklin Road will not have
“significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road.

Agz a concerned citizen is our only option to vote out those in office to correct this horrific disaster coming to our
community? Or filing lawsuits against the city? What can we do to be heard? Please help.

Your help in this matter is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Karen Irvin
5629 Freeman Drive

Rocklin, CA 95677
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Response to Letter 39: Karen Irvin, Public Comment Submission

Response 39-1: This comment serves as an introductory statement and does not warrant a
response.

Response 39-2: This comment states:

The frenzy of construction near me has led me to believe the need to find action against any future development
plans for this area. It is astonishing to me that this has not been put to a vote for the residents of Rocklin. The
wildlife that has been showing up in my yard has doubled and the occasional skunk or fox or coyote has now
been an ongoing spotting. Are there any plans to relocate these animals? But furthermore, the trees? For every
tree that is being destroyed and bulldozed to the ground | don’t see any way the area can recover. The traffic
noise that was blocked by the trees on Aquillar Road are now audible in my yard and whenever | am outside. |
am astonished at the sound that was held back by that small area of trees. Not to mention how the trees
provided a barrier for the fumes from the traffic that are permeated throughout the neighborhood.

The comment reflects the commenter’s concerns for wildlife and trees on the Project site.
Habitat/Setbacks and trees are addressed under Master Response 4 and 5. Section 3.4 Biological
Resources discusses wildlife observed, and expected to occur in the area, along with habitat
conditions on the Project site. It is noted that a portion of the Project site containing the unnamed
tributary of Secret Ravine Creek and its associated riparian habitat, are being preserved as open
space and serve as a buffer along the creek. To the degree that the creek and riparian area currently
serve as a wildlife habitat, it is expected that the Project’s preservation of the creek and riparian
area will also preserve the ability for wildlife to use that corridor. Most species are mobile and aren’t
at risk of being killed; however, some species, such as western pond turtle, are not highly mobile
and have a greater risk of being killed if they are not relocated. The DEIR includes mitigation
measures that require preconstruction surveys for these species, and in the event that they are
found, the appropriate relocation measure would be implemented. Additionally, there are breeding
periods for some species (i.e. birds) where young are not mobile and are at greater risk. For these
situations, the DEIR includes mitigation measures that require preconstruction surveys for nesting
birds, and in the event that they are found, the appropriate avoidance measure would be
implemented until the young have fledged. This comment is also addressed in Master Response 12.

Response 39-3: This comment states:

Can you please tell me why you have decided to put our community at risk in order to proceed with this sort of
development? And what | can do to as a citizen to prevent further development? My concerns are many but
directly related to the "Save East Rocklin" inititives in particular:

The City makes decisions to ensure the health and safety of the community. Nothing in the proposed
Project puts the community at risk. The proposed Project would result in new development in an
area that the City’s General Plan has contemplated new development for over a decade. The City
recognizes that not all citizens support growth within the community; however, the growth planned
under the proposed Project is consistent with long term plans for these properties. The commenter’s
concerns will be provided to the appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 39-4: This comment states:
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(1) The Draft EIR only addresses traffic impacts on Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd and does not address
local surface streets like El Don Drive and Southside Ranch Road that will also be impacted by thousands of new
vehicles on our local streets as a direct result of the entire College Park 108-acre development.

Refer to response to comment 37-9 regarding traffic impacts on El Don Drive and Southside Ranch
Road. It is further noted that the project would add 165 vehicle trips per day to El Don Drive west of
Sierra College Boulevard based on the South Village’s trip generation in Table 3.14-5 and trip
distribution on Figures 3.14-9a and 3.14-9b. The assertion that the project would “add thousands of
new vehicles to our local streets” is not accurate when viewed in the industry-standard average daily
analysis period context.

Response 39-5: This comment states:

(2)The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit) Senior Affordable Multi-Family Land use aka the Sierra College
Senior Apartments Project having No Significant Impact. In addition, the table’s legend states, “quantitative
VMT metrics not shown because retail and affordable housing presumed to be less-than significant”. It is
inaccurate to state this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex (potential nursing home facility),
especially given its right-turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only egress onto Rocklin Road
will not have “significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road.

Page 3.14-16 of the DEIR describes how the project description includes a 180-unit senior, affordable
multi-family development on the South Village. It further explains that when the transportation
impact study was being prepared, 195 units were planned at the time. Analyses within the
transportation Section are based on the more conservative value of 195 units, and thus may slightly
overstate impacts. An assisted living or congregate care type facility, which would include
employees, deliveries, visitors, etc. is not proposed. As for the finding of no significant VMT impact,
footnote 5 on page 3.14-22 of the DEIR describes how the Office of Planning & Research’s Technical
Advisory concludes that VMT impacts associated with affordable housing are presumed less-than-
significant. A comparison of Tables 3.14-4 and 3.14-5 indicates that senior multi-family housing daily
trip rates are 50 percent less than non-age restricted multi-family trip rates. Additionally, while the
Trip Generation Manual did not contain senior, multi-family affordable category, it is expected that
they would generate even fewer trips due to the older age of residents and likelihood for fewer
persons per unit and fewer employed persons. Since VMT is the product of the number of daily trips
multiplied by trip length, affordable multi-family housing would be expected to generate
substantially lower VMT per unit than market-based multi-family. Refer to Response 9.5 for planned
improvements along Rocklin Road to accommodate project trips. Impact Statement 3.14-7 contains
a detailed discussion of the potential for the project to cause significant impacts to emergency
vehicle response. That evaluation concluded that the project would not result in inadequate
emergency access.

Response 39-6: This comment states:

As a concerned citizen is our only option to vote out those in office to correct this horrific disaster coming to our
community? Or filing lawsuits against the city? What can we do to be heard? Please help.
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These comments are noted. Nothing in this comment warrants revisions to the text of the DEIR.
These comments will be provided to the appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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Kent Zenobia, PE, Board Certified Environmental Engineer
4741 Corona Circle Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 425-0749

potential direct and indirect, significant environmental impacts of a project. (Public Resources Code
Section 21100, subd. (b)(1); CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, subd.

This DEIR is a large document comprising 3000+ pages with unavailable (or not easily
searchable Appendices) that appears to be comprised of “cut and paste” sections and inaccurate
characterizations of the project, it's impacts on the community, or accurate response to most of the
statutory authority and elements outlined in CEQA document. These general and detailed comments
have been prepared and comprised from local interested parties and consultants in the tight timeline for
this document’s review. We apologize in advance for the brevity and our incomplete review of the
approximate 600-page DEIR and over 2400 pages of reference documents. More time combined with
at least two City-sponsored public meetings over the 45-day comment period would have allowed a
more thorough review, complete understanding and comment response.

As explained below, the proposed Project has been identified to generate a multitude of
significant, unmitigated impacts on Rocklin and Loomis citizens and especially children and young
adults, which include the areas of Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology
and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services,
Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources Utilities and Service Systems, and
potential Wildfire risks. The DEIR mischaracterizes, mis-analyzes, underestimates, quotes data and
references that do not exist, provides references not associated with any text, lacks detailed
information, underestimates and fails to identify many of these impacts which requires the DEIR be
corrected and recirculated to comply with the CEQA Guidelines.

With respect to this proposed Project, the DEIR “Fails To:

~ Satisfy the basic purposes of CEQA,

~ Adequately disclose, investigate, and analyze the Project’s potentially significant impacts,

» Provide substantial evidence to conclude that impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant
level,

~ Set forth an accurate, stable, and finite project description;

Set forth the environmental baseline that properly characterize the Project site;

» ldentify, analyze, and mitigate to the extent feasible, all the potential significant impacts that
the proposed Project will have on Public Health, Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards,
Hazardous Waste, and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and
Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources Utilities and Service,

The DEIR fails to include this detailed information, details, and facts on the Unnamed
Applicant’s proposed Project, or even the Unknown Unnamed Applicant’s name and relationship with
Sierra College’s Mission and property ownership. Thus, CEQA requires recirculation of a DEIR for
public review and comment when significant new information is added to the DEIR following public
review, but before certification (Public Resources Code Section 21092.1). in this case, the “new”
information would include disclosure of the Unnamed Applicant for the proposed Project, accurate
charactenization of the Project site(s) and development, accurate and detailed analyses of the proposed
Projects’ impacts, accurate and timely referenced information in the report, an accurate and current
discussion and analyses of the cumulative impacts from other current and planned
construction projects adjacent to and located in the immediate area, evaluation with the compatibility
with the Sierra College Facilities Master Plan, City of Loomis General Plan and Agricultural Zoning, City
of Loomis Right to Farm Ordinance, evidence the impacts will have no/little significant impacts, and

v
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Kent Zenobia, PE, Board Certified Environmental Engineer
4741 Corona Circle Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 425-0749

4. The Sierra College FMP is being implemented now and includes constructing the new 1,500-
parking garage structure, infrastructure improvements-electrical service, data service, water
service, sanitary sewer service, and storm water systems. The FMP which is being carried out
presently is working on infrastructure improvements-electrical service, data service, water service,
sanitary sewer service, and storm water systems. Each year over the next five years the Sierra
College Campus has planned demolition of buildings and reconstruction, which include: Student
Union, Science Building Phase |, Student Housing, Public Training Safety Center, West Placer
CSUS Transfer Center, Performing Arts Center, Vocational Instructional Building, Expanding
Parking by over 2,000 parking spaces with an additional Parking Structure, and Rocklin Road
improvements,

As each project is developed, the needs of each individual project will unavoidably tax fimited 40-6
air, biological, aesthetics, utilities, transportation, and government services resources to potentially
significant cumulative extent. The final toll taken by this aggressive conversion of public lands for a
college campus to intense urban land uses on Rocklin's planned low density residential and
campus leaming neighborhood, public health, traffic, air quality, and natural resources, may not be
known for several years or longer. Mounting evidence of detrimental impacts from intense urban
development surrounding a college campus environment shows that the effects will aimost certainly
be severe. These easily referenced facts and discussions do not appear in the DEIR.

These discussions have not been adequately addressed OR have been misrepresented
with a bias viewpoint in the DEIR. Please include these discussions on cumulative impacts
especially including cumulative impacts from the Sierra College FMP. Kindly revise the DEIR
with more complete, correct, and, accurate details as required by CEQA.

5. In addition, Sierra College’s FMP calis for the Nature Area of the Campus be protected. The
proposed project is immediately across the strest from the Nature Area and the South Village is
immediately adjacent to a sensitive wetland and nature area. The FMP states: “Nature Area: The
nature area is a 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. To preserve 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."

The proposed intense development is directly contrary to the policies of Rocklin's General Plan
elements and implementation elements of the FMP. The biological resources of the nature areas
owned by the Sierra College campus surrounding the City of Rocklin Monte Verde Park and the 40-7
area between the freeway and the main campus will be severely impacted.

In this case the Project is a particularly significant threat to biological resources in the ecological
regional subarea. The Project will directly impact and interrupt wildlife pathways and corridors along
the creeks and wetlands through Loomis and eventually to Folsom State Park and Reserve. The
DEIR lacks substantial evidence to support the City's finding that the Project's cumulatively
considerable impacts to biological resources will be mitigated to |ess than significant. We believe
the DEIR sections addressing evaluations from this Projects’ impacts to air quality, cultural
resources, water quality and wetiands, floodplains and watersheds, impacts on existing
residents/citizens, human ecology, noise, fish and wildlife, open space, parks, forests, and trees,
and outdoor recreation areas have NOT been addressed by the DEIR authors and reviewers.
Please include the correctly cited, accurate references and the demonstrated experience and
qualifications of the staff that prepared and evaluated this portion of the DEIR to support the
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document’s statements, conclusions, and recommendations claimed in these development Plans.
The "analyses” should include the name of the qualified firm, the reports’ authors, signatures, dates
of field surveys, observations, and quality control reviewers as supporting evidence,

The Project's location is adjacent to historic agricultural land uses and open space (not infill
areas) and between two sensitive creeks (Secret Ravine Creek is a salmon stream) and wetiands
will significantly impact and sever east Rocklin's wildlife corridors and habitats. The Project, even
more so than neighboring projects, will result in significant, cumulative, considerable impacts to 40-7 Cont.
special-status species and connectivity and preservation of their habitats.

It is essential that the City adequately identify and analyze the Project’s foreseeable
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. It is also imperative that any and all feasible
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts be presented and discussed. CEQA
requires these discussions, consideration, unbiased opinions, and identification of
mitigation measures and nothing less.

Kindly revise the DEIR to include more complete, correct, and, accurate details as
required by CEQA.

6, The DEIR for example claims the Project is an “Infill Project” which mischaracterizes the
environmental setting of the Project resulting in the analysis to be misanalysed and underestimated
concerning potential impacts. But rather this land does not meet the definition of “Infill Project”
which is established by Califomnia Health and Safety Code, Division 31-Housing and Home Finance,
Part 12 Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006, Chapter 2 Housing and
Emergency Shelter Trust Fund of 2006 and Program, Section 53545.16, subsection (d) and € which
states:

"Qualifying infill area” means a contiguous area located within an urbanized area (1)
that has been previously developed, or where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the
area adjoins parceis that are developed with urban uses, and (2) in which af least one
development application has been approved or is pending approval for a residential or
mixed-use residential project that meets the definition and critena in this section for a

qualified infill project.” 40-8

€ (1) "Qualifying infill project” means a residential or mixed-use residential project
located within an urbanized area on a site that has been previously developed, or on a
vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are
developed with urban uses.

(2) A property is adjoining the side of a project site if the propenrty is separated from the
project site only by an improved public right-of-way.

The statement that the Project is an "infill Project” is false making the whole analysis flawed
based on that characterization of the Project area. The first critena that describes “Qualifying infill”
requires that the land was previously developed. The evidence is that this land has never been
developed, but rather was donated to Sierra College for the intent and purpose as pubiic lands to
provide space to accommodate needs of the Sierra College Campus, This definition and the
resulting false characterizations are important because “contiguous area located within an
urbanized area (1) that has been previously developed..." means IF this land had been previously
developed there would be existing infrastructure to support the new proposed development that
could be expanded without the dependence on City and Citizen resources or funding to support the
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Developer’s Plan. This land has not been developed and provides a valuable contribution to the
open space and "preservation of natural resources and health and safety” elements in Rocklin's
General Plan elements. The claim this is an “infill project” and the lack of consideration and respect
for Rocklin’s General Plan has been ignored.

The second factor under criteria number 1 above is that at least 75% of the perimeter of the
area adjoins parcels that are developed with urban uses. The adjoining parcels in the City of
Loomis which make up over 50% of the perimeter, are agricultural lands and have never been
developed with urban uses nor have they been planned for urban development. This criteria
requires that at least one development application has been approved for a residential or mixed-use
residential project that meets the definition and criteria for a “qualified infill project’. Again, the
Project site does not meet criteria 2 since it has never had a residential or mixed-use residential
project approved. In addition, the North Village Project site is also on the very edge of the City of
Rocklin city limits adjacent to rural agricultural land uses. Its previous history was of agricultural
uses not a site characterized as being in the middle of urban land uses. The South Village project
borders the sensitive riparian areas, a flowing creek, and wetlands again, with no previous land use.

Wetland and sensitive riparian areas require very detailed assessment reports on Hydrology
and Wetland Assessments and Environmental Species and Environmental Assessments in
accordance with the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Wetland Delineation Manual
and the Clean Water Act, Section 404 permit program. The South Village will encroach upon and
directly impact sensitive riparian areas and wetlands and tributaries.

This DEIR has mischaracterized these North and South Village areas for proposed
construction as “qualified infill projects” which is incorrect and a FATAL FLAW in this
document.

Kindly revise the DEIR with more complete, correct, and, accurate details as required by
CEQA.

The DEIR has not discussed the details of how, who, and when the infrastructure required for
these ignored impacts of major increased density will be budgeted and paid for. For example, how
will the expansion of clean water services from Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) be
accommodated? Will there be increased rates to pay for this expansion burdened upon the existing
customers or will the Developer and new residents pay for the expansion and can the Unknown
Applicant guarantee that any new fees will cover all expenses for capital improvements and now,
increased maintenance for PCWA? Another example includes the required expansion of the
existing trunk line that parallels the tributary adjacent to the South Village creek and wetland. How
will this capital improvement of the wastewater trunk line upgrade be funded? Will the South Placer
Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) increase rates to pay for this SPMUD expansion be burdened
upon the existing customers or will the Developer and new residents pay for the expansion? Can
the Unknown Applicant guarantee that any new fees will cover all expenses for capital
improvements and the increased maintenance for SPMUD?

How will the capital improvement of the PCWA water supply and the SPMUD wastewater
trunk line upgrade be funded? Will PCWA and SPMUD burden the existing customers or will
the Developer and new residents pay for the expansion? Can the Unknown Applicant
guarantee that any new fees will cover ALL expenses for capital improvements AND the
increased maintenance for PCWA and SPMUD?

C:/Zenobla/College Park Draft EIR Impacts

40-8 Cont.

40-9

2.0-500 Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

Kent Zenobia, PE, Board Certified Environmental Engineer
4741 Corona Circle Rocklin, CA 95677
Phone: (916) 425-0749

Kindly revise the DEIR with more complete, correct, and, accurate details as required by
CEQA.

SUMMARY of UNKNOWN APPLICANT's DEIR for the COLLEGE PARK PROJECT PLAN -
COMPARED to ROCKLIN’s GENERAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

The City of Rocklin's General Plan includes key elements titled “Open Space, Conservation and
Recreation Elements” that provide a description of the unimproved lands and water that are to be
devoted to natural uses through General Plan land use designations, and include a description of
existing and planned recreation sites and facilities. These "Open Space and Conservation Elements”
are mandatory elements of the General Plan (they must be included). The Rockiin General Pian Cpen
Space and Conservation Elements are:

“The Conservation Element addresses the conservation, development, and utilization of
natural resources. Conservation of water resources, heritage trees, soils and geologic features,
creeks and riparian habitat, plants and wildlife, fiood protection, energy, air quality, minerals and
cultural resources is relevant to the Rocklin planning area and included in this Element. The
goalis and policies for this Element reflect an increased emphasis on protection of valued natural
resources as the community continues to develop, and provide specific direction as to how that
protection should occur” ... ..

“The Open Space Element is intended to guide the comprehensive and long-range
preservation and conservation of “open space land," which is defined in State law as any parcel
or area of land or water that is essentially unimproved and devoted to open space use. The
Open Space Element must address the following topics to the extent that they are locally
relevant;

Open space for the preservation of natural resources,

Open space for the managed production of resources,

Open space for outdoor recreation

Open space for public health and safety

Demands for trail-oriented recreational use,

Retention of all publicly-owned City and County trail routes with appropriate
segments of the California Recreational Trails System

Planning for the preservation of the natural environment and the development and
maintenance of parks and recreation facilities enhances the quality of life in a community
Providing open space area benefits the environment through the preservation of critical lands,
combating air pollution, and attenuating noise. The local community also benefits from the
recreational and educational opportunities that parks and open spaces provide. Finally, natural
areas and parks can help to shape urban growth in a community and bolster local economics by
increasing property vaiues.”

Conversely, the absence of natural areas and parks while increasing development over-taxes
the existing parks and open spaces in a community and will negatively impact the local economics by
decreasing property values.

C:/Zenobia/College Park Draft EIR Impacts
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Summary of Unknown Applicant’'s Plan Compared to Requirements in Rocklin’s General Plan.

These "General Plan” requirements are very detailed and clearly outline the absolute ‘must have”
requirements in an Unknown Applicant’s Development Plans and must be thoroughly presented and
analyzed in the DEIR. Please review Table 1 titled, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
College Park Project - Summary of Unknown Applicant's Plan Compared to Requirements in Rocklin’s
General Plan,

Table 1 provides a summary of these General Plan elements and a detailed evaluation on how/if
the Unknown Applicant's DEIR Plans meet the requirements. The various required elements of the
General Plan above are summarized in the left-hand column, These elements are subjected to a
technical review on whether/how each parcels’ proposed development element compares to the
requirements to Rocklin’s General Plan - Open Space and Conservation Elements. “The Open Space
and Conservation Elements are mandatory elements of the General Plan (they must be included).”
This analysis explains these elements and the corresponding “reason” why a College Park element for
the North and South Village "met”, “partially met”, or *failed" the requirements listed in the table:

1. “The Open Space, and Preservation of Natural Resources and the Open Space,
Managed Production of Natural Resources elements both provide a description of the lands and 40-10 Cont
water that are unimproved and are to be devoted to natural uses through General Plan land use :
designations. Our analysis shows that both sites in the proposed College Park development
Plan *FAIL" to meet these criteria because of the lack of consideration for the details included in
these two elements, the lack of open space, and disregard for the preservation of natural
resources

The Rocklin General Plan also emphasizes, “Connectivity of habitat and open space
areas is another important issue that is addressed in the General Plan policies related to the
preservation of open space for natural resources. This Element establishes a standard for
developing 5 acres of parkland for each 1,000 residents.” (P 4B-2)

The open space for preservation of natural resources and parks and the required
connectivity of habitat is specifically absent in the Unknown Applicant’s Plan outlined in
the DEIR. Both College Park parcel features FAILED to demonstrate this requirement.

2. “The Open Space, Outdoor Recreation and Open Space, Public Health and Safety
elements both provides a description of the lands and water that are unimproved and are to be
devoted to natural uses and focus on recreation and public health and safety through General
Plan land use designations. These Conservation Elements address, "Conservation of water
resources, heritage trees, soils and geologic features, creeks and riparian habitat, plants and
wildlife, flood protection, energy, air quality, minerals and cultural resources is relevant to the
Rocklin planning area and included in this Element, The goals and policies for this Element
reflect an increased emphasis on protection of valued natural resources as the community
continues to develop, and provide specific direction as to how that protection should occur.”
(Rocklin General Plan, P 4B-1). These Open Space and Conservation Elements are mandatory
elements of the General Plan (they must be included).

C//Zenobia/Coliage Park Drafl EIR impacts
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Applications for development entitiements are required to show the actual boundaries of
open space, resource and conservation areas or items such as slopes, floodplains, riparian
areas, wetlands, treed areas, significant habitat and other topographic features, as well as the
buffer areas necessary to protect them, (City of Rocklin General Plan Page 4B8-3).

There North Village area has limited detail on the Unknown Applicant's Plan and
little or no attempt to provide for playing fields, or wide-open areas for recreation and for
public health and safety. There is a smali area but not nearly sufficient nor consistent
with the population associated with 558 family units and a large residential complex. The
South Viliage is severaly lacking in this category of open space for recreation. The
analysis in Table 1 shows the North Village partially meets the open space for recreation
and the South Viliage Failed in this eriterion.

Both Village areas FAIL in the criterion for public health and safety since there will
be very limited emergency escape routes on the extremely narrow and congested roads
in the North Village. Similarly, the south Village has extremely limited access with one
way in and one way out causing concern for emergency escape routes from wildfires or 40-10 Cont.
flooding.

There is very limited detail on the Unknown Applicant's Plan and little or no
attempt to preserve floodplains, riparian areas, wetlands, savannah areas, treed areas,
significant habitat and other topographic features, as well as the buffer areas necessary
to protect them. The South Village actually disrupts riparian and savannah areas,
wetlands, the creek habitat, and disregards preserving open space corridors. Both
Coliege Park parcel features FAILED to accommodate for this requirement.

3. The Open Spacea element for Trail-Oriented Recraational Use is included the General
Plan and also includes the requirement for City Retention of all Publicly-Owned City and
County.

The General Plan states, “... open space goals and policies, which in turn reflect the
high interest expressed by Rocklin residents in the community survey in preserving remaining
areas for open space and outdoor recreation.” And also states, “Linear green space along
creeks and other corridors is encouraged, while recognizing that issues related to maintenance,
security and access must also be addressed. Linear open space areas can also be multi-
purpose. including bicycle and pedestrian paths.”

Although, the City and residents have taken a leading role in preserving areas for open
space and recreation including trails in developing areas, this passion is not apparent in the
Unknown Applicant's Plan presented in the DEIR. The frails and pathways are partially present
in the North Village Plan but again, are not nearly sufficient nor consistent with the population
associated with 558 family units and a large residential complex. The South Village is severely
lacking in open space for recreation and trails.

The MNorth Village area has limited detail on the Unknown Appiicant’'s Plan for
Trail-Oriented Recreational Use but not nearly sufficient nor consistent with the
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population associated with 558 family units and a large residential complex. The South
Village is severely lacking in this trail requirement category.

The analysis in Table 1 shows the North Village partially meets the trail criterion
and the South Village Failed this criterion.

4. The General Plan also includes an Element that establishes a standard for developing 5
acres of parkland for each 1,000 residents. It also establishes park location guidelines and park
standards, which are intended to set forth City requirements for future park and recreational
facilities.

The City and residents have a deep appreciation for open space, recreation, and
especially parks, This appreciation is not apparent in the Unknown Applicant's Plan presented i
the DEIR. The Unknown Applicant’s Plan displays some open space but no real parks that
provide space youth soccer, football, or baseball fields or park play equipment. Some open
space is available in the North Village Plan but again, are not nearly sufficient nor consistent
with the population associated with 558 family units and a large residential complex. The South
Village is severely lacking in open space for parkland.

The North Village area has limited detail on the Unknown Applicant’s Plan and
attempt to provide for recreational parks. There is a small area but not designated as a
“park”. Again, areas for parks are not nearly sufficient nor consistent with the population
associated with 558 family units and a large residential complex. The South Village is
devoid of open space for recreational parks. It appears the only open space is marsh and
wetlands where it is illegal or severely costly to build and mitigate for sensitive area
destruction.

The analysis in Table 1 shows the North Village partially meets the open space for
recreation and the South Village Failed in this criterion.

40-10 Cont.

5. The General Plan also includes an Element that establishes a standard for preserving
Cultural Resources (archaeological and historical) in the parkiand and recreational
requirements. The City of Rocklin has a proud past. Statements from the General Plan on
cultural resources include, “Identifying and protecting the community's cultural and historic
resources benefits those who will follow in future generations by protecting a sense of history
and ensuring that an historic perspective is retained. Such activities also benefit those who live
in the City today by providing a longer-term perspective that may encourage balance in making
planning decisions for the type of community to be created through the ongoing development
process. This Element includes policies that encourage recognition of historic structures and a
stronger recognition of the City's history.” There appears no attempt to locate, identify, nor
preserve cultural resources (archaeological and historical).

The North and South Village areas do not display any indications for preservation
of Cultural Resources, archaeological nor historical.

The analysis in Table 1 shows both the North and South Villages Failed in this
criterion.
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6 In addition to the *must have requirements” and "standards” in Rocklin's general Plan we
have included details on Rocklin’s Flood Hazard Ordinance that restricts/prohibits unsafe land
use in flood prone areas, to control aiteration of natural fiood plains, controf development
activities that would increase floodplain danger as detailed in Rocklin Mun. Code Ch 15.16. The
analysis whether the Unknown Applicant’s Plans on the North and South Villages comply with
this Code is included in Table 1

The Unknown Applicant's Plan displays significant revisions to the North Village parcel
from agricultural land to predominantly impervious coverage with building rooves and parking
lots which will significantly impact the Secret Ravine Creek’s hydrograph and potential
downstream flooding.

The Unknown Applicant’s Plan displays significant revisions to the South Village parcel
from sensitive riparian, wetland, and savannah areas to predominantly impervious coverage
with building rooves and parking lots which will significantly impact this Secret Ravine Creek
tributary creek's hydrograph and potential downstream flooding. Specifically, earlier in this letter
report we displayed a very recent photo of significant flooding damage to this road from recent
October storm event. This damage was “an indicator” of the needed infrastructure upgrades and
attention we need to pay toward riparian and savannah areas that act as sponges during severe
storm events. As we continue to destroy and eliminate these critical habitat areas and replace
them with predominantly impervious coverage with building rooves and parking lots we
significantly impact the Creek’s hydrograph and increase the potential for downstream flooding 40-10 Cont.
- which is exactly what we received and witnesses from the October storm.

The North Village area has some detail on the Unknown Applicant’s Plan to
comply with Rocklin’s Flood Hazard Ordinance that restricts/prohibits unsafe land use in
flood prone areas, to control aiteration of natural flood plains, control deveiopment
activities that would increase floodplain danger. More Open Space, and Parks and
stormwater containment features like rain gardens, stormwater capture and reuse would
provide better compliance.

We rated the North Village as Partiaily Meeting the requirements.

The South Village area has limited detail on the Applicant's Plan to comply with
Rocklin’s Flood Hazard Ordinance that restricts/prohibits unsafe land use in flood prone
areas, to control alteration of natural flood plains, control development activities that
would increase floodplain danger. The Applicant’s Plan appears to have insufficient
facilities for stormwater and flood control due to its proximity to the riparian, wetland
areas, and creek. Features like rain gardens, stormwater capture and reuse, more open
space would provide better compliance but we don’'t see those details.

We rated the South Village as FAILING these requirements.

SUMMARY CONCLUSION

\We have demonstrated there appear to be at least three “FATAL FLAWS” in the Unknown 40-11
Applicant's DEIR (State Clearinghouse Number (SCH No.) 2018012068) for the College Park Project
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and City Approval of Tentative Subdivision Maps, General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, and General
Development Plan. These Fatal Flaws include:

v The DEIR cites numerous references, web site URLs, data, and source information
comprising the document. A great many of these references, web site URLSs, data, and source
information are misleading, outdated, and include web site URLs with dead-end web address
locations. We stopped counting these incorrect references after 30 frustrating attempts. Please
revise the DEIR text and provide accurate document's references.

v This DEIR has mischaracterized these North and South Village areas for proposed
construction as “qualified infill projects” which is incorrect and a FATAL FLAW in this document.
Kindly revise the DEIR with more complete, correct, and, accurate details as required by CEQA.

v There are numerous "key elements” and “must-have requirements” cited in Rocklin’s
General Plan. The Unknown Applicant's DEIR “FAILS to meet numerous requirements such as:

o little or no attempt to preserve floodplains, riparian areas, wetlands, treed areas,
significant habitat and other topographic features, as well as the buffer areas
necessary to protect them,

o the connectivity of habitat is specifically absent in the Unknown Applicant’s Plan.

o Applicant’s Plan for the South Village does not appear to comply with Rocklin's
Flood Hazard Ordinance that restricts/prohibits unsafe land use in flood prone
areas, to control alteration of natural flood plains, control development activities
that would increase floodplain danger

o Both the North and South Villages Plans display very limited detail on the
Unknown Applicant’s Plan and little or no attempt to preserve fioodplains, riparian
areas, wetlands, savannah areas, treed areas, significant habitat and other
topographic features, as well as the buffer areas necessary to protect them.

The College Park Draft EIR clearly does NOT comply with Rocklin’s General Plan, Chapter
3.10, Land Use and Planning Requirements Open Space, Conservation, & Recreation Elements’
Absolute “Must Have” Requirements. The Draft EIR contains many pages of fiuff, lacks significant
details where it's really needed, and displays poor and biased comparations to requirements. In
addition, the document does not:

consider open space for preservation of natural resources,

nor for public health and safety,

nor for open space for outdoor recreation,

the pedestrian walkways and too narrow and inadequately shielded from traffic,

there are no or plainly inadequate considerate for altemate means of transportation like
bikeways or walking trails. The linear open space areas can should be multi-purpose and
include bicycle and pedestrian paths.

There is a clear disregard for connectivity of habitat and General Plan policies related to the
preservation of open space for natural resources.

¥ The Draft EIR missed an opportunity for linear green space along creeks and corridors and
disregarded the issues related to maintenance, security and access which must be addressed.

NENININN

<
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Response to Letter 40: Kent Zenobia, Board Certified Environmental
Engineer

Response 40-1: This comment serves as an introduction, summarizing the project, and emphasizing
that no Applicant is named or declared.

The Project applicants are Evergreen Sierra East, LLC, or Cresleigh Homes Corporation, and USA
Properties Fund, Inc., and the owner of the Project sites is the District. Applications for entitlements
are on file with the City of Rocklin. These applications name the Project applicants, whom have been
actively meeting with members of Rocklin City staff, Sierra College Staff, and the Rocklin community
in order to work with them to address concerns, respond to policy requirements, and ultimately
provide hundreds of new housing units at a time of a statewide housing crisis.

It is noted that CEQA does not require that a DEIR disclose the identity of an applicant, as such
information is not relevant to environmental impact analysis. In an analogous context, CEQA case
law has held that the name of the “end user” for a project is irrelevant to the adequacy of
environmental review. (See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley (2004) 120
Cal.App.4th 396, 442 [an adequate project description does not “require disclosure of the end user
of the project”].) Thus, an EIR can be perfectly adequate from a legal standpoint even if the Project
applicants are unknown. Even so, this response represents a disclosure of the entities (Evergreen
Sierra East, LLC, or Cresleigh Homes Corporation, or USA Properties Fund, Inc. as the formal
Applicants).

Response 40-2: This comment is introductory commentary with several general comments that are
discussed in more detail in subsequent comments. The comment indicates that the project would
cause significant impacts without proper mitigation or amendments, and that due to the location of
the project the City must coordinate with the City of Loomis and Placer County to ensure land use
compatibility. The comment indicates that the document is large and difficult to search. The
comment indicates that there are inaccurate characterizations of the project, its impacts, and
response to statutory authority and elements of CEQA. The comment indicates that more time was
needed to review the document, and two City-sponsored public meetings would have allowed a
more thorough review. The comment indicates that the Project would have a multitude of significant
unmitigated impacts including aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology
and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services and
Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service Systems, and
Potential Wildlife risks. The comment provides six bullets discussing areas where the commenter
feels that the DEIR fails. The commenter indicates that recirculation of the DEIR is required because
there is “new” information necessary to disclose the applicant and to provide more accurate
detailed analysis, including an evaluation of compatibility with the FMP, Loomis GP and Agricultural
Zoning, and Loomis Right to Farm Ordinance.
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It should be noted that both the County and Town of Loomis received a copy of the Notice of
Preparation and the Notice of Availability for the DEIR. This included notice of the Scoping Meeting.
This noticing effort by the City of Rocklin is an appropriate process by which the City seeks to consult
with neighboring jurisdictions.

A DEIR was prepared for public review and there are individual chapters that specifically address
each environmental topic discussed in this comment. It is noted that the commenter disagrees with
the conclusions provided in the Draft EIR, although the commenter does not provide substantial
evidence in support of these disagreements. It is noted that once a lead agency has prepared an EIR,
the factual conclusions in the document will be upheld by a reviewing court if they are supported by
substantial evidence. In this case, the DEIR provides substantial evidence in support of the
conclusions, and the public process represents a good faith effort on the part of the City to disclose
the impacts and the evidence that support these conclusions. It is noted that substantial evidence
put forward by a project opponent does not change the judicial deference to which lead agencies
are entitled. Even where project opponents support their attacks with true expert evidence, a lead
agency may choose to rely on contrary substantial evidence as found in its DEIR. “Disagreement
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate[.]” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15151.)

When reviewing an EIR, a court does “‘not exercise [its] independent judgment on the evidence, but
shall only determine whether the act or decision is supported by substantial evidence in the light of
the whole record.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21168; see also id., § 21168.5.)” (Mani Brothers Real
Estate Group v. City of Los Angeles (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1396-1397 (Mani Brothers).) “For
CEQA purposes substantial evidence is defined by statute as including ‘fact, a reasonable assumption
predicated upon fact, and expert opinion supported by fact.” ([Pub. Resources Code] § 21080, subd.
(e)(1).)” (1d. at p. 1397.) “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial
evidence.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (c).)

Even where the question is whether a DEIR is sufficiently detailed to adequately and meaningfully
address a particular significant environmental effect, an agency’s “underlying factual
determinations—including, for example, an agency's decision as to which methodologies to employ
for analyzing an environmental effect—may warrant deference.” (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno
(2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 516 (Sierra Club).) “[T]o the extent a mixed question requires a determination
whether statutory criteria were satisfied, de novo review is appropriate; but to the extent factual
guestions predominate, a more deferential standard is warranted.” (Ibid.)

Again, there are not any specific information errors, oversights, or information gaps presented by
the commenter that are actionable and could be considered by the City for incorporation into the
DEIR, instead the commenter is silent on specifics in the DEIR. As discussed elsewhere in this Final
EIR (i.e. Response 8-2), the City has prepared the DEIR in good faith, and it has been the City’s policy
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to engage the public for information that could help improve CEQA documents, including revisions
to, or new and feasible, mitigation measures that reduce environmental impacts.

Response 40-3: This comment discusses the development of the proposed project relative to other
projects in the area, including College Campus facilities identified in the FMP. The theme of this
comment is that each new project places a burden on residents and children from traffic, noise, air,
stormwater runoff, and congestion. The comment indicates that the DEIR fails to evaluate major
college infrastructure projects. The commenter cites other projects and indicates that the
cumulative impacts were not adequately addressed.

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 comments regarding cumulative analysis are addressed under Response 8-25.

Response 40-4: This comment indicates that the DEIR cited resources of data and technical
information used to create the DEIR which are outdated or incorrect.

Based on this comment, updates to the references are necessary to ensure all links are accurate,
and all references are available for public review either online or in print. The revisions are shown
in Section 3.0 Errata, and are merely intended to provide clarification and make insignificant
modifications in the DEIR.

Response 40-5: This comment indicates that each village will have an unavoidable tax on air,
biological, aesthetics, utilities, transportation and government services and they will cause
cumulative impacts. The commenter provides an example of cumulative impacts on El Don Road,
where there was a road closure as a result of flooding from a rain event in late October. The
commenter indicates that the road closure had impacts on fire response times. The commenter
provides a second example, where a house fire was affected by the delayed response times from
the road closure. The commenter also indicates that impacts extend to traffic accidents at
intersections, and complaints from citizens about noise. The commenter indicates that the DEIR
provides no traffic engineered roadway improvements to reduce traffic hazards and conflicts
between traffic and pedestrians. The commenter indicates that the area will have 5,000 to 10,000
new residents and that this is a significant population increase.

Again, 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. Comments related to cumulative impacts are addressed in Response 40-3.
Comments related to water quality and storm drainage are addressed under Master Response 1 and
2.
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Response 40-6: This comment provides discusses the FMP, and improvements being implemented
by the District including a parking garage structure, and other infrastructure and buildings. The
theme of this comment is that each new project places a tax on air, biological, aesthetics, utilities,
transportation and government services and causes cumulative impacts and that cumulative
impacts associated with the Sierra College FMP were not adequately addressed, and that the DEIR
is a bias viewpoint.

This comment is addressed in Response 40-3.

Response 40-7: This comment is related to the Sierra College’s FMP “Nature Area.” This comment
also discusses impacts to biological resources, wildlife pathways/corridors, creeks and wetland, and
cumulative impacts. The comment also discusses cultural resources, air quality, water quality,
wetlands, floodplains and watersheds, impacts on existing residents/citizens, human ecology, noise,
fish and wildlife, open space, parks, forests, trees, outdoor recreation, agricultural resources.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4 and 12, as well as under Response 8-
3.

Response 40-8: This comment claims that DEIR mischaracterizes the project as “Infill.”
This comment is addressed under Master Response 6.

Response 40-9: This comment indicates that the DEIR does not discuss the details of how, who, and
when the infrastructure required will be budgeted for. The comment cites clean water services
provided by Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) expansion as an example. The commenter asks
who will be burdened with the cost for capital improvements. The comment also cites the trunk line
capital improvement by SPMUD as an example. The comment requests a guarantee by the Applicant
that fees will cover all expenses for capital improvements and increased maintenance for PCWA and
SPMUD.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 2 and 3, and under Response 8-29.

Response 40-10: The commenter provides a comparative summary of the DEIR relative to the
General Plan. The summary includes six bulleted items. Much of the discussion revolves around the
Open Space and Conservation Elements as it relates to natural resources, unimproved open space,
parkland, public health and safety, water resources, heritage trees, soils and geologic features,
creeks and riparian habitat, plants and wildlife, flood protection, energy, air quality, minerals,
cultural resources, trail-oriented recreation, historic presentation, and cultural resources.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4, 5, and 12. Additional discussion is
provided below.

In August 2012, the City of Rocklin adopted a new General Plan and certified the associated General
Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2008072115) -- a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. Later environmental documents (EIRs, mitigated negative declarations, or negative
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declarations) can incorporate by reference materials from a program EIR regarding regional
influences, secondary impacts, cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168[d][2]). These later documents need only focus on new impacts that have
not been considered before (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[d][3]). As noted in Section 1.0,
Introduction, the General Plan EIR assumed full development and buildout of the Project Area. While
the components of the Project are not entirely consistent with the Public/Quasi-Public and
Recreation/Conservation land uses that were in place at the time of the preparation of the General
Plan EIR, the development footprint of the Project is the same; therefore, the physical impacts of
developing the Project Area would be similar as under the General Plan EIR, as the area of impact is
fully defined consistent with the General Plan EIR.

As a “program EIR” under CEQA Guidelines section 15168, the General Plan EIR analyzed the
anticipated impacts that would occur to the Planning Area as a result of the future urban
development that was contemplated by the General Plan. When previously undeveloped land
becomes developed, impacts include changes to previously undeveloped areas. Mitigation
measures to address these impacts are incorporated into the General Plan in the Land Use and the
Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Elements, and include policies that encourage the use of
design standards for unique areas and the protection of natural resources, including open space
areas, natural resource areas, hilltops, waterways and oak trees, from the encroachment of
incompatible land use.

It is noted that the Project site contains open space designations in specific areas intended to be
preserved for habitat, wildlife, and recreational purposes; however, the area proposed to be
developed is not designated for open space. The fact that these areas to be developed are
“undeveloped” at the current time, does not equate to them being designated open space land.
Instead, they have been designated for development for over a decade in the General Plan EIR
described above. Implementation of the proposed Project does not result in developing any land
that is “designated” as open space under the General Plan. To the degree that the creek and riparian
area, which are designated as open space, currently serve as open space for natural resources,
outdoor recreation, trail-oriented recreation, it is expected that the Project’s preservation of the
creek and riparian area will also preserve the area for open space uses described in the comment.

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 40-11: This commenter provides a conclusion that indicates that they have demonstrated
three fatal flaws as follows:

e  The DEIR cites numerous references, web site URLs, data, and source information comprising the document. A
great many of these references, web site URLs, data, and source information are misleading, outdated, and
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include web site URLs with dead-end web address locations. We stopped counting these incorrect references
after 30 frustrating attempts. Please revise the DEIR text and provide accurate document’s references.

e  This DEIR has mischaracterized these North and South Village areas for proposed construction as “qualified infill
projects” which is incorrect and a FATAL FLAW in this document. Kindly revise the DEIR with more complete,
correct, and, accurate details as required by CEQA.

e There are numerous “key elements” and “must-have requirements” cited in Rocklin’s General Plan. The
Unknown Applicant’s DEIR “FAILS to meet numerous requirements such as:

0 little or no attempt to preserve floodplains, riparian areas, wetlands, treed areas, significant habitat
and other topographic features, as well as the buffer areas necessary to protect them,

0 the connectivity of habitat is specifically absent in the Unknown Applicant’s Plan.

0  Applicant’s Plan for the South Village does not appear to comply with Rocklin’s Flood Hazard Ordinance
that restricts/prohibits unsafe land use in flood prone areas, to control alteration of natural flood
plains, control development activities that would increase floodplain danger

0 Both the North and South Villages Plans display very limited detail on the Unknown Applicant’s Plan
and little or no attempt to preserve floodplains, riparian areas, wetlands, savannah areas, treed areas,
significant habitat and other topographic features, as well as the buffer areas necessary to protect
them.

This commenter also concludes that the DEIR does not comply with the Rocklin General Plan. The
comment suggests that the DEIR has many pages of fluff, and lacks significant details, yet the
commenter has not provided any analysis or significant details in support of these claims.

This comment is addressed in part under Master Responses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 12. It is noted that the
DEIR addresses every CEQA topic with an environmental setting, regulatory setting, and impact
analysis with mitigation requirements. These topics were sufficiently analyzed, both quantitatively
and qualitatively. The results have been publicly disclosed in the Draft EIR. The commenter’s
concerns about these topics are vague and general, and they lack any specificity or suggestion that
could enable the City to consider text changes, additional mitigation, or other specific
considerations.

The City has prepared the DEIR in good faith, and it has been the City’s policy to engage the public
for information that could help improve CEQA documents, including revisions to, or new and
feasible, mitigation measures that reduce environmental impacts. The public review process is a ripe
opportunity for the commenter to provide measures that they deem “feasible”, and to specifically
present information that supports revisions or updates to the analysis to reconcile any perceived
inadequacy. The public review period serves as an opportunity to seek an administrative remedy,
whereby the commenter should object to the perceived inadequacy with a level of specificity that
provides the City with a reasonable understanding of how the City can remedy any perceived
inadequacy in the DEIR. The failure of the commenter to provide any substantive and specific
information, on what they would consider sufficient mitigation or adequate analysis, makes it
difficult, if not impossible, to update mitigation or analysis. The high degree of generalities in the
commenter’s letter does not demonstrate the inadequacy of an EIR at a time that is ripe to do so.
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Also, the commenter’s failure to raise specific objections represents a missed opportunity to seek
administrative remedies requirements at the most ripe time to do so.

Response 40-12: This is an attachment to the comment letter. There is a series of two tables that
present a summary of the proposed Project compared to the General Plan.

In several areas the commenter indicates that the Project fails to meet the requirements of the
General Plan; however, the commenter does not provide any substantial evidence to support these
claims. Instead, there are general statements and unsupported claims provided throughout the
comment letter. These statements and claims do not demonstrate that the City Council would not
reasonably find the project to be consistent with the General Plan.

The comments relative to open space preservation of natural resources and parks, and connectively
of habitat are addressed in a variety of responses including: Master Responses 4, 5, 7, and 12.
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Response to Letter 41: Angela Mosskow, California Wildlife
Foundation/California Oaks

Response 41-1: This comment serves as an introductory statement and does not warrant a
response.

Response 41-2: This comment states the following:
OAK IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

College Park’s plan to remove an estimated 1,393 of the 1,599 native oak trees—over 87%—runs counter to
many of the City of Rocklin’s policies.1 For example, Land Use Element Policy 5 of the General Plan, presented
on page 3.1-6 of the DEIR is: “Encourage residential, commercial, and industrial development projects to be
designed in a manner that effectively protects existing oak trees designated to be retained through the
development review process.”

The DEIR also (see 3.1-7) cites the General Plan’s goal for Preservation of Open Space and Natural Resources:
“To designate, protect, and conserve open space land in a manner that protects natural resources and balances
needs for the economic, physical and social development of the City.” Further, Policy OCR-1is presented:
“Encourage the protection of open space areas, natural resource areas, hilltops, and hillsides from
encroachment or destruction through the use of conservation easements, natural resource buffers, building
setbacks or other measures.”

The DEIR (3.4-43) proposes an inadequate program to offset project impacts:

Under the Oak Mitigation Plan, a 22.5-acre Mitigation Area would be set aside as mitigation for these
impacts to native oak trees. This Mitigation Area is located along Secret Ravine Creek, and as a result,
supports both a diverse, high quality riparian corridor, and oak woodlands farther from the Creek. The
Mitigation Area contains 1,014 native trees with a cumulative DBH of 9,420 inches.

Later in this section the DEIR notes that the mitigation plan “...does not achieve the 2:1 replacement tree ratio
required by the Guidelines.” New oak canopy is not being replicated by the mitigation plan, instead habitat
elsewhere is being preserved at a rate that is below the City of Rocklin’s requirement. The conclusion presented
on page 3.4-44 that Mitigation 3.4-9 would result in a less than significant impact is erroneous.

Further, a curious statement is made on the prior page of the DEIR:

Both off-site tree replacement and contributing to the Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Fund would result
in substantial temporal loss of habitat; therefore, the applicant has proposed to mitigate for loss of
native oak communities through protection and long-term management of existing native oak
communities.

The proposed removal of an estimated 87% of the site’s trees is a substantial permanent loss of habitat, which
is inadequately mitigated by the conservation proposal. The DEIR notes on page 3.4- 2: “The Sacramento Valley
region is considered to have low biological diversity due to the conversion of native habitat to agricultural and
urban uses.” As currently proposed, this project will further degrade the region’s biodiversity.

Oaks are California’s primary old growth resource, vital to maintaining the state’s biodiversity. Please find
enclosed a report on oak-dependent and oak-associated species and subspecies that are federally and/or state
designated as endangered, threatened, and candidate (listed). Thirty-three listed and fully protected vertebrates
are dependent upon oak habitat for reproduction, cover, or feeding, and 134 listed plants and 26 invertebrates
are associated with oaks.
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This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 5. Additional discussion is provided
below.

City General Plan Policy OCR-1 generally provides that it is City policy to “[e]ncourage the protection
of open space areas, natural resource areas, hilltops, and hillsides from encroachment or destruction
through the use of conservation easements, natural resource buffers, building setbacks or other
measures.” General Plan Policy LU-5 focuses specifically on oak trees, providing that it is City policy
to “[e]ncourage residential, commercial, and industrial development projects to be designed in a
manner that effectively protects existing oak trees designated to be retained through the
development review process.”

It is important to note that, while both of these policies “encourage” certain actions, they do not
mandate them. The policies also must be read in connection with, and reconciled with, other
General Plan policies that contemplate development for all of the benefits that it brings. (No Qil, Inc.
v. City of Los Angeles (1987) 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 244 [“[a]s with the interpretation of statutes in
general, portions of a general plan should be reconciled if reasonably possible”].) Such other policies
make it clear that the City does not intend to require the preservation or retention of each and every
oak tree on property to be developed. For example, Policy OCR-2, which comes right on the heels of
Policy OCR-1, provides that the City shall “[rlecognize that balancing the need for economic,
physical, and social development of the City may lead to some modification of existing open space
and natural resource areas during the development process.” This policy clearly contemplates the
loss of some biological resources as part of the development process.

The General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element, on page 4.B-6, also plainly
recognizes that the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Oak Tree Ordinance) expressly
authorizes the removal of oak trees, provided that mitigation requirements are followed:

In addition to several General Plan policies related to special status species, the City of Rocklin maintains an Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance regulating the protection and preservation of oak trees along with mitigation
measures for trees allowed to be removed. The ordinance applies to oaks with a trunk diameter at breast height
of six inches or more. Prior to removal of any native oak, an application must be submitted for an Oak Tree
Removal Permit. A certified arborist report may be required prior to removal. Mitigation for removal may include
replacement on a one-to-one basis or greater ratio based on the diameter of the tree removed, payment into
the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Fund, or dedication of land. On finished single family residential lots, oak trees
can be removed with mitigation measures established in the ordinance to allow the owner to build on the lot.
On developed multifamily, commercial and industrial lots, oak trees can be removed without mitigation only if
dead or diseased. On property proposed for development, preservation and removal of healthy oak trees is
addressed during the development application review process.

General Plan Policy: Indeed, General Plan Policy OCR-43 requires that the City “[ml]itigate for

removal of oak trees and impacts to oak woodlands in accordance with the City of Rocklin’s Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance, or for projects located in zones not directly addressed by the Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance mitigation measures, on a project-by-project basis through the planning
review and entitlement process.”
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The City’s discretion to allow for the loss of oak trees as part of the development process is also
inherent in the language of Policy LU-5. Policy LU-5, which, as noted above, encourages the City to
use its “development review process” to designate certain oak trees on a development site for
retention. After such designation, the policy then encourages the city to ensure the protection of
these retained trees through project design.

In light of the flexibility found in all of these General Plan policies, and in the Oak Tree Ordinance,
the City clearly has substantial discretion to approve development projects resulting in the loss of
oak trees, provided that mitigation requirements are satisfied.

Here, the Applicants have designed the Project to retain the most biologically valuable oak woodland
habitat and to retain trees likely to remain healthy. The Applicants enlisted a certified arborist to
conduct tree surveys of each Project site (see DEIR, pp. 3.4-6) and then had Madrone Ecological
Consulting prepare an Oak Tree Mitigation Plan that outlines the onsite trees to be retained and
preserved/protected (see DEIR, Appendix C: Attachment E, p. 7). It is noted that the Oak Tree
Mitigation Plan has been updated as Appendix A to the Final EIR to reflect a variety of comments
and suggestions that the City received during the DEIR public circulation period. Master Response 5
provides a discussion of the oak mitigation strategy as outlined in the updated Oak Tree Mitigation
Plan.

The Project was then designed to avoid these trees by creating neighborhood park and open space
uses on the North Village site that maintain oaks and oak woodlands and by setting aside 13.5 acres
on the South Village site for the same purposes. (See DEIR, pp. 3.10-12 to 3.10-13.) Further, the DEIR
includes Mitigation Measure 3.4-9, which sets forth the standard preservation and protection
requirements such as the use of fencing around trees at least three feet from the tree’s dripline
during construction and the installation of signage denoting the costs associated with damaging the
tree. The measure also ensures compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, via the
Project’s Oak Tree Mitigation Plan, which provides for a conservation easement over healthy
matures oak trees and woodland habitat to mitigate for the commensurate removal of oak trees
and woodland from the Project sites. (DEIR, p. 3.4-45.) These efforts ensure consistency with Policy
LU-5. (See DEIR, pp. 3.10-12 to 3.10-13.)

Policy OCR-1 does not deal directly with oak trees but encourages the protection of natural
resources. It also encourages the use of conservation easements, buffers, and setbacks, which are
included as part of Project mitigation. A discussion of setbacks is also provided under Master
Response 4. As discussed just above, Project development will be set back from the retained oak
trees onsite and buffers will be established during construction. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.4-
9 authorizes the applicant to mitigate for the loss of oak trees by carrying out the proposed Oak Tree
Mitigation Plan. It would require a conservation easement over existing healthy and mature oak
trees and woodland. Thus, the Project will be consistent with Policy OCR-1.
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In summary, the Project is consistent with Policies LU-5 and OCR-1, and all other policies applicable
to oak tree preservation, and therefore has a less-than-significant impact (with mitigation) regarding
potential conflicts with local policies. (DEIR, pp. 3.4-41, 3.4-44.)

Mitigation: The Project’s impacts on oak woodlands are appropriately mitigated through, among
other things, the preservation of an existing high-quality oak woodland habitat located on the
existing Sierra College campus. The reasons why this approach is viable and appropriate are
explained below.

Oak woodlands are not a habitat type with any special protection under the federal or state
Endangered Species Act, as oak trees are not endangered or threatened species. Without trivializing
the aesthetic and biological significance of oak woodlands viewed holistically, federal and state
environmental laws are primarily concerned with the ecological significance of particular oak
woodlands in terms of (i) the special status plant and animal species that they might support and (ii)
whether such woodlands serve as valuable wildlife corridors or nurseries.

Thus, there is no language in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist indicating that the loss of oak
woodlands, in and of itself, per se creates a significant environmental impact. Rather, a lead agency’s
focus should be on whether a particular oak woodland supports special-status species or provides
an important nursery or corridor for wildlife movement. (See CEQA Guidelines, Appen. G, Sample
Questions, § IV, Biological Resources; see also Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of
Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 1040 (Environmental Council) [differentiating “taking of
habitat” from taking of animals or species].) Where particular oak woodlands do not have these
especially valuable ecological attributes, a proposed project’s impacts to such woodlands may still
be addressed under CEQA, consistent with Appendix G, where, as here, such woodlands are
protected by local policies or ordinances. (CEQA Guidelines, Appen. G, Sample Questions, § IV,
Biological Resources, question (f).)

Here, the DEIR appropriately addresses the loss of oak woodlands on the Project sites in light of a
significance threshold by which impacts are significant where the project would “[c]onflict with any
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance[.]” (DEIR, pp. 4.3-29, 4.3-41 — 4.3-45.) The DEIR dealt separately with impacts on special
status species and their habitats, as well as with impacts to riparian habitat, sensitive natural
communities, wetlands, and wildlife movement corridors.

CEQA does contain specific guidance for mitigating impacts on oak woodlands, though the
Legislature made these binding only on counties (and not cities). This guidance is found in Public
Resources Code section 21083.4, which was created as part of the California Oak Woodlands
Conservation Act of 2001. Subdivision (b) of that section contains specific guidance on mitigation for
oak woodland removal.

Notably, subdivision (b)(1) explicitly allows the use of oak woodland conservation, effectuated
through conservation easements, as a form of mitigation for the “conversion of oak woodlands that
will have a significant effect on the environment.” While section 21083.4 is only binding on counties,
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there is no reason why the City should not be able to avail itself of conservation as a mitigation
option. In fact, the legislative history for the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Act shows that
the purpose of the bill was to address statewide conversion of oak woodlands at the “‘local
government[]’” level. (Sen. Com. on Env. Quality on Sen. Bill No. 1334 (2003-2004 Reg. Sess.) Apr.
19, 2004.)

Here, the Applicants and the City have chosen to rely, in part, on conservation because it is allowed
under the City’s Oak Ordinance and because it can be biologically superior to compensatory
mitigation approaches, as explained below. The entire mitigation strategy is outlined in more detail
under Master Response 5.

For many years the courts have viewed the conservation of existing habitat as a valid mitigation
strategy for the loss of habitat under CEQA. (See, e.g., Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee (2012)
210 Cal.App.4th 260, 278 [loss of habitat mitigated by conservation of other habitat at a one-to-one
ratio]; California Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009), 172 Cal.App.4th at pp. 603,
610611, 614626 [mitigation for wetland losses by offsite preservation of two acres of existing
habitat or the creation of one acre of new habitat for each acre of habitat impacted by the project];
Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 794 [mitigation
by “off-site preservation of similar habitat”]; Environmental Council, supra, 142 Cal.App.4th at p.
1038 [purchase of a half-acre for habitat reserves for every acre of development].) Here, however,
it is useful to note here that, while the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Act was created to
preserve oaks and oak woodlands as desirable natural elements of the State, these elements are not
endangered, rare, or threatened under California Endangered Species Act or the California Native
Plant Protection Act. Therefore, the net loss of some oak woodlands need not be considered a
significant impact under CEQA. (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (2013), 217 Cal.App.4th
at pp. 503, 529 [“[t]he goal of mitigation measures is not to net out the impact of a proposed project,
but to reduce the impact to insignificant levels”].)

Response 41-3: This comment states the following:

Another deficiency of the DEIR is that the carbon impacts of the proposed tree removals are not included in the
analysis presented in Appendix B. The California Environmental Quality Act’s (CEQA) sole greenhouse gas (GHG)
focus is “the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions.” Net present
value of GHG emissions forms the foundation of the state’s greenhouse reduction objectives, as well as the
California Forest Protocol preservation standards. Every ton of carbon dioxide (CO2) released into the
atmosphere by oak woodland or forest conversion represents a measurable potential adverse environmental
effect, which is covered by CEQA. California requires the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions associated
with proposed oak woodland or forest conversions.

Further, project mitigation that is based on the preservation (“avoided conversion”) of natural lands does not
adequately mitigate GHG emissions of natural lands conversion. Standing trees, understory, and soil conserved
by the mitigation, do not, suddenly, upon the protections afforded by their conservation, sequester more carbon
to mitigate impacted biomass GHG emission effects of the conversion.

The authors of “Ten golden rules for reforestation to optimize carbon sequestration, biodiversity recovery and
livelihood benefits” address the need to keep trees standing:
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Intact, old-growth forest is a major long-term carbon sink due to its complex structure, large trees,
accumulating soils and relative resilience to fire and drought (Luyssaert et al., 2008; Maxwell et al.,
2019). The IPCC acknowledges that ‘most [destroyed] forest ecosystems will take longer than 100 years
to return to the level of biomass, soil and litter pools [found in forest in an] undisturbed state’ (Aalde
et al., 2006). Recovery of ecosystem services and biodiversity may take centuries, especially the return
of rare or endemic species, which are particularly vulnerable to disturbance (Gibson et al., 2011; Rey
Benayas et al., 2009). Large areas of remnant forest, with healthy, genetically diverse populations of
common plant species are essential to supporting reforestation efforts. They provide the seed rain for
NR (Rule 4); a source of seeds, wildings and cuttings for the production of resilient planting stock (Rule
7); and they provide habitat for supporting biodiversity, including seed dispersers and pollinators.

It is therefore vital to protect remaining natural forests—‘proforestation,” sensu Moomaw et al. (2019). Intact,
old-growth forest is of the greatest value for carbon storage (Maxwell et al., 2019) and wildlife (Deere et al.,
2020) and should be prioritized for protection

The DEIR also fails to analyze the impacts of the tree removals on air quality. Planning for the Future of Rocklin’s
Urban Forest addresses the role of trees in improving air quality:

Regional air quality will continue to be an issue of concern. The Sacramento air basin in the vicinity of
Sacramento has frequently exceeded national ambient air quality standards for ozone and, to a lesser
degree, airborne particulates matter. Tree canopy intercepts and reduces both ozone and particulate
pollutants.

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4 does not require that an EIR discuss the loss of carbon
sequestration as a result of the removal of vegetation or trees; it only dictates that an EIR discuss
GHG emissions, which the DEIR does (see Section 3.7.3). The focus on emissions, as opposed to the
potential loss of sequestration, is a result of the original 2007 legislative directive by which the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and the California Natural Resource Agency developed
and promulgated the CEQA Guidelines dealing with GHG emissions. This statute, Public Resources
Code section 21083.05, was amended again in 2012, but its focus on emissions is still unmistakable:

The Office of Planning and Research shall periodically update the guidelines for the
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions as
required by this division, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation
or energy consumption to incorporate new information or criteria established by the State
Air Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the
Health and Safety Code.

Notwithstanding the Legislature’s focus on GHG emissions, the loss of existing carbon sequestration
in the trees to be removed from the Project site will be partially, if not fully, offset by the planting
substantially more than 1,000 new, healthy trees in residential yards, parks, along roadway
corridors, etc. The landscape architects for the Project have identified a minimum of 1,085 trees that
will be planted, with additional tree plantings occurring on portions of the Project where site specific
plans have yet to be developed. These new trees will sequester carbon in the same manner as the
many unhealthy, older oak trees to be removed.
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Furthermore, more than 10 percent of the trees proposed for removal are either dead, wounded,
or in varying states of decay, and a large portion of the remainder of the trees to be removed are of
an inferior ecological quality, with defects and a lack of species diversity. (See DEIR, Appendix C:
Attachment E, pp. 7, 14.) As is well known, dead trees eventually decay and release carbon dioxide,
a GHG, into the atmosphere. Thus, under a No Project scenario in which the dead, wounded, and
otherwise unhealthy trees are not removed to make room for development, the process of decay
would contribute to GHG emissions.

In contrast, the oak trees proposed for conservation in the College Park Oak Tree Mitigation Plan,
prescribed by Mitigation Measure 3.4-9, are more mature, have fewer defects, and include a
broader species diversity than the trees present on the Project sites. (See DEIR, Appendix C:
Attachment E [College Park Oak Mitigation Plan], pp. 14-15.) Thus, these protected healthy and
mature trees, which could continue to thrive for many decades into the future, will provide better
carbon sequestration and release far less carbon into the atmosphere than a large portion of those
slated for removal as part of the Project.

Response 41-4: This comment suggests that there is a deficiency associated with the proposed
fencing, in that it does not sufficiently protective of oaks. The commenter states that “Oaks should
have no disturbance within the root protection zone, which is the area that extends beyond the
dripline to a distance that is half the distance between the trunk and the dripline—an area that will
require a much larger protection area than three feet beyond the dripline. Many problems for oaks
are initiated by disturbing the roots within this zone. Care of California’s Native Oaks, which is
downloadable from http.//californiaoaks.org/oak-tree-care/, provides additional guidance.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Response 41-2 above. It is noted that the DEIR includes
Mitigation Measure 3.4-9, which sets forth the standard preservation and protection requirements
such as the use of fencing around trees at least three feet from the tree’s dripline during
construction and the installation of signage denoting the costs associated with damaging the tree.
The three-foot distance outside the dripline is the City’s standard. The measure also ensures
compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, via the Project’s Oak Tree Mitigation
Plan, which requires a conservation easement over healthy matures oak trees and woodland habitat
to mitigate for the commensurate removal of oak trees and woodland from the Project sites. (DEIR,
p. 3.4-45))

Response 41-5: This comment references the DEIR discussion on special status fish species and
suggests that the DEIR does not disclose that the waterway is a tributary to Secret Ravine Creek,
which provides spawning and rearing habitat for steelhead.

The DEIR Section 3.4 accurately states that “An unnamed tributary of Secret Ravine Creek runs from
east to west through the site and is bordered on both sides by a riparian wetland that occupies the
creek’s floodplain.” It also, however, concludes that the unnamed tributary does not function for
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steelhead habitat due to downstream beaver dams that are barriers to salmonid migration
combined with the fact that the substrate within the tributary is unsuitable for spawning.

Response 41-6: This is an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment is a newsletter about
California Oaks. This information is noted.
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Response to Letter 42: Dan Wilson 1, Public Comment Submission

Response 42-1: This comment states:

Before becoming drawn into this proposed project, | really didn’t have a clue as to what words like CEQA and
draft EIR meant. Nor did | know or care how our local government worked. But when | learned that there were
plans to forever alter the ‘nature area’ behind Monte Verde Park, | gasped and was so profoundly taken aback
that | wanted to find out about all | could about this project. This ‘nature area’ is where | take my daily walk
(sometimes take my dog with me), meditate, pick wild blackberries (and make the most wonderful pies with
them), admire the sights and sounds of wildlife, take photographs, and generally relax and take in the splendor
and beauty of what nature has provided.

What struck me most about the proposed project was the increased traffic that the built-out project would result
in —and — where are all of these additional people in our area going to go grocery shopping. As for grocery
shopping, the two closest grocery stores (Walmart on Crossings and Raley’s on Horseshoe Bar) presently have
near full parking lots most of the times. And everyone in the area knows the traffic on Rocklin Rd is heavy and
especially heavy during the commute hours and super heavy when students are coming or going from classes
(and this doesn’t include the additional traffic the Sierra Gateway Project on Rocklin Rd and SBC or Granite Bluff
will bring).

As | began learning more about CEQA, regulations, etc., and this proposed Project, | was shocked (putting it
mildly) how complex and voluminous the material was. | have spent well over 200 hours in the last few months
reading this Project’s documents (especially the draft EIR), attending neighborhood meetings, talking with
dozens of neighbors, performing internet research, and walking and taking pictures of the South Project area.
As a result of all of my research, | have realized that the ramifications of the impacts of this proposed Project go
far beyond increased traffic and packed grocery stores. The following are my comments on my realizations...it is
mind-boggling to me that this project was even conceived let alone reach the point that it is currently at. In the
end, only large amounts of money could bring this project along given the common sense negative impacts it
will create (despite what the City’s paid experts have written). Time does not permit me to comment on every
single negative impact or every single error on every page of the draft EIR.

This comment serves as an introductory statement. The comment expresses that they are new to
local government functions, and CEQA in particular. The comment reflects the commenter’s
fondness for the Project site and concern for traffic generated by the Project. This comment does
not warrant any revisions to the Draft EIR.

Response 42-2: This comment states:

Aguilar Tributary, located within the College Park South Project area, is a Wetland. Wetlands, creeks, and streams
are protected waters and are governed by the Porter-Cologne Act in CA and, at the Federal level, the Clean Water
Act. At the Federal level, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires a permit for any discharge of any dredge
and fill material (basically dirt) into any water (in our case, a Wetland) of the US.

At the proposed College Park South site, heavy equipment digging pilings and moving dirt for the bridge over
the creek and into the site would constitute discharge of dredge & fill into the wetland. No doubt the Applicant
will attempt to execute the mitigations itemized in the dEIR. But the mitigations are not guaranteed, not easy to
complete, and are very costly. So why not vote a NP before this madness goes any further?

In May 2020, a new regulation established a new 404 permitting program for discharge of dredge and fill into
any waters of the State.
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It also defined a wetland as essentially any piece of land that is inundated with water regularly.
ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE = HABITAT LOSS = PRIMARY THREAT TO WILDLIFE SURVIVAL

Our planet is currently suffering a staggering rate of dramatic environmental change. Around the world,
ecosystems are increasingly subjected to the negative effects of human population growth and its expanding
ecological footprint (Jackson et a |. 2001 ; Hughes et a | . 2003). Be it in the form of habitat loss or alteration, the
introduction of invasive species, pathogen spill-over, accumulation of persistent pollutants, climate change or
stratospheric ozone depletion, global environmental change has altered physical and biological systems and is
becoming of increasing concern for the well-being and survival of many species ( Thomas et a | . 2004; Hoffmann
& Willi 2008).

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 4 and 12.

Response 42-3: This comment provides a concern that the environmental impacts represent years
of regulations developed to make life on Earth better for its inhabitants, and that the mitigation
measures will not be easy to implement. The commenter references a KB Home project, and
provides a variety of concerns that they have with that project that its density. The comment
indicates that there is a trend for the future that is bleak, and that it would be awful to see East
Rocklin turn into a tenement in the next 10 to 15 years. The commenter recommends the “Reduced
Footprint Alternative”

These comments are noted. There are no warrants for revisions to the text or mitigation in the Draft
EIR. The recommendation to approve the Reduced Footprint Alternative will be provided to the

appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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From: Dan Wilsen <sacramentodan@gmail.com»

Date: November 8, 2021 at 3:09:18 PIM M3T

To: David Mohlenbrok <David. Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>
Subject: Another comment on the College Park draft EIR

I would also like to include my recent email to my neighbors re the El Don closure (names and
email addresses not included to protect their privacy) as a comment on the College Park draft

EIR.

El Don has been closed for 2 weeks now for culvert and road reconstruction because of
the damage caused by the last big storm. Does anyone have any idea when it will be
fixed? Big hint as to how it happened: the storm only facilitated the damage. Poor
planning, poor engineering, and poor choices were made to put the street over the
creek in the first place.

1 would like to point out that the situation here of the creek going through a culvert
under El Don is eerily identical to the situation where the same creek will be going
under the bridge through a culvert proposed as the only ingress/egress road for the 4-
story Low Cost Senior Living facility on the College Park South property. Imagine a big
storm rendering the road impassable and all those seniors would be stranded.

-- Dan Wilson

Here are a few of their responses (again names and addresses withheld for privacy).

"There is something in Gity Policy that discourages creek crossings, but | could not find it.”
"It wouldn't be a problem if a bridge was there instead of a culverts. "
"l was at the El Don creek crossing the moming after the huge storm - it looked like whatever dirt had surrounded

the culvert pipes was washed away - perhaps cement would have been a better idea.
It will be critical for College Park to consider and plan for the immense amount of runoff from the newly developed acres of impervious

surfaces due fo paving. !

i paointed out the unintended consequences of lofs of construction activity from the El Don road closure in my Report. My opinion
that closure led to the delay for the Rocklin FD responding to the Nov 1st house fire right next door to me. House is total 105s.
Witnesses say Roseville Hook and Ladder beat Rockiin to fire. Likely due fo closure? This Report, plus 2 Legal Opinions, plus
residents’ responses should form a great argument.”

Thank you,
Dan Wilson
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Response to Letter 43: Dan Wilson 2, Public Comment Submission

Response 43-1: This comment states:

I would also like to include my recent email to my neighbors re the El Don closure (names and email addresses
not included to protect their privacy) as a comment on the College Park draft EIR.

El Don has been closed for 2 weeks now for culvert and road reconstruction because of the damage caused by
the last big storm. Does anyone have any idea when it will be fixed? Big hint as to how it happened: the storm
only facilitated the damage. Poor planning, poor engineering, and poor choices were made to put the street over
the creek in the first place.

I would like to point out that the situation here of the creek going through a culvert under El Don is eerily identical
to the situation where the same creek will be going under the bridge through a culvert proposed as the only
ingress/egress road for the 4-story Low Cost Senior Living facility on the College Park South property. Imagine a
big storm rendering the road impassable and all those seniors would be stranded.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4.

Response 43-2: This comment identifies
Here are a few of their responses (again names and addresses withheld for privacy).
"There is something in City Policy that discourages creek crossings, but | could not find it."
"It wouldn't be a problem if a bridge was there instead of a culverts. "

"I was at the El Don creek crossing the morning after the huge storm - it looked like whatever dirt had surrounded
the culvert pipes was washed away - perhaps cement would have been a better idea.

It will be critical for College Park to consider and plan for the immense amount of runoff from the newly

developed acres of impervious surfaces due to paving. "

"I pointed out the unintended consequences of lots of construction activity from the El Don road closure in my
Report. My opinion that closure led to the delay for the Rocklin FD responding to the Nov 1st house fire right
next door to me. House is total loss. Witnesses say Roseville Hook and Ladder beat Rocklin to fire. Likely due to
closure? This Report, plus 2 Legal Opinions, plus residents' responses should form a great argument."

These email communications between the commenter and his neighbors are noted. The general
theme of these communications is about the creek, storm drainage, and flooding. This topic is
addressed in Response 43-1 above.
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Response to Letter 44: Kim Steinjann, Public Comment Submission

Response 44-1: This comment states that the “DEIR fails to provide adequate access to the Senior
Housing at the South Village. Only one means of access is provided, off Rocklin Road. This is counter
to the City’s General Plan policy of requiring multiple access points (2-27, PF-14).” The commenter
also references “Rocklin General Plan Policy PF-14: Require that projects be designed with adequate
access for emergency services and general circulation. Such design should typically include the
provision of multiple points of access. [emphasis added]”

Impact Statements 3.8-5 (Section 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and 3.14-7 (Section 3.14
Transportation and Circulation) contain a detailed discussion of the potential for the project to cause
significant impacts to emergency vehicle response. The evaluation concluded that the project would
not result in inadequate emergency access. As discussed in the DEIR, the City’s existing street
system, particularly arterial and collector streets function as emergency evacuation routes. An
application for the development of the future senior housing site has been submitted to the City.
Representatives of the City’s Fire Department have reviewed the preliminary plans and have
deemed the single access point acceptable due to its planned design, in particular its additional
width. There are multiple locations in the City today, including the Arroyo Vista Apartment Complex
on Lonetree Boulevard south of West Oaks Boulevard, and the Staybridge Suites Hotel to the west
of the Blue Oaks Town Center that have similar access configurations. Through the City’s
development review process, the Rocklin Fire Department will continue to review the site design
and circulation layout of the Senior Housing project at the South Village site as part of the City’s
project referral and review process to ensure adequate emergency access is provided to the project
site, and fire suppression infrastructure (e.g., fire hydrants, building sprinklers) would be
incorporated into the site design in order to minimize fire hazards, consistent with City
requirements. The Project will be required to comply with City of Rocklin standards for roadway
widths to ensure the internal roadways provide emergency vehicles unimpeded access to the South
Village site.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not warrant any changes to the text of this section.

Response 44-2: This comment states that “This lack of access also conflicts with the City’s policy of
providing special services (police, fire, emergency) for higher demand special needs groups — Senior
housing in this case (2-27, PF-12).” The commenter also references “Rocklin General Plan Policy PF-
12: |[dentify certain types of development, such as assisted living facilities and group homes, that may
generate higher demand or special needs for emergency services and require developer participation
to mitigate the needs/demands.” The commenter states that “Just a week ago, on November 1, the
Fire Department was delayed in responding to a house fire on Corona Circle. It was a total loss, and
the usual access was prevented by a closure on El Don Drive. More construction in this area will result
in worse response times by emergency responders...Construction of hundreds of new dwellings at the
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North Village will worsen local traffic and congestion; no major road facilities are being provided
such as widening Sierra College Blvd. and Rocklin Road.”

As discussed in Response 44-1, Impact Statements 3.8-5 and 3.14-7 contain a detailed discussion of
the potential for the project to cause significant impacts to emergency vehicle response. The
evaluation concluded that the project would not result in inadequate emergency access. As
discussed in the DEIR, the City’s existing street system, particularly arterial and collector streets
function as emergency evacuation routes. Through the City’s development review process, the
Rocklin Fire Department would review the site design and circulation layout of the North and South
Village sites as part of the City’s project referral process to ensure adequate emergency access is
provided, and fire suppression infrastructure (e.g., fire hydrants, building sprinklers) would be
incorporated into the site design in order to minimize fire hazards, consistent with City
requirements. The Project will be required to comply with City of Rocklin standards for roadway
widths to ensure the internal roadways provide emergency vehicles unimpeded access to the North
Village and South Village sites. It is also noted that the project will construct a third travel lane on
northbound Sierra College Boulevard and a second travel lane on westbound Rocklin Road along the
North Village frontage, consistent with the City of Rocklin General Plan Circulation Element.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not warrant any changes to the text of this section.

Response 44-3: This comment references the Wastewater chapter of the DEIR (3.15.1, p. 3.15-6),
and states “The analysis to determine adequacy of existing sewer infrastructure is inadequate. The
references cited are long outdated. The most recent communication from SPMUD is dated July 2009
(Richard Stein). [emphasis added]...SPMUD has indicated it will be able to serve the City of Rocklin’s
future wastewater treatment needs during the planning period for Rocklin General Plan (City of
Rocklin, 2005). [p. 3.15-6]...The entire rationale rests on a 1986 SPMUD plan: SPMUD’s 1986 Sewer
Master Plan envisioned that the City of Rocklin would have 52,604 sewered equivalent dwelling units
within the City at ultimate buildout “ [p. 3.15-6] [emphasis added)]...The City of Rocklin’s General Plan
designates 7.9 acres of the Project Area as Recreation/Conservation and the remaining 100.5 acres
as Mixed Use, which allows for residential densities of 10 to 40" dwelling units per acre” [emphasis
added].” The commenter states “Please note that the increase to 40 dwelling units per acre was a
fairly recent change in Rocklin’s plan. There is no explanation of what a “sewered equivalent dwelling
unit” was in 1986; it is hard to imagine that the 1986 plan anticipated the proposed level of growth.
Furthermore, the SPMUD estimates wastewater generation rates of 190 gallons per day per acre of
residential uses and 850 gallons per day per acre for commercial or industrial uses. | can’t comment
on the commercial / industrial use, but the residential use is far from adequate. Common sense tells
us that 40 dwelling units (per acre) would generate orders of magnitude greater than 190 gallons
per day. Please provide more recent references and commitments from utilities. The Appendix
references a more recent SPMUD plan but it does not seem to have been used here. Based on the
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foregoing, | believe the City should consider a project alternative that has less impact then the
proposal. Thank you for your consideration.”

The DEIR Section 3.15 thoroughly addresses Wastewater generation, conveyance, and treatment.
The existing wastewater conveyance and treatment is addressed on page 3.15-2, which explains that
the South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) provides sanitary sewer services to the City of
Rocklin, and that SPMUD is a partner in the South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA). SPWA
provides wastewater treatment for the City of Rocklin via Regional Wastewater Treatment Facilities.
Page 3.15-6 through 3.15-7 discusses the capacity and ability to serve the proposed Project. The
discussion includes a reference to SPMUD Engineering Manager Richard Stein, who indicated that
the full buildout of the Rocklin General Plan would not exceed capacity of the SPMUD treatment
capacity and ability to serve Rocklin. It is noted that the text of the DEIR was modified based on
comments provided by SPMUD. The revisions are shown in Section 3.0 Errata, and are merely
intended to clarify and editorial correction in the EIR as follows. This includes an update of the most
recently completed Sewer System Management Plan and System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance
Plan, both of which are sources for SPMUD’s determination that they have capacity to service the
proposed Project.

Impact 3.15-1: Wastewater generated by the proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of
the wastewater treatment plant in addition to the provider’s existing commitments and would not
require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment
facilities (Less than Significant)

SPMUD has recently completed a new Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) (2021) and System Evaluation
and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) (2020), which addresses treatment and infrastructure capacity for their
service area including the City of Rocklin. This SPMUD study area in the 2020 SECAP coincides with the study
area identified in the 2015 SECAP and the District’s urban growth area (UGA). The UGA is also identified in the
South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) 2020 Wastewater Systems Evaluation Project (2020), which
evaluated the combined systems of the regional partners discharging to the two regional wastewater treatment
plants. Information from Rocklin’s General Plan has been used to determine the trunk sewer sizes and capacity
needed to serve to the City.

The DCWWTP and PGWWTP operate under a Federal NPDES permit. The DCWWTP current design capacity is 18
million gallons per day (mgd), while the PGWWTP design capacity is 12 mgd. Both plants provide tertiary level
wastewater treatment using conventional secondary treatment, as well as full nitrification, filtration,
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chlorination and disinfection. The ADWF at DCWWTP has decreased from 10.5 mgd in 2009 to approximately
8.6 mgd as of 2019. Current ADWF at the PGWWTP is approximately 7.6 mgd.

The City of Rocklin’s General Plan designates 7.9 acres of the Project Area as Recreation/Conservation and the
remaining 100.5 acres as Mixed Use, which allows for residential densities of 10 to 40* dwelling units per acre
and non-residential building intensities between 25 percent to 160 percent (i.e., Floor Area Ratio between 0.25
to 1.6). Therefore, the City’s General Plan anticipated the development of approximately 1,005 to 4,020 dwelling
units with an associated population growth of approximately 2,814 to 11,256 new residents and between
981,189 to 6,279,610 square feet of non-residential building uses within the Project Area. As described in
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project includes the development of 900 dwelling units, 120,000
square feet of non-residential building uses, 22.5 acres of open area, and 57.8 acres of parks. Therefore, the
proposed Project would result in less development than was anticipated under the City’s General Plan, and thus,
would not increase demand beyond the levels assumed for the site in the SSMP_and SECAP.

Furthermore, the SPMUD estimates wastewater generation rates of 190 gallons per day per acre of residential
uses and 850 gallons per day per acre for commercial or industrial uses. As described in Chapter 2.0, Project
Description, the proposed Project would result in 66.1 acres of residential uses (10.9 acres of Medium Density
Residential, 29.4 acres of Medium-High Density Residential, and 25.8 acres of High Density Residential), 12 acres
of commercial uses (3.0 acres of Retail Commercial and 9.0 acres of Business Professional/Commercial), and 30.3
acres of park/open space uses (30.3 acres of Recreation-Conservation). Using the SPMUD wastewater generation
estimates, it is anticipated that the proposed Project would generate roughly 22,759 gallons per day (or 0.022759
mgd) of wastewater. Wastewater generated by the proposed Project would be treated at the Dry Creek
Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant’s current design capacity is 18 mgd.
The ADWEF at Plant has decreased from 10.5 mgd in 2009 to approximately 8.6 mgd as of 2019. Fheplant'sflows
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proposed Project’s wastewater generation would represent approximately 0.3813% of the treatment plant’s
total remaining dry weather estimated capacity. This increased demand would not be expected to adversely
affect the wastewater treatment plant’s capacity. Therefore, the additional wastewater volume produced by the
proposed Project would not have a significant adverse impact on the wastewater treatment services provided
by SPMUD.

The proposed Project’s internal wastewater conveyance system would be constructed, as needed, and would be
adequately sized to accommodate Project-related wastewater flows. The SPMUD requires all facilities to
conform to the district’s Standard Specifications_and the Sewer Code. The City of Rocklin relies on the SPMUD
Sewer Code for all sewer related facilities installed within the city limitsFhe-eitys-Municipal-Code Chapter13-04;
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SPMUD laterals and lines currently located in Sierra College Boulevard, Rocklin Road, and El Don Drive will be
extended into both the North and South Villages. The proposed Project also includes development of internal 8-
inch sewer lines in the North Village; and 8-inch to 24-inch sewer lines within the proposed internal streets right-
of-way of the South Village. Private and public sewer lift stations will also be developed on both the North Village
and South Village (it is likely that the public sewer lift station on the North Village may not be required). The lift

4 Density in this designation is typically calculated using net acreage. No individual parcel which has a Mixed-
Use land use designation is required to build a specific ratio of residential to non-residential development.
Mixed Use designated parcels may be all residential, all non-residential, or a mix of residential and non-
residential uses. However, if residential uses are developed, they must be within the density range assigned
to the Mixed-Use category as noted above.
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station for Parcel C-2 east will be private. The lift station for Parcel A on the North Village, if constructed, will be
public.

Wastewater generated by the proposed Project would be treated at the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant.
The proposed Project’s wastewater generation would represent approximately 0.3813% of the treatment plant’s
total remaining capacity. This increased demand would not be expected to adversely affect the wastewater
treatment plant’s capacity. Because the proposed Project would be served by a wastewater treatment plant
that has adequate capacity to meet the proposed Project’s projected demand and would not require the
construction of a new wastewater treatment plant, the proposed Project’s wastewater impacts would be
considered less than significant.
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From: stacey darkis <sldarkis26@yahoo.com=>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 3:43:34 PM MST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us=

Subject: Opposition to the proposed 108-acre College Park development Draft EIR [DEIR)

RE: Opposition to the proposed 108-acre College Park development Draft EIR
(DEIR)

Dear Mr. Mohlenbrok:

| moved to Rocklin six months ago and live close to Southside Ranch Road. The traffic has
tripled since moving here. | have a T stop sign directly in front of my driveway which has
increased traffic considerably because of the recent road closure on El Don Drive. When | first
moved here the traffic was minimal and the neighborhood quiet. | specifically picked this
neighborhood because it was guiet.

| am vehemently opposed to the proposed 108-acre College Park development Draft EIR (DEIR)
specifically because of the detrimental effect it will have on this entire section of homes, and
primarily because of the increased traffic not only on Sierra College Blvd., Rocklin Road, El Don
Drive, and now Southside Ranch Road. Since finding out about all the approved projects under
construction currently, and now the proposed new prejects, | am writing to you fo please
consider the consequences to the residents.

In addition to all the reasons listed by the “Save East Rocklin® group of residents, | am writing to
you now to try and get you to understand the effects all these developments are doing to the
quality of life in this area and to do whatever we can to stop this development.

Sincerely,

Stacey Darkis

5629 Freeman Drive

Rocklin, CA 95677
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Response to Letter 45: Stacey Darkis, Public Comment Submission
Response 45-1: This comment states “/ moved to Rocklin six months ago and live close to Southside
Ranch Road. The traffic has tripled since moving here. | have a T stop sign directly in front of my
driveway which has increased traffic considerably because of the recent road closure on El Don Drive.
When | first moved here the traffic was minimal and the neighborhood quiet. | specifically picked this
neighborhood because it was quiet.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The commenter provides opening remarks that include concerns for traffic
conditions having worsened since they moved into their house six months ago. The commenter cites
the closure of El Don Drive as potentially being a source of the traffic issues. This comment does not
identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Traffic is discussed in
Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. The comment does not warrant any changes to the text
of this section.

Response 45-2: This comment states “/ am vehemently opposed to the proposed 108-acre College
Park development Draft EIR (DEIR) specifically because of the detrimental effect it will have on this
entire section of homes, and primarily because of the increased traffic not only on Sierra College
Blvd., Rocklin Road, El Don Drive, and now Southside Ranch Road. Since finding out about all the
approved projects under construction currently, and now the proposed new projects, | am writing to
you to please consider the consequences to the residents.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment raises concerns for increased traffic on Sierra College Blvd.,
Rocklin Road, EI Don Drive, and now Southside Ranch Road. This comment does not identify any
specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR, rather it indicates that the increased
traffic is detrimental to the residents in the area. Traffic is discussed in Section 3.14 Transportation
and Circulation. The analysis follows a methodology that is consistent with the professional
standards for traffic engineering, and is consistent with the City’s policies and state laws. The
increased traffic caused by the proposed Project is discussed in Section 3.14, and the text does not
warrant changes based on this comment.

Response 45-3: This comment states “In addition to all the reasons listed by the “Save East Rocklin”
group of residents, | am writing to you now to try and get you to understand the effects all these
developments are doing to the quality of life in this area and to do whatever we can to stop this
development.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
concerns for effects that development has on the quality of life for people in the area. The
commenter is not in support of the project, and would like development to stop. The analysis of
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each of the environmental topics in the DEIR is accurate and does not warrant any changes based
on this comment.
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Response to Letter 46: Sara A. Clark, Shute, Mihaly, & Weinberger LLP

Response 46-1: This comment serves as an introductory statement to identify the commenter is
providing comments on behalf of their client, Save East Rocklin. The commenter further states that
the DEIR does not comply with the requirements of CEQA in that the “DEIR fails to adequately
disclose, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s impacts on wildlife corridors and on riparian habitat,
including the Project’s inadequate riparian setback. Moreover, the Project conflicts with the riparian
setback policy in the City’s General Plan, and therefore violates the California Planning and Zoning
Law, Government Code section 65000 et seq. The DEIR must be revised to remedy these
deficiencies.”

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 4 and 12. The comment is an introduction to
the letter and does not warrant a response beyond that provided in the Master Responses.

Response 46-2: The commenter summarizes the requirements of CEQA and case law and states the
DEIR “falls short of CEQA’s requirements in several respects”. The commenter further states the
DEIR does not accurately disclose baseline environmental conditions, analyze the project’s impacts
on wildlife corridors and riparian habitat, and fails to demonstrate the impacts would be less than
significant or that proposed mitigation would be effective.

The comment is an introduction to Comment 46-3 and does not provide any specific information
errors, oversights, or gaps presented by the commenter that are actionable and could be considered
by the City for incorporation into the EIR. This introductory statement is noted and does not warrant
aresponse.

Response 46-3: This commenter states “The DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate
the Project’s impacts on wildlife corridors” and provides pages of text in support of this statement.

“The DEIR’s analysis of Project Impacts on wildlife movement is inadequate because it fails to disclose
the existence of an important wildlife corridor on the [South Village] site.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4 and 12. The entire corridor of the
unnamed tributary to Secret Ravine Creek will be preserved intact, and will continue to allow for
wildlife movement to and from areas to the west and east of the two Project sites. Notably, however,
some of those external areas provide for more constricted movements than the preserved onsite
corridor will provide; and the surrounding areas are generally urbanized. So, the areas to which the
preserved corridor will continue to connect may have limited value as habitat.

The commenter’s statements to the effect that a number of the special status species are likely to
“utilize the corridor” are inaccurate or misleading. Northern harrier nest and forage in grasslands
and open marshy areas — this species is unlikely to use the riparian corridor at all. This species is
most likely to be found in the grasslands in the North Village. The other bird species listed certainly
may utilize the riparian corridor; however, it is misleading to include them in a discussion about
movement corridors, as they certainly don’t need a habitat corridor for movement; they can easily
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fly over urban areas to access different habitat patches, and a number of them have been
documented nesting in urban areas.

The riparian corridor that borders the east-west oriented drainage on-site (the tributary to Secret
Ravine) could be used as a wildlife movement corridor for common species as asserted by the
commenter. The two north-south oriented riparian areas would not be considered “movement
corridors” as both originate in urban areas, and, as such, would not be a natural habitat from which
wildlife is moving.

Importantly, the overall “corridor” is interrupted by local roadways in several locations that do not
afford significant room for wildlife below-grade passage under the roadways. This includes Sierra
College Boulevard, a regional roadway. The Project’s riparian avoidance area along the tributary to
Secret Ravine preserves a similar or wider riparian corridor than is present in many areas upstream
and downstream of the site. Downstream of the site, near Aguilar Road, the preserved riparian
corridor is roughly 100 feet wide, and upstream of the site, south of Cobble Creek Circle, the corridor
narrows to roughly 110 feet wide. The on-site corridor is between 180 and 300 feet in most areas,
which is consistent with what is proposed within this Project site. The minimum width of the east-
west riparian avoidance corridor is 165 feet, and the width is over 250 feet in most areas. The
corridor is over 300 feet wide in many areas, and the maximum width is 390 feet. If this corridor is
indeed serving as a movement corridor for wildlife, then that wildlife must by definition be moving
between the habitat patches within the riparian habitat corridors on either side of the Project site.
As the existing habitat corridors are similar to, and in many cases narrower than the proposed
corridor, implementation of the Proposed project will not have a significant impact on movement
of wildlife through the riparian corridor along the tributary to Secret Ravine within the Project site.

Response 46-4: This commenter states “The DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate
the Project’s impacts on riparian habitat” and provides pages of text in support of this statement.

“[T]he EIR presents incomplete and erroneous information about the riparian habitat on the [South
Village] Project site and fails to adequately assess and mitigate for the Project’s significant impacts.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Response 46-3 above. The riparian corridor addressed in
that response will be preserved, except for minor intrusions allowed by City General Plan policy.

The Biological Resources Report prepared for the Project states that “[t]he riparian zone within the
Western Study Area has been largely avoided by the proposed development” with the exception of
“five road, trail, and utility crossing,” most of which already exist. (DEIR, Appendix C, p. 33 and Figure
11.) This report, prepared by expert biologists at Madrone Ecological Consulting, presents ample
substantial evidence to support this statement. (See Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21082.2, subd. (c),
21168.5; Association of Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003), 107 Cal.App.4th 1383, 1396-
97 [agency was entitled to rely on analysis prepared by biologist]; South of Market Community
Action Network v. City and County of San Francisco (2019), 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 339 [agency was
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entitled to rely on “its own experts and consultants”]; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles (1984) 153
Cal.App.3d 391, 413 [agency may rely on opinions of agency planning staff].) The commenter has
not presented any evidence to the contrary, nor have they identified any expert resources upon
which they have relied for their conclusions. Conversely, Madrone Ecological Consulting is an expert
biological resources firm that is widely used with an excellent regional and local reputation that
employs highly qualified biologists.

The commenter challenges the impact conclusions associated with riparian habitat, and cites the
permanent loss of aquatic resources, but they do not explain why the “no net loss” measure for
aquatic resources in Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 does not mitigate impacts to aquatic resources. (DEIR,
pp. 3.4-38 to 3.4-9.) This is a common and legally upheld CEQA mitigation measure with specific
performance criteria for ensuring a biological resource is not significantly impacted. (California
Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 619-25 (CNPS) [upholding
“no net loss” of wetlands mitigation measure]; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15370, subd. (e)
[compensation is a valid form of mitigation].) To the extent that a “no net loss” performance
standard “nets out” the impact at issue, Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 goes beyond the call of duty under
CEQA. (Save Panoche Valley v. San Benito County (20130 217 Cal.App.4th 503, 529 [“[t]he goal of
mitigation measures is not to net out the impact of a proposed project, but to reduce the impact to
insignificant levels”].)

The commenter also cites the permanent loss of terrestrial habitat as means to challenge the impact
conclusions associated with riparian habitat. The commenter do not acknowledge, however, that
“the terrestrial vegetation communities on the Project site are not considered sensitive habitats”
(DEIR, p. 3.4-40) pursuant to “local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the CDFW or USFWS”
(DEIR, p. 3.4-39) and therefore their loss is not considered significant (DEIR, p. 3.4-40). The threshold
used for riparian habitat in the DEIR was derived from questions posed in the CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G checklist. That checklist, adopted by regulation, states, in item 8 under the heading,
“Evaluation of Environmental Impacts,” that “lead agencies should normally address the questions
from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is
selected.” The checklist asks the planners and scientists who prepared it whether a proposed project
would “[h]ave a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department
of Fish and [Wildlife] Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service.” This focus on riparian habitats and
sensitive natural communities specifically “identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations”
or by the expert state and federal wildlife agencies indicates that the focus of CEQA analysis on
impacts to natural communities should be those that are considered particularly important either in
the law or in the minds of expert agencies.

The commenter also does not acknowledge that the majority of the road, trail, and utility crossings,
which are specifically mentioned in the comments as negatively impactful to riparian habitat,
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already exist. Thus, the Project does not create these theoretical impacts. In fact, the Project would
reduce the severity of any ongoing existing impacts to riparian areas associated with these trails and
crossings, as discussed below.

Currently, these trails and crossings on the South Village site are regularly being used by nearby
residents for unauthorized recreational activities. Save East Rocklin stated via another attorney
representative that “existing residents residing surrounding...the proposed Project site (South
Village)” have been using trails near and over the unnamed tributary “for over 30 years.” The existing
use represents an ongoing and unauthorized impact to riparian habitat surrounding the tributary.
The Project would bring these impactful activities to a halt and would preserve and protect the
riparian habitat surrounding this tributary with a minimum 50-foot buffer in which vehicles owned
and operated by nearby residents and personal recreational structures would not be allowed. In this
manner, the Project will improve conditions for riparian habitat beyond what currently exists.

Response 46-5: This commenter states “The DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate
the Project’s conflict with the City’s riparian setback policy” and provides pages of text in support of
this statement.

“The DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s conflict with the City’s
riparian setback policy [Action Step OCRA-11 of the City’s General Plan]” on the South Village site.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 1, 2, 4, and 12.

As noted in Table A-2 of the City’s General Plan Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element
contains forty-two General Plan Policy Action Steps (OCRAs).> The eleventh of these steps, OCRA-
11, states the following in relevant part:

Apply open space easements to all lands located within 50 feet from the edge of the bank
of all perennial and intermittent streams and creeks providing natural drainage. The
easement will also extend to include associated riparian habitat. In addition, the City may
designate an easement greater than 50 feet for perennial streams when it is determined
such a buffer is necessary to adequately protect drainage and habitat areas.... However,
features which may be considered acceptable within the 50 foot setback, buffer area and/or
open space easements include, but are not limited to, de-minimis encroachments of a public
thoroughfare, bridges, trails, drainage facilities, utilities, and fencing intended to delineate
or protect a specific resource.... The above setbacks and buffers shall demonstrate that
literal application of this Action Plan item would preclude all economically viable use of the
land under existing zoning.

5 City of Rocklin General Plan, Summary of Goals and Policies & Action Plans (October 2012), available
at https://www.rocklin.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-attachments/table_a-2_-_open_space_-
_revised_2015_ulop.pdf.
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With the goal of ensuring compliance with OCRA-11, City staff, the District, the Applicants, and a
team of biologists and engineers delineated the riparian corridor surrounding the intermittent
stream on the South Village site. As detailed in the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) (included
within the DEIR as Appendix C), the boundaries of the riparian corridor as defined by the City’s
Riparian Policy were finalized following a field review of the boundaries with City staff. This included
mapping the extent of perennial hydrophytic vegetation along the drainages within the Study Area.
In some areas, the extent of the riparian zone correlated with the edge of the mapped riparian
wetlands. As shown in Figure 1 in Master Response 4, there are three boundaries: 1) 50 feet
minimum Buffer from Edge of Creek, 2) Preliminary Riparian Boundary (8.5 acres), and 3) Approved
Riparian Boundary (9.6 acres). Based on the mapping and field verification effort, the City then
defined the area to be preserved as the greater of the Approved Riparian Boundary and the 50 foot
creek buffer which is represented in Figure 2 in the Master Response 4. The total area preserved in
the Approved Creek and Riparian Setback is 10.9 acres. It is noted that in some places the 50 feet
minimum buffer is extent of the open area, while in many areas the setback reaches approximately
175 feet from the edge of creek. It is noted that there is an existing sewer line and trail, which are
considered to be acceptable in the setback areas under Open Space, Conservation and Recreation
Element Action 11 (OCRA-11) given that they exist already, and will ensure long-term access to the
line for maintenance. Overall, the buffer meets, and at many points substantially exceeds, the buffer
requirements of OCRA-11. Qualified biologists and engineers in consultation with City staff
delineated this buffer; City staff approved it as compliant with OCRA-11; and the Applicants designed
the Project around these buffers. In several locations, the buffer exceeds 50 feet by up to or greater
than 100 feet (see Master Response 4 for more detail).

As the CEQA lead agency in charge of creating these General Plan policies, the City receives judicial
deference with respect to how it implements and interprets its own policies. (Gray v. County of
Madera (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1129-30 (Gray) [“[i]t is well settled that a County is entitled to
considerable deference in the interpretation of its own General Plan”]; Save our Peninsula
Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142 (Save Our
Peninsula) [“the body which adopted the general plan policies in its legislative capacity has unique
competence to interpret those policies when applying them in its adjudicatory capacity”; “[b]ecause
policies in a general plan reflect a range of competing interests, the governmental agency must be
allowed to weigh and balance the plan’s policies when applying them, and it has broad discretion to
construe its policies in light of the plan’s purposes”]; see also Berkeley Hills Watershed Coalition v.
City of Berkeley (2019) 31 Cal.App.5th 880, 896 (Berkeley Hills), quoting Anderson First Coalition v.
City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 1193 [“a city’s interpretation of its own ordinance
““is entitled to great weight unless it is clearly erroneous or unauthorized”‘]; Joshua Tree Downtown
Business Alliance v. County of San Bernardino (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 677, 696 [a local agency’s
“findings that the project is consistent with its general plan can be reversed only if it is based on
evidence from which no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion”].)
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A 2021 decision of the Third District Court of Appeal provides an example of judicial deference given
to local agencies on such issues. In Old East Davis Neighborhood Association v. City of Davis, (2021)
73 Cal. App 5th 895, the court deferred to the determination by the City of Davis that a proposed
mixed-use project with a multi-level apartment complex ““‘would be substantially consistent with
the applicable design guidelines.” The court said that ““we accord great deference to the agency’s

determination.”” (quoting Save our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors
(2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142.)

Response 46-6: This commenter states “The Project’s conflict with the General Plan’s riparian
setback policy violates state planning and zoning law.

“The Project conflicts with the General Plan’s riparian setback policy (Action Step OCRA-11) and
therefore violates state planning and zoning law.”

As discussed in Response 46-5, the Project does not conflict with the General Plan’s riparian setback
policy set forth in Action Step OCRA-11. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the City’s General
Plan and does not violate the State’s Planning and Zoning Law that requires such consistency.

Response 46-7: This comment serves as conclusionary statement referencing the previously
addressed comments. The commenter states the Project’s riparian buffer should be expanded to a
100-foot setback on both sides of the creek on the South Village parcel.

This comment is addressed under Response 46-5. The comment does not warrant any changes to
the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected
officials for their consideration.

Response 46-8: This comment is part of a comment letter dated November 4, 2021 that was
submitted directly to the City in response to the DEIR and is included as Comment Letter 28.

Responses to the comments are provided in Responses 28-1 through 28-11.

Response 46-9: This comment is comprised of photographs as an attachment to Comment Letter
28, described above.
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From: sue ingle <wescottsue@att.net=

Date: November 8, 2021 at 4:27:43 PM MST

To: David Maohlenbrok <David. Mohlenbrok @rocklin.ca.us»

Cc: Jack Sanchez <jlsanchez33@zmail.com>

Subject: Public comment on Agular Creek Tributary and new Housing Development

Tao David Mohlenbrok,

Please consider the following for the watershed, Agular Creek Tributary, and the new housing development that is under review
by the Rocklin City Council.

The Aguilar Tributary, a creek drainage that runs through Sierra College in Rocklin is a fish and wildlife habitat that needs to be
protected.

Allow 100 feet from the creek to be designated as a fish and wildlife easement and no building on this easement. Although, The
current Rocklin building standards for new construction next to an existing watershed is 50 feet. | propose extending the
watershed protection to 100 feet.

Once Undeveloped land is covered with homes, asphalt or concrete, it will never be a wildlife corridor again. 1t also prohibits
ground water sequestration. Rain water that has been soaking into the earth at this location will be channeled through storm
drains. This will develop local flooding in the creek during heavy rainfall.

Flease consider allowing 3 story consfruction on properties next to the Aguilar Creek to compensate for the additional 50 feet
easement.

Provide nature walking trail through the new 100 feet easement, enhanced with added trees and native planis.

Homes south of the project are in a known 100 year flood plain. What are staff proposing to mitigate flooding on this
development?

| am a recent retired Environmental Scientist from the California Environmental Protection Agency. | live in Placer County and
would like to see new developments plan for future wildlife habitats and protect salmon and other native fish.

Respectiully,

Sue Ingle

160 Wescott Court
Auburn, Ca 95803

530-401-0611
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Response to Letter 47: Sue Ingle, Public Comment Submission

Response 47-1: This comment states that the Aguilar Tributary, a creek drainage that runs through
Sierra College in Rocklin, is a fish and wildlife habitat that needs to be protected. The commenter
requests that 100 feet from the creek be designated as a fish and wildlife easement and no building
be allowed on this easement. The commenter acknowledges that the current Rocklin building
standards for new construction next to an existing watershed is 50 feet, but they propose to extend
that standard to protect 100 feet. The commenter notes that “Once Undeveloped land is covered
with homes, asphalt or concrete, it will never be a wildlife corridor again. It also prohibits ground
water sequestration. Rain water that has been soaking into the earth at this location will be
channeled through storm drains. This will develop local flooding in the creek during heavy rainfall.”
The commenter also requests consideration for three story construction on properties next to the
Aguilar Creek to compensate for the additional 50 feet easement and suggest that a nature trail
should be provided in the new 100-foot easement, enhanced with added trees and native plants.
The commenter asks “Homes south of the project are in a known 100 year flood plain. What are staff
proposing to mitigate flooding on this development?” The comment closes by indicating that they
are a retired Environmental Scientist from the California Environmental Protection Agency, living in
Placer County, and would like to see new developments plan for future wildlife habitats and protect
salmon and other native fish.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, 4, and 12.
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The DEIR fails to fully analyze, underestimates, and fails to acknowledge the long-term negative
impact on this community and the health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of the City
of Rocklin. Negatively impacted are current Rocklin residents who live in the immediate area
of the College Park development, residents of Southeast Rocklin, residents of the Town of
Loomis which immediately borders this development to the East, and future visitors. employees,
and residents of the North and South College Park Villages and the Southeast Rocklin area. In
addition, the DEIR quotes data from surveys that have been superseded, outdated, or references
links that are no longer active, and overall, fails to identify many of the impacts that will occur as
a result of the College Park Project, as described in the DEIR.

CEQA Obligation to Balance Public Objectives

CEQA imposes an obligation on government agencies to balance a variety of public objectives,
including economic, environmental, and social factors when considering proposed development.
Given the unprecedented nature of this project within the City of Rocklin, and the significant
adverse environmental impacts this proposed project will have on the Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation and
Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources Ultilities and Service Systems , this proposed development
must be rejected, and alternatives which have lesser impacts on the community be considered.

Zoning

While the City of Rocklin has general police powers that authorize the zoning of the community,
zoning and zoning changes must be rationally related to a legitimate government purpose.

The City is also required to legislate to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of its
citizens. The College Park Project places the entire Southeast Rocklin community at risk of
significant adverse health and safety risks if the College Park Development is adopted as
proposed in the DEIR.

e What is the legitimate government purpose that calls for the intensity of land-usage on
the College Park Development creating a level of density that is proposed?

e What legitimate government purpose enables the City of Rocklin to disregard or discount
the risks to the residents of Southeast Rocklin as a result of this Project as proposed? As
acknowledged in the DEIR, compromised individuals or elderly residents with pre-
existing medical conditions (sensitive receptors) may find their conditions worsened by
construction-related impacts of this Project.

e This project results in overwhelming significant impacts to Aesthetics, Air Quality,
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use
and Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation and Traffic, Tribal Cultural Resources Utilities and Service Systems that
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These measures cannot be considered effectively reducing community pollutant impact due to
construction. These are requirements imposed on the construction crew and are to be enforced
by the construction crew.

o  Where is the enforcement arm of these regulations?
e Who ensures compliance with these requirements?

Of course, there are compliance employees in the City of Rocklin; however, based on my
experience with the Rocklin Meadows development in Rocklin, these “requirements” are
meaningless and not enforceable.

48-7 Cont.
Multiple complaints submitted by residents in my neighborhood regarding Rocklin Meadows
construction activity which violated the requirements above, have been called into the City of
Rocklin.  Our neighborhood, our homes, our families. have all been impacted by uncontrolled
dust, and noise from the Rocklin Meadows construction site. Violations on the construction site
included diesel engines which idled for far longer than 5-minutes, violations on the weekends
and weekdays regarding start times for construction activity, lack of water trucks to contain dirt
within the jobsite - have all contributed to the damages we have incurred. These violations and
infractions have been reported to the City Enforcement officers, and the conduct does not
change, and the harm to residents of Rocklin — including adverse impacts to health and property
— continues.

The College Park Project will have a significant unmitigated impact on Biological
Resources

The City of Rocklin General Plan contains the following goals and policies that are relevant to
biological resources:

Open Space and Recreation Element:

Goal for the conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources: conserve and
protect natural resources while permitting their managed use, consistent with City, State, and
Federal requirements.

; . : 48-8
Policy OCR-39: Require the protection of wetlands, vernal pools, and rare, threatened and endangered
species of both plants and animals through either avoidance of these resources, or implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures where avoidance is not feasible, as determined by the City of Rocklin.

Policy OCR-42: Encourage projects to be designed in a manner that protects heritage oak trees and other
botanically unique vegetation designated to be retained.

Policy OCR-43: Mitigate for removal of oak trees and impacts to oak woodlands in accordance
with the City of Rocklin’s Oak tree Preservation ordinance, or for projects located in zones not
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directly addressed by the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance mitigation measures, on a project-by-
project basis through the planning review and entitlement process.

In reading the impact to the oak woodlands, as well as the impact to wetlands, this Project as described in
the DEIR does not appear to meet the goals and policies of the Rocklin General Plan as described above.

Oak Removal

The DEIR states “for those projects in which the city as required fees for oak tree removal
mitigation, the fees are deposited into the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Fund. This fund is used
by the City to help purchase woodland preserves, such as the 21-acre addition to Johnson
Springview Park, the 184-acre South Whitney Recreation Area, and other preserve areas where
new oak woodlands are being developed.

The College Project will directly impact 1,393 healthy oak trees within the study area,
approximately 72 percent of the oaks located within the project borders. As summarized in
Table 3.4-6, oaks with a cumulative DBH of 12,780 inches and a canopy of 16.61 acres would be
impacted by the project. The City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines (Guidelines)
state that “on-site mitigation in the form of planting replacement trees is preferred.

However, the DEIR states that “as the majority of the avoided habitats will already be woodlands
or wetlands, planting replacement trees is not a feasible alternative” (DEIR 3.4-43). The
Guidelines go on to state that “off-site tree replacement, contributions to the Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Fund, and dedication to land instead of paying mitigation fees shall also be
considered”.

Under the oak mitigation plan a 22.5-acre mitigation Area would be set aside for these impacts to
native oak trees. The Mitigation Area is located along Secret Ravine Creek. However, this
mitigation measure does not meet the 2:1 replacement trees required by the Guidelines, nor does
the DEIR identify the specific location of the 22.5-acre mitigation area. Therefore, this
mitigation measure should not result in the conclusion that the removal of 72% of healthy oak
trees within the project site is ‘less than significant’.

This approach clearly contravenes the goal of social justice as written in the Rocklin City Plan.
To remove trees from one area of Rocklin and to fail to meet the replacement tree planting
requirement — or to purchase woodlands or identify a mitigation area outside of this community
as a way to “minimize” the loss of the trees violates the goal of social justice. This negative
impact is experienced by the Southeast Rocklin community — and the woodlands purchased by
the City with the Oak Preservation funds are located in Rocklin communities outside the
boundaries of the Southeast Rocklin Community. The burden is placed on this small
community within Rocklin to bear the unmitigated impact of tree removal, without an off-setting
benefit. The oak mitigation fees collected by the City of Rocklin are invested in oak groves
elsewhere — and that is unjust.

48-8 Cont.
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As shown in table 3.4-4 of the approximately 9.065 acre of aquatic resources mapped within the
study area, 0.971 acre will be impacted by the proposed project. This sensitive aquatic habitat
would be permanently lost.

The mitigation measure is to apply for a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for replacement of this habitat at a location acceptable to the USACE.

Where is this location? This mitigation appears to violate the goal of social justice, in that one
area of Rocklin is required to suffer a “loss™, and another area, yet to be identified, will derive
the benefit.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-9

The Project Developer shall be required to fence the trees to be preserved during
construction. Fencing should be located 3-feet outside the dripline of the tree. Itis the
responsibility of the property owner and workers on the site to assure that the fence
remains in its proper location and at its proper height during construction.

This is not a reasonable mitigation measure to protect trees on the project site. This is not
enforceable and will likely result in the loss of trees beyond the 1,393 already identified as
impacted by the College Park Project.

The roots of oak trees extend 50 feet or more beyond the dripline. As such, fencing 3 feet
beyond the dripline is inadequate and may result in damage to the oak trees identified to be
protected from the development impacts.

48-9 Cont.
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attempted to explain why so many of my calls went unanswered and unreturned: the City had a
voice mail issue during the remote deployment due to COVID-19.

My entire family was watching out for these trees and working feverishly to save them from the
effects of the development as we live immediately adjacent to the Rocklin Meadows
development site — but who will work to protect the trees from the developer on the College Park
site?

Who is to enforce the mitigation measures above? Without enforcement, these measures offered
in mitigation are meaningless.
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3.14-7: Project implementation would not result in inadequate emergency vehicle access
(less than significant).

This is an inaccurate statement. In current road conditions, it is sometimes impossible to make a
left turn from Aguilar Road onto Rocklin Road — and this is still while COVID-19 restrictions
are in place, and Sierra College student-traffic is lower than pre-COVID levels.

All lanes of Rocklin Road are full of cars — with no room to navigate through a center lane
available for turning. Emergency vehicles have been impacted — and worse yet, drivers fail to
observe the rules of the road, spacing and stopping with distances appropriate to keep
intersections clear. Further, the lights at Rocklin Road/Aguilar are not in sync with the lights at
I-80/Rocklin Road, which causes significant delays in traffic movement and significant backlogs
of cars. To add an additional 10,400 daily vehicle trips (Fehr & Peers, 2021) — and almost 1,500
peak hour trips is unconscionable given the current state of the roads.

The ambulances that service our area may come from the Fire Department located on Rocklin
Road or from the Roseville area, using I-80. If a resident is transported to the medical centers
in Roseville, these ambulance transports will head east on Rocklin Road to the I-80/Rocklin
Road westbound entrance ramp. How do they get past the queuing traffic on Rocklin Road or
on the freeway exit ramps when there is a life-or-death emergency? How do the DEIR authors
conclude that the impact is “less than significant?”

During the October 26, 2021 Rocklin City Council Meeting, a resident in the Greenbrae Road /
Monument Springs community cited their experience in July 2021, waiting for the Rocklin Fire
Department to respond to a house fire. Despite several calls to 911 requesting Fire Department
response, there was a 28-minute delay before the fire trucks arrived on the scene. This is an
unacceptable level of response, and one that certainly refutes the average response time provided
by the City. To approve a development of this size which would add a significant amount of
traffic in this community and VMT load on Rocklin Road without first providing for the
roadway improvements and infrastructures is unacceptable to the community in SE Rocklin, and
a disservice to all residents in this area. To cite future improvements that are planned five or
six years in the future puts the lives of all residents of SE Rocklin in jeopardy and at imminent
risk of harm.

While widening of Rocklin Road is a “planned” project that is identified in the 2020 MTP/SCS
project, planned projects include those projects with no funding. However, the DEIR in section
4.0-20, states that a “key roadway network assumption within the model for this study area™ is
the expansion of Rocklin Road to 6-lanes between I-80 and Sierra College Blvd.”

How do the DEIR authors conclude that the impact is “less than significant?””  If this
conclusion is based on the “assumption” that Rocklin Road will be expanded to a 6-lane
roadway, that conclusion is premature based on lack of funding and commitment for Rocklin
Road expansion.

- How does the city approve development that may cost residents of Southeast Rocklin their
lives as a result in delays in receiving emergency responses?
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Rocklin Road East at Aguilar. Note the lanes of traffic as well as the inconsistent traffic lights.

Rocklin Road / Sierra College Daily Trip Numbers — April 2016 observation is outdated

Cited by the DEIR in Section 3.14-3, in April 2016 daily trip numbers for Rocklin Road were
identified as 26,900. The Sierra College daily trip numbers totaled 24,300 from an observation
made in April 2016.

The City of Rocklin most recently stands at a population of 72,339, as of 2021. Out city has
been growing at a rate of 2.49% per year. To take daily trip numbers from 2016 and publish
them in a document dated September 2021 paints a low and unrealistic picture of the actual
traffic levels on these roads. Both Sierra College and Rocklin Road will experience a significant
increase in vehicular travel and VMT — and to cite numbers from an April 2016 traffic
observation is irrelevant, as more than 5 %2 years have elapsed since this observation, and the
population within the City of Rocklin has increased by 13.7%.

This daily trip number cited in the DEIR is invalid and outdated.

2016-2020: Traffic Accident Data Rocklin Road and Sierra College in the Top S locations

Rocklin Road is a difficult road to navigate right now with our current population and current
traffic conditions.

Data obtained from the Rocklin Police Department for the years 2016-2020 consistently shows
Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd in the top 5 locations for collisions by quarter. There are
20 quarters of data listed below — in every quarter for the 5 years listed, Rocklin Road and /or
Sierra College are listed.

Adding additional VMT, pedestrians, buses, and bicyclists without meaningful, planned, and
improved road improvements places all users of these roadways at heightened risk of collision
and injuries. Most at risk are those residents of the Southeast Rocklin community, including
those residents of low-income housing. This impact is unacceptable and violates the goal of
social justice.
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THE COLLEGE PARK PROJECT WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED
IMPACT ON NOISE

The City of Rocklin Noise Element Goals and Policies are stated as follows in the DEIR 3.11-9:

I

2:

To protect City residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive
noise.

To protect the economic base of the City by discouraging noise-sensitive land uses from
encroaching upon existing or planned noise-producing uses.

To encourage the application of innovative land use planning methodologies in areas of
potential noise conflicts.

Policy N-1. Determine noise compatibility between land uses, and to provide a basis for
developing 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.

Policy N-2. Emphasize site planning and project design to achieve the standards of this
Noise Element. The use of noise barriers shall be considered a means of achieving the
noise standards; however, the construction of aesthetically intrusive wall heights shall be
discouraged.

Policy N-3. Ensure that stationary noise sources do not interfere with sleep by applying
an interior hourly maximum noise level design standard of 45 dBA in the enclosed
sleeping areas of residences affected by stationary noise sources. This standard assumes
doors and windows are closed.

Policy N-4. Restrict development of noise-sensitive land uses where the noise levels due
to existing or planned stationary noise sources will exceed the exterior stationary noise
level design standards of the Noise Element unless effective noise mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the project.

Policy N-5. Evaluate and mitigate as appropriate, noise created by proposed stationary
noise sources so that the exterior stationary noise level design standards of the Noise
Element are not exceeded.

Policy N-6. Apply the noise level design standards contained within Table 2-1 of the
Noise Element [Table 3.11-4 of this section] to Policies N-4 and N-35.

The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories:

« Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction.
« Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning; and
« Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling. DEIR reference.

Analysis from a nationally representative health interview and examination survey found that
nearly one in four (24 percent) of U.S. adults aged 20 to 69 years has features of his or her
hearing test in one or both ears that suggest noise-induced hearing loss (NIHL). One in eight
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4. What are the proposed mitigation measures to protect these sensitive receptors during the
construction phase?

- DEIR Error - Stationary Noise Sources — South Village Description references the
North Village

In the DEIR section entitled South Village — Stationary Noise, the North Village profile and
characteristics are cited. DEIR, Section 3.11 / PDF page 434. However, in the actual
paragraph description, the North Village is cited in the South Village summary.

North Village. The North Village site vicinity consists of residential, recreational, institutional,
and open spaces uses. The primary sources of stationary noise in the vicinity of the North Village
site are urban-related activities (e.g., heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units, parking
areas, and conversations) and recreational activities associated with the Sierra College stadium
(e.g.., stadium speaker system, crowds cheering) and the equestrian center (e.g., direct noise
from horses and onsite animals, maintenance activities, conversations). The noise associated with
these sources may represent a single-event or a continuous occurrence.

South Village. The South Village site vicinity consists of residential and commercial/office uses.
The primary sources of stationary noise in the vicinity of the North Village site are urban-related
activities (e.g., lawn mowers, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units, car doors, and
conversations). The noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event or a
continuous occurrence.

The primary sources of stationary noise must be identified relative to the South Village site.
The DEIR as written is incorrect as it fails to identify sources of noise affecting the South
Village site.

- Village 8 and Village 5 of the North Village site exceed the City’s Noise Standards;
proposed mitigation contradicts the City of Rocklin Noise Element and must be
reconsidered

Village 8 and Village 5 of the North Village site exceed the City’s exterior noise standards. To
reduce the impact of the exterior traffic noise on the proposed sensitive receptors at the North
Village site, the applicant will be required to incorporate barriers consistent with those shown in
Table 3.11-8 into the final Project design, as required by Mitigation Measure 3.11-1.
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Response to Letter 48: Kathleen Schramm, Public Comment Submission
Response 48-1: This comment is an opening statement by the commenter, providing a summary of
the Project and identifying several environmental topical areas of which the commenter notes the
Project will “generate a multitude of significant, unmitigated impacts”, which are further described
in the comment letter. The comment states that the “DEIR fails to fully analyze, underestimates, and
fails to acknowledge the long-term negative impact on this community and the health, safety, and
general welfare of the residents of the City of Rocklin....In addition, the DEIR quotes data from
surveys that have been superseded, outdated, or references links that are no longer active, and
overall, fails to identify many of the impacts that will occur as a result of the College Park Project, as
described in the DEIR.”

This introductory statement is noted. The comment does not raise specific issues with the EIR, rather
it introduces the commenters concerns for specific environmental topics that are discussed further
within the comment letter and makes a general statement regarding the DEIR analysis and
information used within the DEIR; however, specific references in the DEIR are not provided for
comment. No further response is warranted.

Response 48-2: This comment notes CEQA’s obligation on government agencies to balance a variety
of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors when considering
proposed development; references environmental topical areas as having a significant adverse
impact; and states the “proposed development must be rejected, and alternatives which have lesser
impacts on the community be considered”.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 7, and Response 8-32. These comments
are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
It should be noted that the commenter identifies several environmental topical areas as having a
significant adverse impact; however, as demonstrated in the DEIR, potential project impacts would
be less than significant or reduced to a less than significant level for all environmental topic areas
with the exception of project and cumulative air quality, public services (schools), and transportation
and circulation impacts.

Response 48-3: This comment states that “While the City of Rocklin has general police powers that
authorize the zoning of the community, zoning and zoning changes must be rationally related to a
legitimate government purpose” and “The City is also required to legislate to protect the health,
safety, and general welfare of its citizens.” The comment further states that the project would put
the Rocklin community at risk and references project construction activities worsening conditions
of compromised individuals or elderly residents with pre-existing medical conditions. The
commenter lists several environmental topical areas as resulting in significant impacts and states
they “cannot be mitigated”. The commenter also asks “What is the legitimate government purpose
that calls for the intensity of land-usage on the College Park Development creating a level of density
that is proposed?”
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This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 7, 8, and 9. These comments are noted
and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. As noted
the DEIR, potential project impacts would be less than significant or reduced to a less than significant
level for all environmental topic areas with the exception of project-level and cumulative-level air
quality, public services (schools), and transportation and circulation impacts.

With respect to construction-related air quality emissions, DEIR Section 3.3, Air Quality, provides an
analysis of potential air quality impacts associated with project construction activities. This topic is
also discussed in Master Response 11.

Response 48-4: This comment references California Planning and Zoning Law and that local land use
approvals must be consistent with a jurisdiction’s general plan and makes references to case law.
The commenter further references the City of Rocklin General Plan: “The City of Rocklin General
Plan guides physical development of the land and expresses community goals allowing growth to
meet community needs, while preserving environmental and historical integrity” and provides a link
to the Rocklin General Plan on the City’s website. The commenter also references environmental
justice and “The City’s goal is to provide a healthy and equitable environment for all citizens.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR and does not
warrant any changes based on this comment. It is noted that environmental justice is not an issue
that must be addressed pursuant to CEQA.

Response 48-5: This comment references the General Plan and states that “The College Park
Development as proposed in the DEIR, fails to attain the goal of environmental justice, as well as
fails to comply with the overall intent of the General Plan.” The comment further notes that the
proposed development will subject residents to “excessive noise, air pollution, traffic, which is a
disproportionate, unduly burdensome cost —and far from equitable — as a result of the College Park
land use density...” and restates that the project will result in unmitigable and significant impacts to
the environmental topic areas addressed in the DEIR.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin elected officials for their
consideration. The comment does not provide specific information on how the project would fail to
attain the goal of environmental justice or the overall intent of the General Plan. As demonstrated
in the DEIR, potential project impacts would be less than significant or reduced to a less than
significant level for all environmental topic areas with the exception of air quality, public services
(schools), and transportation and circulation impacts, discussed further below. It is noted that
environmental justice is not an issue that must be addressed pursuant to CEQA.

Master Response 11 provides a response to air quality related comments.

DEIR Impact 3.13-3 addresses whether the project might result in any substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the construction of new or physically altered school facilities needed to
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handle the student population associated with the Project. A key point to note here is that Impact
3.13-3 is focused on environmental impacts that could result from new or expanded school facility
construction. The “impact” at issue is not the generation of students by itself or whatever financial
burdens school districts might face in trying to accommodate an increased student population.
Rather, the analysis is concerned with the kinds of environmental impacts associated with any new
or expanded school development.

After stating that “[t]he Project would not directly include development of any school facilities,” the
DEIR notes that the Loomis Unified School District (LUSD) “is currently in the process of acquiring a
site for a new school and associated facilities.” (Id., at p. 3.13-23.) The text goes on to state that “[a]t
this stage, the environmental effects of this future school facility are undetermined. Depending on
the ultimate location, it is possible that development of the future Loomis school site would result
in environmental effects. The proposed project would indirectly contribute to any impacts
associated with that school because of the new students that are added from the proposed Project.”
(Ibid.) Faced with this uncertainty, the DEIR called the potential “environmental effects of the future
LUSD school facility” significant and unavoidable, but noted that “once an exact location and design
is developed by the School District, it is possible that this impact would be reduced to an insignificant
level[.]” (Ibid.; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15145 [“[i]f, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency
finds that a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion
and terminate discussion of the impact”].)

DEIR Impact 3.14-1 identifies a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the average
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per dwelling unit that would be generated and the additional roadway
capacity that would lead to induced travel and increased VMT as a result of the project. To reduce
the potentially significant impact associated with VMT, the applicant is required to implement
feasible transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, as required by Mitigation 3.14-1,
which would reduce the VMT generated by the proposed Project’s land uses. However, the precise
effectiveness of a given TDM strategy can be difficult to accurately measure due to a number of
factors such as types of tenants, employee responses to strategies, and other factors. Additionally,
it is noted that the VMT reductions would need to be in range of 12 to 25 percent (depending on
the land use type and location) in order to meet the applicable performance standard. Those are
considered robust targets to achieve given the site’s suburban setting and lack of viable alternative
modes. Because there are no assurances that Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 would fully mitigate this
impact, this impact was conservatively identified as significant and unavoidable.

The project would construct a third travel lane on northbound Sierra College Boulevard and a second
travel lane on westbound Rocklin Road along the North Village frontage, consistent with the City of
Rocklin General Plan Circulation Element. Using the City’s travel demand model, these
improvements were shown to generate approximately 3,000 net additional system-wide VMT,
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which is considered a significant impact based on the Technical Advisory guidance that any increase
in VMT caused by a roadway capacity project would be considered significant.

As discussed in the DEIR, to reduce impacts, the applicant would be required to construct a bus
turnout and shelter in the northbound direction of Sierra College Boulevard directly north of Rocklin
Road, as required by Mitigation Measure 3.14-2. This mitigation measure would provide
opportunities for project residents, employees, and customers to use public transit to access each
site instead of driving a passenger vehicle. However, because it cannot be assured that this shift
away from driving to transit would occur, the DEIR conservatively identified this impact as significant
and unavoidable.

Response 48-6: This comment states the “Proposed College Park Development is contradictory to
the Land Acknowledgment written by Sierra College on their website” and provides the following
from the website: “With respect, we acknowledge the Rocklin Campus of Sierra College as the
traditional and unceded land of the Nisenan and Miwok peoples. The Secret Ravine, known in
Nisenan as Hoyok, is home to an ancestral village site protected for generations by local tribal
nations and their members. Sierra College commits to an ongoing relationship with the United
Auburn Indian Community and other local tribes, and to respect the legacy of the first peoples of
this land and their future generations who are an integral part of the Sierra College community.”
(https://www.sierracollege.edu/about-us). The commenter states: “Massive development on land

that was identified for use for public education does not seem to the way Sierra College and the City
of Rocklin should respect the legacy of the Nisenan and Miwok peoples.”

The City of Rocklin has performed tribal consultation and the United Auburn Indian Community
(UAIC), which is made up of Maidu (including Nisenan) and Miwok people, have not expressed
opposition to the project. These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed
and elected officials for their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the
EIR, and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 48-7: This comment references the DEIR air quality analysis and make several statements
regarding the accuracy of information and statements in the DEIR.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 11. Regarding DEIR Impact 3.3-1, the
comment references the “distance to downtown job center, such as the college campus, is
approximately 0.4 miles” and states this is an inaccurate statement. The commenter misconstrues
“downtown job center” to mean the job center of the City of Rocklin Downtown. The use of “job
center” is referring to the college campus and the distance from the college campus and the
proposed development.

The commenter further states that Sierra College is not a job center and the college employees will
not be served by the proposed development and references employee commute time. However,
the comment does not provide any specific information that the proposed development could not
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serve employees of the college. Further, the comment references the DEIR mitigation measures,
which include the infrastructure to support electric vehicles (EV). The commenter questions the
ability for people to purchase EV and states that the DEIR concludes the project will result in an
increase in the purchase of EVs.

It should be noted that the CalEEMod model allows for operational project characteristics to be
included as parameters within the model. These operational characteristics reduce project
operational emissions. However, the DEIR concludes that daily emissions of ROG resulting from
project buildout would still exceed the PCAPCD threshold of significance. Thus, the DEIR identifies
mitigation measures to further reduce emissions, which includes but are not limited to vehicle
charging infrastructure and EV-ready parking spaces, as noted in the comment. The DEIR recognizes
“that quantification of the reduction of emissions associated with most of the measures included in
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 are difficult if not impossible to quantify with a high degree of accuracy.
The DEIR states: “Although Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 requires that operational emissions of ROG to
be reduced below the applicable threshold of significance, there is no guarantee that
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 would reduce such emissions to below the applicable
PCAPCD threshold of 55 pounds per day. Therefore, even with the implementation of identified
mitigation, for the sake of a conservative approach to this analysis, Project-related emissions are
assumed to result in operational ROG emissions that would still exceed the PCAPCD daily significance
threshold, even after implementation of mitigation. This results in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of ROG, for which the Project region is in nonattainment (for ozone) under the applicable
federal and state ambient air quality standard.”

A large proportion of the Project’s ROG emissions are from mobile sources. Under California law,
the local and regional air districts are primarily responsible for controlling air pollution from all
sources except motor vehicles. CARB is primarily responsible for controlling pollution from motor
vehicles. The air districts must adopt rules to achieve and maintain the CAAQS and NAAQS within
their jurisdictions.

The comment also addresses DEIR Impact 3.3-2, which discusses construction air quality. The
commenter states that measures to reduce construction-related air quality impacts cannot be
considered effective in reducing impacts due to construction and that in the commenter’s
experience these measures have not been enforced for the Rocklin Meadows development.

As discussed in DEIR Impact 3-2, the project would be required to comply with applicable PCAPCD
rules and standard conditions of approval, which have been considered within the construction
emission modeling and mitigated emissions generated during Project construction would not
exceed the PCAPCD’s regional thresholds of significance. DEIR mitigation measures will ultimately
be incorporated into a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program intended to ensure compliance
during Project implementation.
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This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The analysis of the topic is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this
comment.

Response 48-8: This comment references General Plan goals and policies specific to biological
resources and states that the “impact to the oak woodlands, as well as the impacts to wetlands...as
described in the DEIR does not appear to meet the goals and policies of the Rocklin General Plan...”
The comment also notes the removal of trees and payment of fees to place trees in other locations
of the City does not benefit the Southeast Rocklin community and provides a list of benefits of trees
in urban environments.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4, 5, and 12, and under Response 41-
2, and 41-4.

Response 48-9: This comment identifies DEIR Mitigation Measures 3.4-5 and 3.4-7 and asks for the
location of the 54.15 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and wetland habitat that would be
protected.

This comment is addressed under Master Response 12.

Response 48-10: This comment identifies DEIR Mitigation Measure 3.4-9 regarding protection of
trees during construction and states the mitigation measure is not enforceable and will result in
damage to the trees.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 5, and under Responses 41-2, and 41-
4,

Response 48-11: This comment references the existing oak trees and concern regarding their
potential damage associated with construction-related impacts. The commenter states placement
of fencing within 3 feet of the oak dripline is too close to the roots to protect oak trees from
construction-related impacts and details their experience associated with construction within the
Sierra Meadows site and their attempts to save trees located along their respective property line.
The commenter questions how the mitigation measures will be enforced.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 5, and under Responses 41-2, and 41-
4,

Response 48-12: This comment references the VMT impacts associated with the project and states
the DEIR Mitigation Measures to reduce VMT impacts will not reduce traffic in this area. The
comment states DEIR Mitigation Measure 3.14-2, regarding the bus turnout and shelter will not
reduce the impact of traffic.

DEIR Mitigation Measure 3.14-2 is in response to the project generating additional system-wide VMT
associated with construction of a third travel lane on northbound Sierra College Boulevard and a
second travel lane on westbound Rocklin Road along the North Village frontage, consistent with the
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City of Rocklin General Plan Circulation Element, which is considered a significant impact based on
the Technical Advisory guidance from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research that any
increase in VMT caused by a roadway capacity project would be considered significant. As discussed
in the DEIR, to reduce impacts, the applicant would be required to construct a bus turnout and
shelter in the northbound direction of Sierra College Boulevard directly north of Rocklin Road, as
required by Mitigation Measure 3.14-2. This mitigation measure would provide opportunities for
project residents, employees, and customers to use public transit to access each site instead of
driving a passenger vehicle. However, because it cannot be assured that this shift away from driving
to transit would occur, the DEIR conservatively identified this impact as significant and unavoidable.

Response 48-13: This comment states the DEIR conclusion regarding the project’s less than
significant queuing impact is incorrect and further states there is an inconsistency in conclusions
since DEIR Section 4.0 (Impact 4.21) states the project would have a significant and unavoidable
impact.

DEIR Section 3.14, Impact 3.14-3 addresses potential project queuing impacts at freeway ramps.
Specifically, the DEIR states that only the 1-80/Sierra College Boulevard westbound loop on-ramp
currently operates with ramp metering. During the AM peak hour, the ramp meter was operational.
Based on the amount of time between successive green lights (which varied), the ramp meter flow
rate was in the range of 400 to 600 vehicles per hour. This on-ramp can store up to 18 vehicles
without vehicular queuing onto Sierra College Boulevard. A maximum of four vehicles were
observed to be simultaneously queued at this ramp meter during the AM peak hour. The proposed
Project would add 40 AM peak hour vehicles and 32 PM peak hour vehicles to this movement. This
level of traffic represents fewer than one vehicle per minute. Thus, the proposed Project would not
cause the on-ramp queue to spill back to Sierra College Boulevard. Thus, no modifications to the on-
ramp ramp meter are warranted. The proposed Project would not cause any freeway off-ramp 95th
percentile queue lengths to exceed their available storage and impacts related to freeway ramp
gueuing are less than significant under Existing Plus Project conditions.

DEIR Section 4.0 includes an analysis of cumulative effects of the project. As stated in the DEIR (page
4.0-3), although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that
project is considered separately, the combined effects of several projects may be significant when
considered collectively. In the case of the queuing at the 1-80 eastbound off-ramp at Rocklin Road
and 1-80 eastbound and westbound off-ramps at Sierra College Boulevard, under cumulative project
conditions (without the proposed project), expected vehicular queues at the 1-80 eastbound off-
ramp at Rocklin Road (PM peak hour), at the 1-80 eastbound off-ramp at Sierra College Boulevard
(AM peak hour), and at the I1-80 westbound off-ramp at Sierra College Boulevard (both AM and PM
peak hours) would reach or exceed the available storage in each off-ramp. Adding the project to
these conditions would exacerbate this queuing issue, which is considered a significant impact.
The City’s CIP/Traffic Impact Fee program currently collects fees to help fund the reconstruction of
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the 1-80/Rocklin Road interchange. The City intends on updating this fee program in the near future
to also include funding for improvements at the 1-80/Sierra College Boulevard interchange. Both
improvements would increase the capacity at the interchange, which would help alleviate queue
spillbacks onto the freeway. However, because it cannot be assured that adequate funds will be
available to fund both interchange improvements and it is not a certainty that identified
improvements will reduce vehicle queues from spilling back onto the freeway, this is considered as
a cumulatively considerable contribution and significant and unavoidable impact.

Response 48-14: This comment states the DEIR’s conclusion that project implementation would not
result in inadequate emergency vehicle access is not accurate and provides their experience with
traffic conditions on Rocklin Road, including photographs, as well as noting a house fire that
occurred within the City and the response time due to traffic. The comment also states the trip
numbers are outdated and provides traffic accident data for Rocklin Road and Sierra College
Boulevard and notes the increased risk for collisions and injuries.

The DEIR and responses to comments contained in this FEIR describe planned improvements at the
I-80/Rocklin Road interchange, improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College
Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required
widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard along the project frontages. These
improvements will help alleviate congestion and queuing that is present along these corridors.
Ongoing traffic analysis for the Project Approval & Environmental Document (PA&ED) process to
upgrade the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange has shown that the proposed Diverging Diamond
Interchange would substantially benefit traffic on Rocklin Road east of I-80. The interchange is being
designed to operate at Caltrans’s standard of LOS D or better and adjacent intersections are being
designed to comply with the City’s LOS C policy.

As discussed in the DEIR, while additional project trips would contribute to existing congestion along
Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road, the additional trips would not impede the ability of the
emergency vehicles to access the sites in a timely manner. Pursuant to California Vehicle Code (CVC)
21806, upon the immediate approach of an authorized emergency vehicle which is sounding a siren
and which has at least one lighted lamp exhibiting red light that is visible, the surrounding traffic
shall yield the right-of-way and immediately drive to the right-hand edge or curb, clear any
intersection, and stop until the authorized vehicle has passed. CVC 21806 ensures that emergency
vehicles have the right-of-way removing potential traffic hazards and delays due to increased
congestion. Additionally, emergency vehicle pre-emption devices are present at traffic signals along
Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road to ensure traffic signals provide a green light in the
direction of the responding emergency vehicle removing additional delays.

The DEIR identifies observed daily trips on segments of Rocklin Road and Sierra College in the vicinity
of the project; however, the traffic analysis utilizes peak hour traffic volumes, which were obtained
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at the study intersections in Fall 2018; therefore, schools were in session at the time of the counts
and typical traffic conditions were observed.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration.

Response 48-15: This comment references the City of Rocklin’s comments provided on a Costco
DEIR by the Town of Loomis and states: “It is inconsistent for the City of Rocklin to object to the
Costco development and impact on ‘prompt access by emergency services’ because of the traffic
gridlock that would result from this project; however, at the same time, adopt a favorable conclusion
on the DEIR for the College Park Project and resulting traffic impacts. The City of Rocklin cannot
maintain two perspectives on the same issue within the same development area — one that favors
the City of Rocklin proposal for development which generates increased traffic on Sierra College
Blvd/Granite Drive/I-80, and another perspective that disfavors the Town of Loomis proposal that
results in development and increased traffic levels on Sierra College Blvd/Granite Drive/I-80”. The
comment proceeds to ask “How does the city plan to manage traffic levels for the SE Rocklin
community with all these developments, increased VMT, and no road improvements? How does the
city approve development that may cost residents of Southeast Rocklin their lives as a result in
delays in receiving emergency responses?”

The comments regarding traffic and emergency response have been addressed in Responses 48-12,
48-13, and 48-14, above. This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and
elected officials for their consideration.

Response 48-16: This comment is addressed below is several parts. The first part of the comment
states the project will have a significant unmitigated impact on noise and provides several areas
where the commenter believes this will occur.

The DEIR Fails to identify Sierra College Campus and Monte Verde Park as Existing Sensitive
Receptors in the South Village description.

A technical noise study was prepared for the project. The noise study assesses traffic noise levels at
75-feet from the roadway centerline for several roadways, including Rocklin Road, Sierra College
Boulevard, and El Don Road. Therefore, while not explicitly listed in the description of the types of
sensitive receptors in the area, both Sierra College and Monte Verde Park were considered in the
analysis. However, it should be noted that classrooms and residence halls within the campus are
located greater than 300 feet from the adjacent roadways and even further from the proposed
development. Regarding construction, the noise analysis addresses construction noise impacts to
uses within the immediate area of each site. As stated in the DEIR, activities involved in construction
would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. DEIR
Mitigation Measure 3.11-5 contains actions and measures intended to ensure that construction
noise will result in a less-than-significant impact. Included in that mitigation are the limitations on
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hours that construction activities can occur, pursuant to the City’s construction noise guidelines.
Construction noise is treated separately from operational noise as it is temporary and can only occur
during daylight hours, with rare exceptions. The Measure will ultimately be incorporated into a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program intended to ensure compliance during Project
implementation.

This commenter presents the following comment:
DEIR Error - Stationary Noise Sources — South Village Description references the North Village

The comment references a typographical error in the DEIR in that under the “South Village” sub-
heading the text inadvertently references the “North Village”. However, the sub-heading and
description of land uses and stationary noise sources accurately reflect the South Village and does
not alter the analysis or conclusions of the DEIR. Page 3.11-8 of the DEIR is revised as follows, which
is also reflected in the Errata.
South Village. The South Village site vicinity consists of residential and commercial/office uses. The primary
sources of stationary noise in the vicinity of the Nerth-South Village site are urban-related activities (e.g., lawn

mowers, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units, car doors, and conversations). The noise associated with
these sources may represent a single-event or a continuous occurrence.

This commenter presents the following comment:

Village 8 and Village 5 of the North Village site exceed the City’s Noise Standards; proposed
mitigation contradicts the City of Rocklin Noise Element and must be reconsidered

It is noted that with mitigation, Project residents, including those inhabiting the upper floors in
three- and four-story structures, will enjoy interior noise levels considered to be acceptable under
Rocklin standards (45 dB Ldn). Reductions in traffic-related noise will be achieved through
construction techniques and materials that include, among other things, special windows and sliding
glass doors designed to greatly reduce interior noise. Mitigation Measure 3.11-3 requires that,
“[p]rior to issuance of building permits, the North Village residences within Village 8, which are 100-
feet from the Sierra College Boulevard centerline, will be required to incorporate STC 32 or higher
windows and sliding glass doors into the final building design for second floor rooms. This applies to
windows and sliding glass doors parallel and perpendicular to Sierra College Boulevard.” In addition,
with mitigation, the Project will also achieve acceptable exterior noise levels within the Project sites
due to features such as noise barriers, setbacks, and the shielding of outdoor activity areas with
building facades.

The commenter references the aesthetics of sound barriers; however, evidence is not provided as
to how the sound barrier would be “aesthetically intrusive”. This comment is noted and will be

provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

This commenter presents the following comment:
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Environmental Justice is defeated by the mitigation measures proposed to reduce noise in
second-floor locations of Village 8 and Village 5.

City General Plan Noise Element Policy N-1 directs the City to “[d]etermine noise compatibility
between land uses, and to provide a basis for developing 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.” (DEIR, p. 3.11-9.) A noise assessment was prepared
for the Project by acoustical experts J.C. Brennan & Associates and is included in the DEIR in
Appendix H. This noise assessment took into account the proposed development (DEIR, pp. 3.11-14
to 3.11-20) and the exterior land uses and commensurate noise levels surrounding the Project site
(DEIR, pp. 3.11-4 to 3.11-8.) This noise assessment served as the basis for developing noise
mitigation measures to ensure the Project will have a less-than-significant noise impacts on either
existing off-site receptors or future onsite receptors. (See DEIR, pp. 3.11-14 to 3.11-23.)

Although noise impacts on project residents are technically outside the scope of CEQA, except to
the extent that the Project will slightly exacerbate existing noise levels (see California Building
Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 36g, 377-378), we note
that, with mitigation, Project residents, including those inhabiting the upper floors in three- and
four-story structures, will enjoy interior noise levels considered to be acceptable under Rocklin
standards (45 dB Ldn). Reductions in traffic-related noise will be achieved through construction
techniques and materials that include, among other things, special windows and sliding glass doors
designed to greatly reduce exterior noise. (See DEIR, pp. 3.11-18 - 3.11-21.) It is noted that
environmental justice is not an issue that must be addressed pursuant to CEQA.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration.

This commenter presents the following comment:

Construction Noise — failure to identify impacts to nearby sensitive receptors and fails to
identify any mitigation measures to reduce that impact.

The DEIR fails to account for the impact on COVID-19 and the effect of construction noise on
nearby residents during working hours.

City of Rocklin Construction Noise Guidelines for construction projects are inadequate, not
enforced, and will not protect residents from noise intrusions during “no noise hours”.

Construction related noise is a common concern for neighbors, and as such, the City of Rocklin has
established a noise policy on all construction projects within or near residential areas as follows: No
Noise on Weekdays before 7 a.m. or after 7 p.m.; and No Noise on Weekends before 8 a.m. or after
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7 p.m. Construction noise is considered temporary in the sense that is occurs during the
construction period and once the project is built, construction noise ceases. DEIR Mitigation
Measures 3.11-5 provides a variety of measures that are intended to minimize construction related
noise impacts to the extent possible. This includes construction activities adhering to the
requirements of the City of Rocklin Construction Noise Guidelines and all construction equipment
must be fitted with factory equipped mufflers and be in good working order. The Mitigation
Measures will ultimately be incorporated into a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
intended to ensure compliance during Project implementation.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration.

Response 48-17: This comment states the project will have a significant and unmitigated impact on
aesthetics and visual resources and specifically references the removal of tree canopy.

The tree canopy is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 5, and 12, and under Response 41-
2, and 41-4. As noted on page 3.1-14 through 3.1-16 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the
proposed Project would change the existing visual character of the Project Area through the
conversion of undeveloped land to urban uses. The DEIR notes that the proposed Project would not
result in substantial adverse effects on a designated scenic vista because no part of the Project Area
is designated as a scenic vista. The DEIR discloses that development of both the North and South
Village sites have been anticipated by the General Plan, as the current land use designations allow
for urban development of the sites.

In order to reduce visual impacts, development within the Project Area is required to be consistent
with design standards in order to ensure quality and cohesive design. Additionally, the Project would
be required to be consistent with the proposed College Park General Development Plan (GDP),
which would establish the relationship between land uses within the Project Area and other
surrounding land uses, establish the permitted and conditionally permitted land uses for all zoning
districts within the Project Area, and establish the unique development standards for the Project
Area. These standards include specifications for density, setbacks, lot areas and lot widths, and
building height. Implementation of the development standards from the College Park GDP and
application of the City’s General Plan goals and policies and the City’s Design Review Guidelines
would ensure quality design throughout the Project Area, and result in a Project that would be
internally cohesive while maintaining aesthetics similar to surrounding uses.

The City of Rocklin General Plan includes goals and policies designed to protect visual resources and
promote quality design in urban areas. The proposed Project would be subject to the policies and
goals of the Rocklin General Plan, Design Review Guidelines for the “College District” (where
applicable based on location) as well as the City’s design review process. These design guidelines
include standards that encourage originality in building and landscaping design in a manner that will
enhance the physical appearance of the community; encourage harmonious and compatible
development; reduce potential visual conflicts with adjacent development (both existing and
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proposed); and involve area residents, owners and merchants in the review process. Specifically,
these design guidelines address locating or siting of the proposed structure and/or addition to an
existing structure; site planning; building elevations / architecture; signage; parking lots, landscaping
and pedestrian access; walls and fencing; special features; and design guidelines for small lot single
family residential subdivisions. The design guidelines encourage compatible height, scale, and
aesthetic character of each structure with its site improvements and buildings in the surrounding
area. As described in the City’s Design Review Guidelines, these guidelines are meant to inspire and
provide designers with basic direction in preparing review documents that focus on high quality
design and use of materials but also allow for flexibility of design in response to market forces while
allowing for a more predictable review process.

While the proposed Project would result in a substantial alteration to the existing urban form and
character of the North Village and South Village sites, the Project sites are located in a developed
and urbanized area of the City (see Master Response 6). The proposed Project would be subject to
Chapter 17.72, Design Review, of the City’s Zoning Code which contains standards and provisions
related to site design and visual requirements; and the City’s Design Guidelines which includes
architectural design principles and a provides criteria for evaluation of plans. The purpose of the site
plan and design review ordinance is to ensure that proposed development in the city is in conformity
with the intent and provisions of the ordinance. Compliance with the ordinance would ensure the
proposed development is compatible with surrounding development in terms of scale, style and
construction materials, is of the highest quality of land planning and design, reflects the design
themes of the community, and is consistent with the City's General Plan and land use and planning.
Accordingly, consistency with these regulations would ensure that future development under the
proposed Project would not conflict with applicable zoning or other regulation governing scenic
quality and reduce visual impacts of scenic resources to the greatest extent possible.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration.

Response 48-18: This comment states the project will have a significant unmitigated impact on
greenhouse gases and references the reduction in the tree canopy and its impact on carbon
reduction.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 5 and 13, and Response 41-3.

Response 48-19: This comment states the project will have a significant unmitigated impact on
geology and soils and hydrology and water quality and references erosion associated with rains in
October 2021.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. These topical areas are
addressed in DEIR Section 3.6, Geology and Soils and Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.
Information in these sections is based on several resources including a Geotechnical Engineering
Report and Preliminary Drainage Studies prepared for the project. The analysis concludes that
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impacts associated with geology and soils and hydrology and drainage are less than significant or
less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures.

The comment does not provide any additional information or evidence as to how the project will
result in significant unmitigated impacts. This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin
appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The analysis of these topics is accurate and
does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 48-20: This comment states the DEIR fails to identify wildfire risk.
This comment is addressed under Response 38-29.

Response 48-21: This comment states the project will have a significant unmitigated impact on
water and references drought conditions.

This comment is addressed under Master Response 3. This comment does not identify any specific
issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Water supply is discussed in Section 3.15 Utilities
and the conclusion of the analysis was that the impact would be less than significant.

Response 48-22: This comment references a house fire and associated response time and that the
project will have an impact on current levels of police and fire response.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. DEIR
Section 3.13 evaluates whether the proposed Project would result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered police of fire facilities or the need
for new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives. While the proposed Project may increase the need for police and fire
services, as discussed in the DEIR, the Project would not result in the need to provide new or
physically altered police or fire facilities; thus, substantial adverse physical impacts would not occur.
The DEIR further notes that although implementation of the Project would result in increased
population at the Project sites, the increased population would be less than what was envisioned
under the General Plan and the impact fees from new development are collected to fund costs
associated with the provision of police and fire protection services. The comment does not warrant
any changes to the EIR.

Response 48-23: This comment is a conclusionary statement summarizing the comments that have
been addressed in the responses above. These comments are noted and will be provided to the
Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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From: Denise O'Neill <deniseeldonhoa@gmail.com>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 5:29:17 PM MST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mchlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>
Cc: Denise O'Neill «<deniseeldonhoa@gmail.com>

Subject: Draft EIR - Written comments from El Don Estates Homeowners Association

Good afternoon,

The El Don Homeowners Association (HOA) is currently hiring a civil engineer to review the Draft EIR for
deficiencies related to water runoff from our ponds and a culvert recently discovered on our parcel.
The El Don HOA is also hiring legal representation to submit a formal letter to the Rocklin City Council
noting any draft EIR deficiencies found that will need resolution.

Our biggest concern is drainage for our historic ponds that are landmarks for the Community. The
ponds attract families that like to sight see native flora and fawna along El Don drive. The ponds are an
amenity to our Owners who purchased property to enjoy tranquil wildlife like deer, fox, quail, rabbits,
beavers, geese, ducks, cranes, minks, turtles and more. All of these wildlife use our pond water and
travel a stream (mentioned below) on our parcel daily.

To maintain our ponds we have an emergency spillway that drains into our empty parcel when water
levels reach or exceed capacity. This parcel connects to the land being developed with 25 homes. We
are seeking professional assessment to ensure proper planning has been performed and is documented
in the Draft EIR. We must ensure this drainage is not blocked and can accommodate rare, 100 year rain
events such as occurred on October 15, 2021.

Also recently discovered in this drainage parcel is a 24" diameter culvert pipe coming off El Don Drive,
underground. This pipe dumps a massive amount of water into our parcel, and water travels on a
wildlife path to a stream, eventually connecting to the creek near Monte Vista Park. This too needs to
remain unblocked and be adequately accommodated should Development occur.

We recently had onsite visits from PCWA and the Rocklin City planning department to obtain
information about this culvert. Both parties stated they have no idea who has responsibility to
maintain this pipe or where the water drains from. The water source is clearly not from our ponds or
parcels.

El Don Estates has additional concerns with property lines that appear to mutually share historic
boulders and trees. The City nor the Developer have approached El Don to reconcile iconic landscape
and landmarks and El Don plans to formally request setbacks be farther than 10’ to preserve the
historic landscape.

Again, El Don Estates will submit a formal report from a civil engineer, and letter by means of a Land
Use law firm, as soon as feasibly possible. In the meantime, should there be any interest in
communicating with El Don Estates directly on any of the matters noted above, | can be reached using
the contact information below.

Regards,

Denise L. O'Neill, PMP

President

El Don Estates HOA

916-880-0716
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Response to Letter 49: Denise O’Neill, Public Comment Submission
Response 49-1: This comment notes that the El Don Homeowners Association (HOA) is hiring a civil
engineer to review the DEIR for deficiencies related to water runoff from their ponds and a culvert
recently discovered on their parcel. The comment also notes that the HOA is hiring legal
representation to submit a formal letter to the Rocklin City Council noting any DEIR deficiencies
found that will need resolution.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment is an introduction to the comment letter, noting that the HOA has
retained a civil engineer and legal representation to assist them. The comment does not raise any
specific issues with the DEIR and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 49-2: This comment indicates that the HOA’s biggest concern is drainage for their historic
ponds that are landmarks for the Community. The comment indicates that the ponds attract families
that like to sight-see native flora and fauna along El Don Drive and are an amenity to the HOA
members who enjoy tranquil wildlife like deer, fox, quail, rabbits, beavers, geese, ducks, cranes,
minks, turtles and more. The commenter notes that wildlife uses the pond water and travel on the
parcel daily.

This comment is addressed under Master Response 1, 2, 4, and 12.
Response 49-3: This comment states the following:

To maintain our ponds we have an emergency spillway that drains into our empty parcel when water
levels reach or exceed capacity. This parcel connects to the land being developed with 25 homes. We
are seeking professional assessment to ensure proper planning has been performed and is
documented in the Draft EIR. We must ensure this drainage is not blocked and can accommodate rare,
100 year rain events such as occurred on October 15, 2021.

Also recently discovered in this drainage parcel is a 24” diameter culvert pipe coming off El Don Drive,
underground. This pipe dumps a massive amount of water into our parcel, and water travels on a
wildlife path to a stream, eventually connecting to the creek near Monte Vista Park. This too needs
to remain unblocked and be adequately accommodated should Development occur.

We recently had onsite visits from PCWA and the Rocklin City planning department to obtain
information about this culvert. Both parties stated they have no idea who has responsibility to
maintain this pipe or where the water drains from. The water source is clearly not from our ponds or
parcels.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1 and 2. It is noted that there is an obligation
to accept historical runoff from off-site properties, and the proposed Project cannot “block” those
historical flows.

Response 49-4: This comment states the following:
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El Don Estates has additional concerns with property lines that appear to mutually share historic
boulders and trees. The City nor the Developer have approached El Don to reconcile iconic landscape
and landmarks and El Don plans to formally request setbacks be farther than 10’ to preserve the
historic landscape.

This comment relating to “trees” is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 5 and 12.

Regarding the comment on “boulders”, it is acknowledged that the “boulders”, and for that matter
all rocks and geologic materials located on the project site, while old, do not meet the definition of
historical resources under CEQA.

As the comment relates to “historic” resources, this environmental topic is addressed in Section 3.4
Cultural Resources. Specifically, the DEIR noted that the Project Area is located in an area known to
have historical resources and the following four resources were identified in the North Village
property:

e mining features (previously identified and recorded)
e irrigation features and refuse (newly identified)

e water storage features and refuse (newly identified)
e single-family residence (newly identified)

All four resources within the North Village property were identified and subsequently evaluated
using a combination of archaeological testing and archival research. All four were found to be not
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR), and as such, they are not historic properties as defined by regulations
implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800) and are not historical resources as defined
by CEQA regulations (CCR Title 14, Section 15064.5(a)).

No cultural resources were identified within the South Village property as a result of the records
search and field survey. Based on this information, no historic properties on the South Village
property will be affected by the proposed Project.

Given that the four resources within the North Village property were found to be not eligible for the
NRHP and the CRHR, and not historical properties, and no cultural resources were identified within
the South Village property, the DEIR concluded that implementation of the proposed project would
have a less than significant impact relative to historical resources. It is not uncommon during
construction to encounter landscape or rock features that straddle property lines. While not an issue
under CEQA, where such circumstances occur, the developer will reach out to and coordinate with
the affected property owner. Moreover, the developer must comply with City development
standards, including building setback requirements.

While the comment suggests that there are historic resources on the Project site (i.e.
boulders/trees/landscaping), none were identified by the professional historian that evaluated the
Project site. Again, these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and
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elected officials for their consideration; however, they do not raise any specific issues that warrant
any changes to the EIR.

Response 49-5: This comment reiterates that the HOA will submit a formal report from a civil
engineer and letter from a law firm, as soon as feasibly possible. The commenter closes by indicating
that they are available for communication.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment is a closing statement to the comment letter, noting that the HOA
has retained a civil engineer and legal representation to assist them. The comment does not raise
any specific issues with the DEIR and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 49-6: This comment provides five images that are attachments in support of their letter.
The first four images show the drainage/water flow, and the last image shows their pond.

These images are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The images do not raise any specific issues with the DEIR and does not warrant any
changes based on the images provided.
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Response to Letter 50: Carie Huff, South Placer Municipal Utility District

Response 50-1: This comment is an opening statement by the commenter, articulating their
understanding of the project, and noting that design and construction of all on-site and off-site
facilities which may be required as a result of this project, including the acquisition and granting of
sewer easements, will be the responsibility of the developer/owner. The commenter notes that all
work shall conform to the Standard Specifications of the District and improvement plans shall be
submitted to the District for review and approval. The commenter references the District’s Sewer
Code for information regarding participation fees.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The City will require the design and construction of all on-site and off-site
facilities which may be required as a result of this project, including the acquisition and granting of
sewer easements, to be the responsibility of the developer/owner. The City will also require that all
work conform to the Standard Specifications of the District, and that all improvement plans be
submitted to the District for review and approval. The City will require all fees be paid by the
developer/owner. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, and does not
warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 50-2: This commenter provides the following specific comments on the Draft EIR:
The District has reviewed the College Park DEIR and has the following comments:

a. Revise the College Park DEIR to reference the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity
Assurance Plan (SECAP) dated 2020, not the District’s 1986 Sewer Master Plan. References to
the Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) shall be revised as well.

b. 2.0-13: The DEIR references City utility infrastructure; however, sewer and water
infrastructure are not owned or operated by the City of Rocklin.

c. 3.15-1: Add reference to the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan
(SECAP).

d. 3.15-2: Revise the reference from SSMP to the SECAP. Revise reference from the City of Rocklin
to the District’s Wastewater Collection Main.

e. 3.15-3: Revise reference from the Strategic Plan to the SECAP.

3.15-4: Revise references from SSMP to the SECAP and references to the Five-Year Financial
Plan to the Sewer Participation Fee Nexus Study. Remove references to the City of Rocklin’s
sewer facilities.

g. 3.15-6: Remove references to the 1986 Sewer Master Plan and Richard Stein, Engineering
Manager. The System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) should be referenced
instead.

h. 3.15-7: Reference the District’s Sewer Code. Lift stations shall be public.

i.  4.0-28: Revise reference from SSMP to the SECAP. Eliminate reference attributed to Richard
Stein that no additional staff or equipment will be required.

j. 7.0-8: Add reference to the District’s System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP).
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Each of the recommended text changes has been incorporated into the EIR. The changes are
reflected in the errata. The errata changes occur in Section 2.0 Project Description, Section 3.15
Utilities, Section 4.0 Other CEQA Sections, and Section 7.0 References. See Section 3.0 Errata in this
Final EIR for each text change.

Response 50-3: This commenter provides the following comments on the proposed Project sewer
infrastructure:

a. A sewer study is required to determine mainline and lift station size.

b. Minimum separation between utilities is required. The minimum separation between water
and sewer is 10-feet from outside of pipe/structure to outside of pipe/structure. The
minimum separation between sewer and all other utilities is 5-feet from outside of
pipe/structure to outside of pipe/structure. Street widths may need to be increased to meet
minimum separation standards.

c. Additional sewer easement is required adjacent to District’s existing sewer easements to
meet the District’s Standards and Specifications.

d. Encroachment into the District’s sewer easement is not allowed. Encroachments include, but
are not limited to, structures, fencing, landscaping, parking or other limiting improvements.

e. The existing sewer line shall be rerouted through the College Park South Subdivision. A
portion of the improvements may be eligible for a credit reimbursement agreement.

f. All weather drivable access to and over District facilities is required and is not to be
obstructed by permanent structures, fencing, landscaping, parking or other limiting
improvements. The District Standards and Specifications define all-weather access as 3-
inches of AC over 8-inches of AB.

g. Gates or bollards are required to restrict access over District facilities.

h. Reinforced curb, gutter and sidewalk will be required in locations where District access
crosses concrete improvements.

i.  Sewer infrastructure shall be located a minimum of 8-feet off the concrete improvements
(valley gutters, curb and/or gutter).

j. The public sewer lift station shall be located on a parcel dedicated in fee to the District.

k. The footprint of the sewer lift station does not appear large enough to accommodate the
District minimum design requirements for lift stations. The minimum size of the parcel shall
be 20,000 square feet, with a minimum width of 75-feet and shall accommodate District’s
maintenance vehicles. Actual site dimensions and layout shall be determined based on final
site configuration. The sewer lift station shall meet DISTRICT minimum standards.

I Force main specific comments i. Force mains shall be laid in a straight alignment and with a
constant uphill grade.

i. ii. Force mains may be curved by deflecting joints to eliminate the necessity for
fittings.
ii. iii. In no case shall the deflection exceed the maximum as set forth by the
manufacturer for the type of pipe used.
iii. iv. Fittings shall be used when alignment or grade changes cannot be accomplished
by joint deflection.
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iv. v. Fittings shall be long sweep as approved by the District.

m. A minimum 20-foot sewer easement is required over all public sewer facilities where they do
not reside within public right-of-way. Note that the 20-feet includes vertical clearance (no
building overhangs shall encroach into the easement). The District requires that trees, large
shrubs, fences, and permanent structures not be located within sewer easements.

n. Sewer mains shall not reside within a residential lot(s).

The above list of comments relate to the sewer infrastructure design. Most of these are from the
SPMUD Standard Specifications and/or the SPMUD Sewer Code. The City ensures that all
infrastructure design meet the requirements of the SPMUD. Additionally, improvement plans for
sewer infrastructure will be routed to SPMUD for review and approval before any installation. None
of the comments above are directed at the text of the EIR, and none of the comments warrant text
changes.

Response 50-4: This comment closes the comment letter with the following statement:

Prior to issuing a will-serve letter for sewer service, the owner and/or owner’s representative will need
to schedule a meeting with District staff in order to discuss the project and to determine specific
requirements.

Please note that the District Standard Specifications and Improvement Standards for Sanitary Sewers
can be viewed at the District’s website: https://spmud.ca.gov/specifications-andordinances

This comment is noted. The owner and/or owner’s representative will meet with the District staff in
order to obtain will-serve letter for sewer service, and to discuss specific requirements for the
project. As stated in comment response 50-3, the City ensures that all infrastructure design meet
the requirements of the SPMUD, and that improvement plans be routed to SPMUD for review and
approval before any installation. None of the comments above are directed at the text of the EIR,
and none of the comments warrant text changes.
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Date: Movemnber &, 2021 at 4:51:14 PM PST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca_us>

Cc: Mathan Anderson@rocklin.ca.usa, Jill Gayaldo <lill. Gayaldo@rocklin.ca us», Michael Barron
<Michael Barron@rocklin.ca us»

Subject: College Park Draft EIR Comments and Concerns

We are writing this email in regards to the Draft EIR for the College Park development on the East side
of the city of Rocklin. As residents of this area we have the following concerns.

1. Flooding on College Park South project site

Reference DEIR Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality: Section called "Flooding" on
pg. 3.9-4 of the DEIR.

Comment 1: The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South
project site is a tributary creek of Secret Ravine Creek. Monte Verde Park is located on the north
side of the  tributary creek. The park was purposely built in this location to address flooding from
the creek. The creek and the park sit in a FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-year floodplain and
fails to address the yearly flooding that occurs on the College Park South site. Most notably, many
times during the rainy season and most recently on Sunday, October 24, 2021, the creek easily
overflows it banks and covers the SPMUD easement road that runs parallel to the creek on the
south side. Under the Flooding section on pg. 3.9-4, it simply states "a portion of the South
Vilage site is shown on the FEMA Flood insurance Rate Map." When in fact the entire cregk area
and the Monte Verde Park on the College Park South site sit within a FEMA 100-year flood plain.
The DEIR fails to adequately disclose, analyze, and mitigate the project's impacts on Flooding.

Comment 2: The tributary creek that runs through the middle of the College Park South project
site is a flood hazard area. Chapter 15.16 of the City of Rocklin Municipal Code (Flood Hazard
Areas) specifically states, "Restrict or prohibit uses which are dangerous to health, safety, and
property due to water or erosion hazards, or which results in damaging increases in erosion or flood
heights or wvelocities." and "Confrol filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may
increase flood damage.” These statements seems to conflict with General Plan language that sets
only a 50 foot development setback from a creeks bank. Should the Rocklin City Council approve
development only 50 feet from a flood hazard area? Shouldn't the City of Rocklin consider an
increased development  setback from this known-to-flood creek? A more appropriate "Mitigation
Measure" for this area would be to increase the creek setback to 100 feet.

Comment 3: This is of grave concern to us and the impact flooding of this area could cause to
our property which backs up to the creek. We spoke with one neighbor that said that flooding from
the creek came within two feet from entering his home with one year of excessive rain and his home
is set back at least 100 feet from the creek. Drought is not a permanent condition of this area.
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2. Riparian Area

Protect the wildlife corridor/creek that runs through the College Park South site by the City
increasing the 50 foot creek setback to 100 feet. Do not allow the developer to pave over the SPMUD
easement

road that runs alongside the creek on the south side at College Park South site. This would create
an impervious surface for storm water runoff into the creek as well as impede wildlife.
Rocklin City policies state “Consider acquisition and development of small areas along creeks at
convenient and safe locations for use by the general public,” and “Encourage the protection of
open space areas..from encroachment or destruction through the use of conservation
easements, natural resource buffers, building setbacks or other measures.” The City should follow
these policies by protecting the area around the Secret Ravine tributary creek that runs through
the center of the College Park South site and should acquire this land for use by the general public
as is already the case today.

3. Traffic

According to Rocklin Police Dept. statistics, Rocklin Road is the #1 collision location in the City.

The City should not approve this massive development without making improvements to Rocklin
Road that will be even more impacted with 900 new residences, retail and "other" uses.

To help alleviate impacts to an already impacted Rocklin Road between 1-80 and Sierra College
Bivd_, right hand turn lanes should be added at the 4 signaled intersections on this stretch of road.
The City's proposed |-80/Rocklin Road interchange project will not alleviate traffic impacts on

Rocklin Road or Sierra College Bivd.

The College Park Project Draft EIR (DEIR) does not address traffic impacts to local surface street
like EI Don Drive, Southside Ranch Road and Aguilar Rd that will be further impacted by increased
traffic use of these streets as cut through streets for drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College
Bivd. congestion. Also the lack of roads to exit these neighborhoods in case of fire, flooding or any
type of emergency.

Project Alternatives, Please support and recommend this............

The Draft EIR (DEIR) provides alternatives to the current project plan. Support the "Reduced
Footprint Alternative”. Under this alternative, the project footprint would be reduced by 17%.

The DEIR states “The decreased footprint under this alternative would allow for further setbacks
from the FEMA designated 100 year floodplain and creek on the South Village site." A far better use
of the South Village site would be to enlarge Monte Verde Park as a nature area with some walking
and bike trails for the east side of Rocklin. This area does not have adeguate areas such as this for
the size of the community on the east side. With the proposed “small lot" homes being built in this
area of Rocklin people need a place to walk, bike and play in a safe environment.

Thank you for your consideration to what we have said in this email.
John and Sherri Pratt
5517 Freeman Cir, Rocklin CA
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Response to Letter 51: John and Sherri Pratt, Public Comment
Submission

Response 51-1: This comment relates to a concern for Flooding on College Park South project site.
The commenter references DEIR Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality in the section titled
Flooding on pg. 3.9-4 of the DEIR. The commenter states:

Comment 1: The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South project site
is a tributary creek of Secret Ravine Creek. Monte Verde Park is located on the north side of the
tributary creek. The park was purposely built in this location to address flooding from the creek. The
creek and the park sit in a FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-year floodplain and fails
to address the yearly flooding that occurs on the College Park South site. Most notably, many times
during the rainy season and most recently on Sunday, October 24, 2021, the creek easily overflows it
banks and covers the SPMUD easement road that runs parallel to the creek on the south side. Under
the Flooding section on pg. 3.9-4, it simply states "a portion of the South Village site is shown on the
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map." When in fact the entire creek area and the Monte Verde Park on
the College Park South site sit within a FEMA 100-year flood plain. The DEIR fails to adequately
disclose, analyze, and mitigate the project’s impacts on Flooding.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1 and 2.

Response 51-2: This comment identifies the creek within the College Park South project site as a
flood hazard area and is asking an increased setback from 50 feet to 100 feet because of the known
flooding to occur. The commenter states “Should the Rocklin City Council approve development only
50 feet from a flood hazard area? Shouldn't the City of Rocklin consider an increased development
setback from this known-to-flood creek? A more appropriate "Mitigation Measure" for this area
would be to increase the creek setback to 100 feet.”

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4.

Response 51-3: This comment expresses grave concern relative to potential flooding and that
flooding from the creek, as a result of excessive rain, has come within two feet of entering a
neighbor’s home that is setback at least 100 feet from the creek.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4. This comment is noted and will be
provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The comment does
not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes concerns for a specific environmental
topic that is addressed in the EIR. The analysis of the topic is accurate and does not warrant any
changes based on this comment.

Response 51-4: This comment recommends an increased setback of 100 feet to protect the wildlife
corridor/creek that runs through the College Park South site and that the SPMUD easement not be
paved as it will increase impervious surface for storm water runoff into the creek and impede
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wildlife. The comment quotes Rocklin City policies “Consider acquisition and development of small
areas along creeks at convenient and safe locations for use by the general public,” and
“Encourage the protection of open space areas...from encroachment or destruction through the use
of conservation easements, natural resource buffers, building setbacks or other measures” and
requests the City protect the area around the Secret Ravine tributary creek by acquiring the land for
use by the general public.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4.
Response 51-5: This comment states the following in regards to Traffic:

“According to Rocklin Police Dept. statistics, Rocklin Road is the #1 collision location in the City. The
City should not approve this massive development without making improvements to Rocklin Road
that will be even more impacted with 900 new residences, retail and "other" uses. To help alleviate
impacts to an already impacted Rocklin Road between I-80 and Sierra College Blvd., right hand turn
lanes should be added at the 4 signaled intersections on this stretch of road. The City's proposed I-
80/Rocklin Road interchange project will not alleviate traffic impacts on Rocklin Road or Sierra
College Blvd.

The College Park Project Draft EIR (DEIR) does not address traffic impacts to local surface street like
El Don Drive, Southside Ranch Road and Aguilar Rd that will be further impacted by increased traffic
use of these streets as cut through streets for drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College Blvd.
congestion. Also the lack of roads to exit these neighborhoods in case of fire, flooding or any type of
emergency.”

A full traffic analysis is included the Draft EIR Appendix | of the Draft EIR. The traffic analysis is
included in Section 3.14 Traffic and Circulation. It is noted that there are planned improvements at
the 1-80/Rocklin Road interchange, improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College
Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required
widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard along the project frontages. These
improvements will reduce congestion and queuing that is present along these corridors. It is noted
that congestion and traffic operations related issues, as well as geometric design issues, are the
primary causes of traffic accidents. It is expected that traffic safety along Rocklin Road will improve
as aresult of these planned improvements and the City has no geometric design concerns associated
with the proposed Project.

As it relates to comments about local surface streets, it is noted that construction of a right-turn
lane at Aguilar Road is complicated by lack of available right-of-way, proximity of Secret Ravine, and
presence of trees. Construction of a right-turn lane at El Don Drive is complicated by lack of available
right-of-way given that the land adjacent to the intersection has been developed. Provision of right-
turn lanes at both of these intersections may be considered in conjunction with future planning
efforts to widen Rocklin Road to six lanes. The right-turn volumes of 7 AM peak hour vehicles and
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16 PM peak hour vehicles at Havenhurst Circle do not warrant a right-turn lane. A right-turn lane
already exists at Sierra College Boulevard. Ongoing traffic analysis for the Project Approval &
Environmental Document (PA&ED) process to upgrade the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange has shown
that the proposed Diverging Diamond Interchange would substantially benefit traffic on Rocklin
Road east of 1-80. The interchange is being designed to operate at LOS D or better and adjacent
intersections are being designed to comply with the City’s LOS C policy.

Chapter Ill of the TIS in Appendix | describes the expected level of usage of El Don Drive
(southeasterly toward Sierra College Boulevard) by South Village trips. Ten percent of inbound trips
and five percent of outbound trips are expected to use this segment of El Don Drive. Based on the
South Village’s daily trip generation, this would represent 165 daily trips being added. Some of these
trips may also choose to use Southside Ranch Road via Buxton Way or Freeman Drive to reach Sierra
College Boulevard, though it is noted that remaining on El Don Drive is shorter and faster (at least
during off-peak hours). Capacity improvements would be made by the project applicant at all four
legs of the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection. This may further act to discourage
use of El Don Drive to travel between Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road.

Response 51-6: This comment pertains to the Project Alternatives discussed in the DEIR and
requests support of the Reduced Footprint Alternative. The comment states “Under this alternative,
the project footprint would be reduced by 17%. The DEIR states “The decreased footprint under this
alternative would allow for further setbacks from the FEMA designated 100 year floodplain and creek
on the South Village site." A far better use of the South Village site would be to enlarge Monte Verde
Park as a nature area with some walking and bike trails for the east side of Rocklin. This area does
not have adequate areas such as this for the size of the community on the east side. With the
proposed “small lot” homes being built in this area of Rocklin people need a place to walk, bike and
play in a safe environment.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 2. The commenter’s preference for the
Reduced Footprint Alternative will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for

their consideration.
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From: "cameron.noel” <cameron.noel@gmail.com>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 4:53:13 PM PST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>
Subject: College Park DEIR/Written comments

Mr. David Mohlenbrok
Rocklin City Council
Rocklin Planning Commision

Dear Representatives of the city of Rocklin,

I am responding to your invitation to

comment on the College Park Development under proposal. As a representative of Save Auburn Ravine
Salmon and Steelhead (SARSAS), | had the pleasure of attending our last SARSAS meeting in October
and heard a presentation provided by Denise Gaddis, of the Save East Rocklin Group. | also toured the
proposed area for development in-person, and would like to make comment specifically toward the
proposed 'South Site' that encompases Aguilar tributary creek and flows west/southwest into Secret
Ravine Creek.

Your current building setback guidance of 50 feet is not enough of a buffer to adequately support a
healthy and flourishing population of cold water dependant species of salmon and steelhead. We are
requesting that you increase your building setbacks to a minimum of 100-200 feet to lessen building
impacts ie; impervious structures of asphalt/concrete roads/ driveways, landscaping/retaining
walls/fences that create an imbalance of proper filltration, with substantial risk of increased runoff(s),
making it less hospitable for cold water fish to survive. Parts of the 'South Site' are also recorded and
listed as an official '100 Year Floodzone', and this should be addressed before moving forward with
building/development of this site.
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Both the North and South sites are host to as many 50 known species of animals which use the creek as
a wildlife corridor and open-space. It would be ashamed to see this area filled in with the high density
housing, which exists already on every side of this pristine native landscape. | support the Save East
Rocklin group and am working along with Governor Newsoms '30 by 30' proposal and pledge to
conserve 30 percent of the states high impact land from further mass development(s), as we are losing
up to two football fields worth of forests, meadows, grasslands, deserts, and waterways every minute
to human development.

We are also in the midst of the 'Sixth Mass Extinction', and as many as one- million species are currently
at risk of die-offs in the near term coming decade(s) due to accelerated global warming.

This year (2021) we witnessed the lowest historical salmon returns to our salmon/steelhead spawning
rivers, due to very high water temperatures and disease. The largest west coast salmon run on the
Columbia River and Snake River recorded water temperatures of 71.8 degrees farenheit, which is well
above the maximum threshhold for survivability of all salmon and steelhead species. The Cold Water
Act of 1972 originally set maximum guidelines of 68 degrees farenheit as a limit. As a result, U.5. District
Judge, Michael Simon has ordered sweeping changes towards protection of all salmon and all
waterways. We applaud his decision and look forward to hearing more on these changing directives in
2022. We appreciate anything you can do to support wildlife and our children of the future.

Sincerely,
Noel Cameron
SARSAS member
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Response to Letter 52: Noel Cameron, Public Comment Submission
Response 52-1: This comment serves as an introduction and indicates the commenter is a
representative of Save Auburn Ravine Salmon and Steelhead (SARSAS) and would like to make
comments specifically regarding the “’South Site’ that encompasses Aguilar tributary creek and flows
west/southwest in Secret Ravine Creek”.

This comment is an opening statement by the commenter. The commenter’s specific comments
pertaining to the South Site are more fully discussed in the comments that follow. This comment is
an introductory statement and does not warrant a response.

Response 52-2: This comment states that the 50-foot building setback is not enough to adequately
support a healthy and flourishing population of cold water dependent species of salmon and
steelhead and requests the building setbacks be increased to a minimum of 100-200 feet. The
comment also states that part of the South Site is recorded and listed as an official 100 Year Flood
zone and this should be addressed before moving forward with building/development of the site.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4.

Response 52-3: This comment states “Both the North and South sites are host to as many 50 known
species of animals which use the creek as a wildlife corridor and open-space. It would be ashamed to
see this area filled in with the high density housing, which exists already on every side of this pristine
native landscape. | support the Save East Rocklin group and am working along with Governor
Newsoms ‘30 by 30’ proposal and pledge to conserve 30 percent of the states high impact land from
further mass development(s), as we are losing up to two football fields worth of forests, meadows,
grasslands, deserts, and waterways every minute to human development.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4 and 12. The commenter expresses
their support of the Save East Rocklin Group and conservation of lands from human development.
These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
concerns for a specific environmental topic that is addressed in the EIR. The analysis of this topic is
accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 52-4: The commenter states “We are also in the midst of the ‘Sixth Mass Extinction’, and
as many as one-million species are currently at risk of die-offs in the near term coming decade(s) due
to accelerated global warming.”

The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it provides a statement regarding
the status of species associated with global warming. The comment does not warrant any changes
to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected
officials for their consideration.
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Response 52-5: This comment references low salmon returns to salmon/steelhead spawning rivers
due to very high water temperatures and disease and that the largest west coast salmon run on the
Columbia River and Snake River recorded water temperatures well above the maximin threshold for
survivability of all salmon and steelhead species. The commenter also references the Cold Water Act
of 1972 and support of changing directives in 2022 toward protection of all salmon and all
waterways.

The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it provides a statement regarding
salmon/steelhead spawning associated with water temperatures and supports and encourages
protection of wildlife. As already stated in Master Response 4, the unnamed tributary does not
function for steelhead habitat due to downstream beaver dams that are barriers to salmonid
migration; also, the substrate within the tributary is unsuitable for spawning. The comment does
not warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the
Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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From: Kathy Twisselmann <kawt@att.net>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 4:57:47 PM PST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>
Subject: DEIR

To City of Rocklin

Councll and planningcommission

RESPONSE TO DEIR RE BOTH COLLEGE PARK NORTH AND SOUTH, WHATEVER THEY ARE PRESENTLY
CALLED.

Questions

1 RE Request Letter, page 11 or 127 (within Appendix ] Water Supply Assessments) from Deanna
Ellis, VP of Land Resources for Cresleigh Homes to PCWA requesting a Water Supply Assessment for the
College Park North and College Park South Project.

53-1

When was the date that letter sent to PCWA?
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2. RE Potable Water
See Page 2 of the 26 page Appendix ]
According to Footnote 2 of Table 1 - Project’s Potable Water Consumption,

17.9 ACRES of Recreation/Conservation. An additional 1.2 acres was for Parks and was not considered
“part of the development” or “captured in existing demands”.

Rocklin has always been very proud of its parks.
Why wasn’t it included in the “existing demands”? 53-2
What will be the water necessities of this “Parks” area?

| urge Council Members and Planning Commission Members to make sure water demand for the
(ostensibly planned/promised?) Parks’ included in the project list will be adequately covered?
? Remember, this is a time of ongoing drought, not a classroom “project design” wish list for a developer

Had that amount been added in, would the PCWA have still signed off on the project, given the
continued drought since the drought and all the other projects being jammed into this city? Has anyone
asked them?
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3.

RE Page 13 & 14 of 26 as noted on the black page topper for Appendix J. Quote:

‘PROJECT QVERVIEW The 107.2-acre College Park Project includes the 71.4-acre North Village and
the 35.8-acre South Village site, as shown in Figure 1. The North Village (Figure 2) site would
include approximately 425 dwelling units, and the South Village (Figure 3) site would include
approximately 25 dwelling units. The North Page Village site would primarily be composed of
single-family residential land uses. The North Village site would also contain high-density residential
uses in the central portion of the site, while the southern portion of the site would contain commercial
and mixed use uses (along Rocklin Road). In contrast, the majority of the South Village site
would be dedicated to recreation/conservation land uses. Community college land uses
(mixed uses) would make up the bulk of the remaining portion of the South Village site.”

The carefully crafted statements above include NO MENTION of any High Density housing in
the South Campus, let alone the 180 DU which are listed listed in Table 1 — Project’s Potable
Water Consumption on page 3 of 26 of Appendix J.

Page 12 of 26 of Appendix J has “High Density Res.” obviously added in, and Ofice/Commercial
added in for the South Campus. None of this is included in the suavely constructed
assurances above.

Emphasis added to this information below, as it shows
South Campus

Single Family Res. 4.9 Acres with 25 dwelling units on 50' x 100" |ots.

High Density Res. (C-2 East) 5.2 Acres with 180 Dwelling Units

NOTE also that the AF/DU Demand Factor is smaller for the High Density Res. Will residents need 41%
less water because they will be packed more tightly? IF the units don’t have their own washer/dryer space,
won't the building have laundry facilities in which laundry-sized portions of water will be used by all
residents?

Yes, the South Site Plan on page 8 of 26 of Appendix J is labeled DRAFT - in a font which does not match
the rest of the page.

Space held back by the college? Depends on which page or draft you are reading. Who put this together
and what are they trying to do? If they can’t get the story straight are they incompetent or are they hoping
no one will notice the inconsistencies so they can later say “but it was in the paperworkl”

| urge you to be totally skeptical and come down on the side of the neighboring owners who have objected
to this set of monstrosities from the beginning.
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TRANSPORTATION effects

If all this wish list for North and South is actually approved and constructed, it will have a perpetual traffic
jam. Before COVID/Zoom classes it took me 15 minutes to drive the one mile to the freeway when classes
changed. Adding High Density housing on both North and South Campuses in addition to the 3 3- story apt.
buildings already under construction at Sierra College and Rocklin Rd. will make this area a nightmare. Oh,
and then throw in the towering homes building out off Rocklin Rd at Aguilar and the huge complex of homes
for which the grading is well underway farther down Aguilar almost to Greenbrae. NIGHTMARE. As a
cowboy | know says, you cannot put a 3 inch chicken thru a 2 inch stovepipe.

APPENDIX G on HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Specific concern :RUNOFF and consequences to homes/roads/infracture and possibly even life itself
both in the immediate area of the North and South Campus projects if you do not get this right. See
quote below from page 11 of 68 for Appendix G and my concerns.

Il urge you to get this right.

“The 10-year storm event was contained below gutter elevation and the 100-year storm
event was contained below manhole rim elevation without including overland flow in
streets. See the XPSWMM modeling files in Appendix 4 for the water surface elevation
results. The drainage system fully mitigates downstream impacts from the project site and
complies SWMM design standards “

“....without including overland flow in the streets” ?? Where else would the water
be/flow if the storm sewers cannot contain it all? It has been known to happen. El Don
Drive has been closed between Wildflower and Corona Circle since our recent storm of
simply 6 or so inches. Due to collapse of .....oh you know...

We are aware of large, costly, successful suit(s) against the City of Roseville for what | will
call drainage management malfeasance, deceit and damages. A number of years ago
now. | will save the the name of the prevailing attorney in case this project causes similar
harm.

As | said- let’s everyone involved get it right.

K. Twisselmann
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Foothill Rd
Rocklin, CA

95677

kawt@att.net
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Response to Letter 53: Kathy Twisselman, Public Comment Submission
Response 53-1: This comment references DEIR Appendix J (Water Supply Assessment) and requests
the date the letter requesting a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was sent to Placer County Water
Authority (PCWA).

The letter requesting preparation of a WSA from Cresleigh Homes to PCWA is included within
AppendixJ. Although the letter is not dated, correspondence from PCWA within Appendix J indicates
the original request for preparation of the WSA was made on January 23, 2020. PCWA issued a
response on May 12, 2020. A subsequent request from the City of Rocklin was made on May 19,
2021. PCWA issued a response on June 28, 2021.

Response 53-2: This comment is in reference to the PCWA letter dated June 28, 2021. Specifically,
the comment references Table 1 and a footnote stating an additional 1.2 acres for Parks was not
considered “part of the development” or “captured in existing demands”. The comment further asks
why it was not included in the “existing demands” and what will be the water necessities of this
“Parks” area. The comment also requests the Council Members and Planning Commission Members
make sure water demand for the Parks included in the project list will be adequately covered and to
remember the ongoing drought. The commenter asks if the amount had been added in, would the
PCWA have signed off on the project given the drought and other project in the City.

The footnote referenced by the commenter is specific to the “Parks” land use designation within the
South Campus. The footnote states “Area is not part of the development and captured in existing
demands, therefore this area is not included in the analysis.” To clarify, the existing park (Monte
Verde Park) and the water demand associated with the park is already captured in existing water
demands. The Project does not propose any changes to the existing park that would create a new
or increased water demand specific to the Park. The water consumption identified in Table 1
represents new water demand associated with the proposed development, including the new parks
proposed for the North Village. These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin
appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The analysis of this topic is accurate and does
not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 53-3: This comment restates the Project Overview as provided in the PCWA letter dated
May 12, 2020 (included in DEIR Appendix J) and indicates there is no mention of any high density
housing in the South Campus or the 180 dwelling units listed in Table 1 of DEIR Appendix J. The
comment references other pages of DEIR Appendix J noting “High Density Res” was added in and
Office/Commercial for the South Campus. The comment questions how the water demand factor
for High Density Res is smaller and the word “Draft” on the South Site Plan in a font that does not
match the rest of the page. Additionally, the comment states: “Space held back by the college?
Depends on which page or draft you are reading. Who put this together and what are they trying to
do? If they can’t get the story straight are they incompetent or are they hoping no one will notice the
inconsistencies so they can later say ‘but it was in the paperwork!’. | urge you to be totally skeptical
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and come down on the side of the neighboring owners who have objected to this set of monstrosities
from the beginning”.

EIR Appendix J is comprised of the WSA (including appendices) dated May 12, 2020, prepared by
PCWA and an updated WSA (including appendices) dated June 28, 2021, prepared by PCWA. After
preparation of the May 12, 2020 WSA, the proposed Project became more defined with areas
previously designated as “Mixed Use” and “Retained by College” identified with discrete land uses
with definitive development assumptions. An additional 1.2 acres of property was also included. The
June 28, 2021 updated WSA was prepared by PCWA to account for these changes and determined
the revised Project’s water demand was within the budget demands previously identified in the May
12,2020 WSA. The June 28, 2021 WSA concluded the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)
demonstrated adequate supply in normal, single dry, and multiple dry years and existing and
planned future supplies will be sufficient to meet the demands of the Project, in addition to existing
and planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses. These comments are noted
and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The
analysis of this topic is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 53-4: This comment expresses concern over the transportation effects that will result with
the proposed Project and other developments in the area.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the DEIR.
Traffic is discussed in Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. The comment does not warrant
any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed
and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 53-5: This comment expresses concern over runoff and the consequences to life and
property and quotes text from DEIR Appendix G regarding the 10-year storm event and the 100-year
storm event. The comment further notes that water associated with storm events has overflowed
into the streets and specifically references El Don Drive being closed between Wildflower and
Corona Circle since a recent storm. Reference is also made to a lawsuit against the City of Roseville.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 2. This comment does not identify any
specific issue with the hydrology and drainage analysis contained in the DEIR. Hydrology and
drainage are discussed in Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality and the technical studies are
provided in DEIR Appendix G. The Project would provide the drainage infrastructure to attenuate
runoff from the Project site. The on-site drainage systems were designed to meet the requirements
of the Placer County Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) for flood control, which mandate
that post-project peak stormwater flow volumes coming off the Project sites can be no more than
90 percent of pre-project peak flow volumes. In other words, ten percent less water will flow off the
Project sites during and after storm events than currently flows off the undeveloped sites.
Additionally, the recently installed drainage pipes under El Don, just south of Monte Verde Park,
replaced the deteriorated corrugated metal pipes (CMP) which failed during the October 2021 rain
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event. The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and
will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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From: Cheryl Berkema <cheryl.berkema@gmail.com:=>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 4:59:28 PM PST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the College Park Project Public Comment

November 8, 2021
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the College Park Project Public Comment
Dear David Mohlenbrok,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the College Park Project in Rocklin.

This regional project has the opportunity to provide benefit to Rocklin, Sierra College,
and Placer County residents. Please consider the regional impacts that this project
coupled with others in the region will have on the traffic, air quality, wildlife, trees, open
space, and economy of the area. The location of this project near an educational facility
should be a showcase for smart growth, respect for the environment, and housing that
meets the needs of the larger community.

Housing Challenge in Rocklin

In reviewing Rocklin’s Housing element, Rocklin has stated the challenge of available
sites for affordable Housing. The time has come to stop kicking the can down the road
and ensure that every development meets or exceeds the affordable housing for
Rocklin. The availability of sewer, water, services and transit make these prime sites to
meet or exceed affordable housing needs. This can be accomplished by building up
and retaining open space and trees making it a place where people actually want to
live. Please respond with the actual market rate and affordability for students, seniors
and special needs populations for Rocklin and how this development will accomplish
the RHNA needs for the 2 sites. The Rocklin Housing Element shows Rocklin with a
higher than Placer County market rate for housing. Please identify how these
populations will be able to afford to live in what has been identified by the State as
meeting the requirements for ideal affordable housing. Voters approved a measure to
fund Sierra college students’ education. Rocklin needs to deliver on housing needs for
students.

Traffic Mitigation and Corresponding Air Quality Impacts
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The Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan was approved by Placer County in
December 2020 despite the 55 significant impacts reported by the program. The Air
Quality for this program is projected to be so poor that out of state credits needed to be
purchased for mitigation. Placer County will not be meeting the 2030 Governor
mandates for air quality. The American Cancer Society has rated Sacramento and the
greater Roseville area in the top 10 worst area quality in the United States! Rocklin will
feel the impacts of the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch. When considering the air
quality impacts for this project, please consider protecting as many trees as possible to
preserve air quality, sufficient electric charging stations to enable sustainability, higher
density buildings to lessen the footprint, and working with the city to provide mass
transportation alternatives for the development as part of the mitigation for this project.

Placer County has failed to provide actual onsite mitigation for the “cumulative impacts”
to the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan when approving projects within
such as Carvana (the Amazon of used cars) which will be putting an additional 70,000
vehicles on the roads impacting Rocklin. If every project latches onto a flawed
environmental impact report and cheats by not stating the cumulative impacts the
project actually adds, the roads, air quality, water availability, services availability and
cumulative impacts for Rocklin will inevitably suffer. Please consider incorporating the
cumulative impacts for the Sunset area into your analysis of the traffic and air quality
for this project.
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Tree, Wildlife, and Open Space Impacts

Trees are being purchased by different cities in California (including Sacramento
region) to offset the ill effects of heat due to lack of trees in impoverished areas. It has
been show how poor neighborhoods suffer with poor health from high temperatures
due to lack of trees. Rocklin has above average income levels and projects such as
College park seek to remove almost every tree on the project site. Rocklin can do
better by redesigning the project to preserve open space, preserve the trees, and
protect the wildlife in the area. A recent development on a project site directly to the
south east of Sierra College clear cut the entire site. Rocklin has tree preservation
policies. Please ensure that these policies are promoted and require the developer to
show that the project really cannot redesign to meet the objectives and build up rather
than remove un-replaceable resource and environment. Rocklin has an obligation to
protect and preserve wildlife corridors, trees, and promote open space. The next
generation at Sierra college will surely be watching how Rocklin leadership manages
projects such as College Park. Please do due diligence in this effort and consider
increasing the easements in protected areas to extend to 100 feet. Taking this step
now will be a real benefit to the community.

Alternatives Analysis

The alternatives analysis, “Increased Density/Residential Emphasis Alternative”, it
states:
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* North Village and South Village sites would be developed with the same
components as described in the Project Description, but the density of the
residential uses would be increased. The same number of residential units as
the proposed Project would be constructed on each site under this alternative;
however, the residential areas would be clustered throughout the Project Area at
increased densities to allow for an increase in park/open space areas.

* The increased density under this alternative would allow for further
avoidance of riparian wetlands, seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland swale,
seeps, and ephemeral drainage areas, as well as allow for further setbacks from
the 100-year floodplain and creek on the South Village site.

e The proposed amenities, the amount of non-residential uses, bicycle and
pedestrian improvements, and landscaping would be the same as the proposed
Project.

* The Increased Density Alternative would result in development of the entire
Project Area; however, under this alternative, there would be approximately 29.1
more acres of park/open space land that may provide habitat for a variety of
species than the proposed Project.

* This addition of park and open space land would provide biological benefits
even though the remainder of the Project Area would be developed. Additionally,
it is anticipated that the increased density under this alternative would allow for
further avoidance of the sensitive aquatic habitat that is being removed under
the proposed Project, as well as seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland swale,
seeps, and ephemeral drainage areas. The Increased Density Alternative would
also allow for further setbacks from the 100-year floodplain and creek on the
South Village site. As such, the Increased Density Alternative would result in
slightly less impact to biological resources when compared to the proposed
Project.

Please utilize smart design principles to provide a superior project for the community by

selecting the “Increased Density/Residential Emphasis Alternative” instead of the
current project proposal.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,

Cheryl Berkema
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Response to Letter 54: Cheryl Berkema, Public Comment Submission
Response 54-1: This comment is an opening statement by the commenter, articulating that the
project has the opportunity to provide benefit to Rocklin, Sierra College, and Placer County
Residents. It also requests consideration of the regional impacts that the project coupled with other
projects will have on several environmental topical areas and the economy of the area. The
comment further notes the location of the project should be a showcase for smart growth, respect
for the environment, and housing that meets the needs of the larger community.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it identifies
specific environmental topics that should be considered and that are addressed in the EIR. The
specific comments pertaining to these topical areas are addressed in the following responses.

Response 54-2: This comment references the City of Rocklin Housing Element and states that the
time has come to ensure that every development meets or exceeds the affordable housing for
Rocklin. The comment further notes the availability of utilities, services, and transit make the project
sites prime sites to meet or exceed affordable housing needs and this can be accomplished by
building and retaining open space and trees. The comment requests information on the affordability
of the project for students, seniors and the special needs population and how the development will
accomplish the RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Allocation) for the two sites. The comment states
“Voters approved a measure to fund Sierra college students’ education. Rocklin needs to deliver on
housing needs for students.”

The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be
provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The City of Rocklin
has prepared a Housing Element, which functions as a comprehensive statement of its current and
future housing needs at all income levels. The Housing Element functions in coordination with the
Land Use Element to achieve a mix of housing choices throughout the community and to make
adequate housing sites available for people of all income levels. The proposed Project includes
medium density, medium-high density, and high density residential housing, which generally
speaking, will be more affordable than housing built on larger lots typical of rural residential, and
low density residential. The lower cost for these housing types is a function of less land needed for
the housing unit, and less building material and labor needed to build each housing unit. Overall,
the proposed Project is in alignment with the City’s goals of providing adequate housing sites
available for people of all income levels. The City will continue to identify sites for smaller lots and
structures in their long range planning documents to ensure that adequate housing is available for
all income levels. It should be noted that the City currently does not have an inclusionary
requirement for affordable housing. However, the project has proposed 180 senior affordable units,
equal to 20% of the total proposed units.
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Response 54-3: This comment references the Sunset Area/Placer Ranch Specific Plan and associated
significant air quality impacts noting that Rocklin will feel the air quality impacts of that Specific Plan
that was approved by Placer County. The commenter states “When considering the air quality
impacts for this project, please consider protecting as many trees as possible to preserve air quality,
sufficient electric charging stations to enable sustainability, higher density buildings to lessen the
footprint, and working with the city to provide mass transportation alternatives for the development
as part of the mitigation for this project.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 11 and 13. These comments are noted
and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The
comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant any changes to the EIR, rather
it indicates the commenter’s request to the decision-makers when considering the air quality
impacts of the Project identified in the EIR.

Response 54-4: This comment discusses the benefits of trees and that projects, such as the proposed
Project, seek to remove almost every tree on the site. The comment states “Rocklin can do better
by redesigning the project to preserve open space, preserve the trees, and protect the wildlife in the
area.” The comment also references that the City has tree preservation policies and requests that
the “policies are promoted and require the developer to show that the project really cannot redesign
to meet the objectives and build up rather than remove un-replaceable resource and environment.
Rocklin has an obligation to protect and preserve wildlife corridors, trees, and promote open space.”
The commenter requests consideration of increasing the easements in protected areas to extend to
100 feet and notes this step will be a benefit to the community.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 5. These comments are noted and will
be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration. The comment
does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant any changes to the EIR, rather it indicates
the commenter’s request to the decision-makers when considering the Project identified in the EIR.

Response 54-5: This comment restates information from the DEIR specific to the “Increased
Density/Residential Emphasis Alternative” and states “Please utilize smart design principles to
provide a superior project for the community by selecting the ‘Increased Density/Residential
Emphasis Alternative’ instead of the current project proposal.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant any
changes to the EIR, rather it indicates the commenter’s preference and request for the “Increased
Density/Residential Emphasis Alternative” identified in the DEIR to be selected over the proposed
Project.
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55-1 Cont.
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2.0-680 Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

55-2 Cont.
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Example #1, when making a comment regarding Traffic...

Reference DEIR Chapter 3.14 Transportation and Circulation, and for example; Section PROJECT
AREA ROADWAYS on page 3.14-3. Comment: The DEIR only addresses Rocklin Road and Siera
Caollege Bivd and does not address area surface streefs ke El Don Drive and Southside Ranch
Road that will alsa be impocted by the increased number of vehicles on our local sreets as o 55-4
direct result of the entire College Park 1 08-ccre development, and the cumulative effects on
fraffic cireulation with addifional development in the areaq, e.g. Siema Gateway 195-unit
apartment complex directly across the street from fhe College Park North site. Bl Don Drive as well
as Southside Ranch Road are used by students and others fo bypass traffic congestion on Rocklin
Road and Siema College Blvd. This is a significont impact o local neighborhoods in the vicinity of
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Example #2, when making a comment regarding Traffic. ..

Reference DEIR Chapter 3.14 Tronsportation and Circulation: and for example; IMPACTS AND
MITIGATION MEASURES, Impact 3.14-1, Table 3.1.4-9: Morth and Sauth Vilage Average VMT by
Land Use Type, page 3.14-22. Comment: The table identifies a 195-unit Senior Affordabie Multe
Farnily Land use having “Ne” Significant Impact. In fact, the table's legend states, “quantitative
VT metrics not shown because retall and affordable housing presumed to be less-than
significant™. It s inaccurate to state this d-stary, low-incorme, “senior dparfment complex,
especially given Iis ingress and egress onfo Rocklin Road with o right-furm enly will net have
“significant” impacts to traffic on Bocklin Road. Additionally, it is a well-known foct that senior
facilities actudlly have increased fraffic and pubiic services impacts due to high volumes of
ermergency colis. How does the City plan to oddress the “significant” impocts of this 4-sfory, 195
unit apartment comphaxs
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encroachments of a public thoroughfare, bridges, trails, drainage facilifies, utilities, and
fencing intended to delineate or protect a specific resource. Instadiation and maintenance of
those features shall minimize impacts to resources to the extent feasible. The above setbacks
and buffers shall apply to residential and non-residential development uniess the land owner
can demonsirate that literal application of this Action Plan item would preclude ol
economically viable use of the land under existing zoning.”

This unique wildiife area requires a larger than normal setback in order to protect this
incredible areq. Please refer to Save East Rocklin's wildiife photo gallery for pictures of the
various wildlife species taken on the College Park South site. All these photographs were taken
on the College property.

Additionally:
« Refer to College Park South Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan {zoom way in fo see fine
print & important detalls)
o 9 footto 7 % foot retaining walls along southern border of creek and development
o Shows the "curent” height of land vs. proposed height of land ofter grading, e.g.
cumentiy 291.1 feet above sea level - after grading P=299.0 feet above sea level.

—

e Sireams need fo be shaded to keep water femperature cool. Trees need to be kept.

e According fo the DER, there are a fotal of 1,599 trees located on the College Park's two
properties. Of those, 1,393 will be removed, leaving only 206 trees,

« The city of Rockiin simply allows developers fo cut down ook trees in exchange for them
paying fees into an Oak Tree Mitigation Fund. Unfortunately, the city uses that fund money to
build and maintain parks not in our area. For exampile, several years ago there was
approximately $1.5 milion in the fund. The City used all of that money fo finance tuming the
old golf course off Midas into a park. And that was after Save East Rockiin asked that those
funds be used to purchase part of the college property and turn itinto @ park in our area.

« The College Park North site aka the North Village will lose over |4-acres of tree canopy in the
Northem section of the project site. Only 5-acres acres will be preserved as open space and
that is probably only because there are drainage issues in that area.

« The College Park South aka South Vilage will lose 3-acres of free and 4- acres of free canopy
are afieged to be preserved. This is due to the wetlands that exist around the creek.

« The creek on the South project site sits in a 100 year floed plain,

GRADING

Reference: DER Chapter 3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Reference: City of Rocklin Municipal Code, Title 15 - BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION, Secfions
15.28.070 - Grading opproval—Scope—Liabiity, and 15.28.080 - Conditions of grading approval.
Reference: City of Rockiin General Plan, Chaopter Il - Summary of Gogls
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Raferance: City of Rocklin's General Plan, Chapter IV A - Land Use Berment

s Refer to College Pork South Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan (zoom way in to see fing
print & imporfant defails)
s 7ioatte 7 1% foot retaining walls along southem border of creek and development
o Shows the "curent” height of land vs. propesed height of land after grading, &.g.
cumently 291,1 feat above sea level = after grading P=299.0 feet obove sea level.
! ' == T

» The City should noi allow any developer(s) to increase the height of the existing ground levels

more than 1-5 feet (depending on location, e.g. no more than 2 feet on the South Project site)
when grading for future buildings.

» No grading pemits should be lssued for grading higher 1-5 feet. Basis for fhis argument, see
below references.

& Referance: Municipal Code Secfions 15.28.070 - Grading approva—Scope—Liability.

and Section 15.28.080 - Conditions of grading approval.
o Reference: City of Rocklin's General Plan, Chapter li — Surmmary Of Goals & Policies &
Action Plans,

s Open Space, Comservation And Recreation Element Goals And Folicies Goal For
The Preservation Of Open Spoce Land For Matural Resources [pg. 2-9):
* Goal - "To designate, protect, and conserve open space land in a manner
that protects natural resources and balances needs for the economic,
physical and social development of the City.” Page 2-9.
% Poliches for the Conservation, Development and Utilization of Matural
Resources, Policy OCR-50 - “Maintain a grading ordinance that minimizes
erodon and sitafion of creeks and ofher watercourses”, Foge 2-13.
o Reference: City of Rocklin's General Plan, Chapter [V A - Land Use Element - Design
Review [pg. 44-4}
“_..The Design Review Board reviews site plans, parking, lighfing, signs. fencing, building
alavations, materials. calor scheme, landscape plans, and prefiminany grading plans.
The criteria considered by the Design Review Board include:
» Compatibility of height and scole of sfructures, including signs, with the sumraunding
are;
» Praservation of natural topographic patterns and thelr incorporation infe site plans:
+ Presarvation of ocak frees;
+ Drientafion of structures to conserve energy;
« Compalibiity of different architectural shyles;
= Crientation and intensity of lighting;
« Varable sifing of individual structures;
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« Avoidance of monotony of texture, building fines or mass;

* Avoidance of blonk wals;

« Variation in roof planes and exterlor building walls;

« Screening of roof flashing, rain gutters, vents, and roof-mounted mechanical
equipment;

« Signage guidelines;

« Parking and landscaping guideiines.”

« Refer fo the below photos/diagrams of the following east Rockiin developments fo see how
important it is fo pay attention to "grading” when reviewing project information.

Examples:

o Slerra Galeway Apartment complex. Look at the grading currently going on af the SE
cormer of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Bivd. The grading Is so high {at minimum 10
feet) that the aready approved 3-story cparfment complex will now feel fke a 4-5 story
apartment complex. And tower over the 2-story apartments across the street. Not fo
mention towering over the existing single-fomily homes south of the Sierra Gateway
project site.

55-7 Cont.

SFT.

Sierra Gateway Apts project site
(SE commer of SC BI & Rocklin Rd)
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o Granite Bluff Subdivision which Is under construction right now off Aguilar Road and
which you can see from Rocklin road is a good example of where the developer
graded the previously undevetoped land 10-20 feet higher than the existing homes
surounding the project site. Please feel free to use any diagrams or photos from this
hand out. For example, click on the above photo, then select “copy”.

Granite Bluffs Subdivision
Under Construction

Existing Single Story Home

55-7 Cont.
Granite Bluff Small Lot Subdivision
2-story homes towering over existing
home after grading
PUBLIC SERVICES
Reference: DEIR Chapter 3.13 Public Services and Recreation
55-8

This very large development which inciudes 900 new homes will have significant impacts on Public
Services.

« There will be anincreased need for police and fire services.
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« Traffic _

+ According to Rocklin Police Dept. statistics, Rocklin Road is the #1
collision lecation in the City. _ .

« The City should not approve this massive development without making
improvements to Rocklin Road that will be even more impacted with 200
new residences, retail and "other" uses. d

55-9
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2.0

To help alleviate impacts to an already impacted Rocklin Road between 1-
80 and Sierra College Blvd., right hand tum lanes should be added at the
4 signaled intersections on this stretch of road.

+ The City's proposed L-80/Rocklin Rpad interchange project will not
alleviate traffic impacts on Rocklin Road or Sierra College Bivd.

+ The College Park Project Draft EIR (DEIR) does not address traffic
impacts to local surface street like Bl Don Drive and Southside Ranch
Road that will be further impacted by increased traffic use of these
streets as cut through streets for drivers avoiding Rocklin Road)/Sierra
College Blvd. congestion.

+ Riparian Area

= Protect the wildlife corridor/creek that runs through the College Park
South site by the City increasing the 50 foot creek setback to 100 feet,

+ Do not allow the developer to pave over the SPMUD easement road that
runs alongside the creek on the south side at College Park South site.
This would create an impervious surface for storm water runoff into the
creek as well as impede wildlife,

= Rocklin City policies state “Consider acquisition and development of small
areas along creeks at convenient and safe locations for use by the
general public,” and “Encourage the protection of open space areas...from
encroachment or destruction through the use of conservation easements,
natural resource buffers, building setbacks or other measures.” The City

" should follow these policies by protecting the area around the Secret
Ravine tributary creek that runs through the center of the College Park
South site and should acquire this land for use by the general public as is
already the case today.

« Dak Trees ’ 1

= The project as it stands reports the removal of an estimated 1,393 of the
1,599 native oak trees (over 87%) on the College Park project sites.

+ Trees

+ The DEIR states the 72-acre College Park North development site would
lose 14.07 acres of tree canopy while 4.54 acres would be preserved. On
the 36-acre College Park South site 2.54 acres of tree canopy would be
removed and 3.53 acres of tree canopy would be preserved. The DEIR
claims the loss of existing landscaping and trees would only be a
temporary impact until new landscaping matures. It could take 10 years
before new landscaping and 5-gallon replacement trees mature.

* Flooding

+ The creek that runs east-west through the center of the College Park

South site sits in a EEMA 100-year floodplain and floods every year during
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the rainy season. The creek has already flooded over its banks onto the
SPMUD easement road with the 10/24/21 October rain event. The City
should not allow development within at least 100 feet from the creek to
avoid future_"flooding hazards" to new homes designated for the area
south of the creek. Y

Project Alternatives .

The Draft EIR (DEIR) provides alternatives to the current project plan.
Support the "Reduced Footprint Alternative”. Under this alternative, the
project footprint would be reduced by 17%.

The DEIR states "The decreased footprint under this alternative would
allow for further setbacks from the FEMA designated 100 year floodplain
and creek on the South Village site..."

Mitigation Fees

The City should not allow the developer to simply pay money or
"mitigation fees” like Park & Rec fees that go into a general Park fund and
could end up being spent somewhere across town. Collection of
mitigation fees for Parks, Public Services, Traffic, etc. should be avoided,
rether actual mitigation measures should be imposed.

Public Services

The College Park project calls for a 4-story and 3-story apartment
complex as well as a 4-story condominium complex and a row of 3-story
triplexes running along the western edge of the North project site and
parallel to Sierra College Bivd. The Fire Station on this side of town off
Rocklin Road does not have a ladder truck to fight fires for these tall
structures. The nearest ladder truck is across town near Rocklin High

2.0-694
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Local schools will be “Significantly impacted™ with new students.

Given there are severcl proposed 3 and 4 story residential buildings there is a need for a Fire
Dept. Ladder Truck. Cumrently Rocklin Fire Dept.'s only Ladder Truck is located across town near
Rocklin High School. - '

There will be increased demand on existing water and sewer lines fhat could potentially affect
existing homes in the area.

SIERRA COLLEGE CAMPUS IMPACTS
Reference: DER Executive Summary

Sierra College is developing and selling off their 108-acres of “Surplus” property to make money.
Considering a couple years ago voters approved Measure E, Sierra College's $350M Bond with State
matching funds glving the College a total of $700 Milion, why do they now stil need to develop and
sell this publicly paid for 108-acres of “surplus” property that was meant for campus expansion.

We believe this surplus property needs to remain available for future College expansion. Here's some
reasons why,

1.

With increased housing development throughout Placer and surrounding counties, and
especially within just east Rocklin with the “cumulative™ number of 1,200 plus housing units
pending or under construciion now (e.g. College Park 900 residential unifs, Slerra Gateway 195
residenfial unifs, Granite Bluffs 75 residentic! unifs, Rocklin Meadows 27 residential unifs and
others] we're going to see more students attending Sierra College.

Now with fiee community college In the State of California, student numbers will rise

. exponentially. The State of California implemented the Califomia College Promise

" Program which provides free tuition to students who attend a community college for the first

two years of their education. The State also implemented the Caiifernia College Promise
Grant which pays community college fees for low-income California residents attending
community coliege in the state. : : == i
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Example #1 - Traffic congestion on Rocklin Road -
Reference DEIR Chapter 3.14 Transportation and Circulation, Section "Project
Area Roadways" on page 3.14-3.

Comment: The Draft EIR only addresses traffic impacts on Rocklin Road and
Sierra College Blvd and does not address local surface streets like Bl Don Drive
and Southside Ranch Road that will also be impacted by thousands of

new vehides on our local streets as a direct result of the entire College Park
108-acre development.

Comment: The Draft EIR does not address the "cumulative effects” on traffic
circulation with additional development in the area, e.g. Sierra Gateway 195-
unit apartment complex directly across the street from the College Park Morth
site, the Granite Bluff 75 single family lot subdivision off Aguilar Road or the
Quick Quack Car Wash at Sierra College Blvd, & Dominguez Road all under
construction now.

Comment: The Draft EIR does not address the traffic impacts to El Don Drive
as well as Southside Ranch Road that are used by students and others to
bypass traffic congestion on Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd. This is a
significant impact to local neighborhoods. How does the City plan to address
the significant impacts to increased traffic on El Don Drive as well as Southside
Ranch Road?

55-18

Example #2 - Traffic
Reference DEIR Chapter 3,14 Transportation and Circulation; Section on
"Impacts and Mitigation Measures": reference Impact 3.14-1, Table 3.14-9:
on DEIR page 3.14-22.
Comment: The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit) Senior Affordable
Multi-Family Land use aka the Slerra College Senior Apartments Project having

. No Significant Impact. In addition, the table’s legend states, "guantitative
VMT metrics not shown because retail and affordable housing presumed to be
less-than significant”. It is inaccurate to state this 4-story, low-income, “senior” 55-19
apartment complex (potential nursing home facility), espedially given its right-
turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only egress onto
Rocklin Road will not have "significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road.
Additionally, it is a well-known fact that senior care facilities actually have
increased traffic and public services impacts due to high volumes of
emergency calls, How does the City plan to address the “significant” impacts of
this 4-story, 195-unit {or 180-unit) apartment complex on Rocklin Road traffic
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o

as well as the impacts to the city's public services (pelice and fire)?

Example #3 - Aesthetics - increased light and glare

Reference DEIR Chapter 3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources (pg. 3.1-1),
Comment: The College Park Project site consists of approximately 108.4-acres
including the 72.6-acre Narth Village site (NE corner Rocklin Rd. & SC

Bivd.) and the 35.8-acre South Village site (SE corner Rocklin Re. & B Don Dr.).
The Morth Village which is slated for a minimum of 695 few residential dwelling
units in a highly congested setting s bounded an the west by Slerra College
Boulevard and the Sierra College Campus. Within the proposed 695 units is a 4-
story condominium complex, another 3-story apartment complex (not shown
on their Tentative Subdivision Map), and a leng row of 3-story high triplexes
running parallel to Sierra College Bivd along the project’s western border. The
college campus is already a great source of light and glare. Every night the
campus lights up the night sky. Directly south of the North Village (aka College
Park Morth) is the already approved 3-story Sierra Gateway 195-unit apartment
complex currently under construction. .

The cumulative effects on light and glare produced by Sierra College Bhvd.,
traffic, the Sierra College Campus, the pending Sierra Gateway apartments and
now an additional jam packed 695 residential units on the College Park North
site, will significantly impact the aesthetics of our east Rocklin community, How
can the City of Rocklin reduce this light and glare to an “insignificant” level?
(Note: the College Park Sputh site is slated for an additional 205 residential
units making a total of 900 new residential units created by this development,
Nate the College Park South Tentative Subdivision map does not show the
proposed 4-story, 180-unit apartment complex on the NE section of the South

project site.)

5
Example #4 - Fooding on College Park South project site ,‘g
Reference DEIR Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality: Sectiori®ealled
"Flooding" on pg. 3.9-4 of the DEIR.

Comment: The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College
Park South project site is a tributary creek of Secret Ravine Cresk. Mante Verde
Park is located on the north side of the tributary creek. The park was purposely
built in this location to address flooding from the creek. The creek and the park
sit in @ FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-
year floodplain and fails to address the yearty flooding that occurs on the
College Park South site. Mast natably, many times during the rainy season and
most recently on Sunday, October 24, 2021, the creek easily overflows it banks

55-20

55-21
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and covers the SPMUD easement road that runs parallel to the creek on the

south side. Under the Flooding section on pg. 3.9-4, it simply states "a
portion of the South Village site is shown on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Map." When in fact the entire creek area and the Monte Verde Fark on the
College Park South site sit within a FEMA 100-year flood plain. The DEIR fails to
adequately disdose, analyze, and mitigate the project’s impacts on Flooding.
Comment: The tributary creek that runs through the middle of the College
Park South project site is a flood hazard area. Chapter 15.16 of the City of
Recklin Municipal Code (Flood Hazard Areas) spedifically states, "Restrict or
prohibit uses which are dangerous to health, safety, and property due to water
or erosion hazards, or which results in damaging increases in erosion or flood
heights or velocities." and "Control filling, grading, dredging, and other
development which may increase flood damage.” These statements seems to
confiict with General Plan language that sets only a 50 foat developrent
sethack from a creeks bank. Should the Rocklin City Council approve
development enly 50 feet from a flood hazard area? Shouldr't the City of
Rocklin consider an increased development setback from this known-to-flood
creek? A more appropriate "Mitigation Measure" for this area would be to
increase the creek setback to 100 feet,

55-21 Cont.
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Response to Letter 55: Margo Rabin, Public Comment Submission
Response 55-1: This comment is an opening statement by the commenter, noting they built their
home 30 years ago and summarizing the reasons they chose to live in Rocklin, including the small
community feel, rural beauty and tranquility. The commenter notes their home is across from
pristine wildlife habitat that includes a year round creek that is part of a larger wildlife and riparian
corridor. The commenter also identifies the wildlife they have seen as the wetlands occur on both
sides of El Don Drive.

The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it identifies the commenter’s
experience of living in the area specific to nature and wildlife. These comments are noted and will
be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 55-2: This comment references the Notice of Availability and lists the environmental issue
areas identified as having significant and unavoidable impacts from implementation of the project.
The comment further notes that they believe “Bio Diversity” or “Biological Resources” have been
omitted and that there is “no acknowledgement of the negative and deadly impact to all the wildlife
that is here”. The comment states “One of the glaring mistakes in the draft is the notion that we live
in ‘urban’” and identifies wildlife within the area, including a beaver hut and turkey. The comment
further references the DEIR Executive Summary and restates the environmental impact statements
related to wetlands, riparian habitat, and wildlife corridors and wildlife nursey sites and notes a
“glaring contradiction” that the proposed project would not interfere substantially with the
movement of native fish or wildlife species or with established wildlife corridors or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites and states “What a Lie!!!, Nonsense”.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 2 and 12. The environmental topic
discussed in this comment is addressed in Section 3.4 Biological Resources. The DEIR did conclude
that the proposed Project is not anticipated to interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites. Specifically, the DEIR noted that a portion of the Project
site is transected by an unnamed tributary of Secret Ravine Creek and the application of City policies
has resulted in a riparian buffer along the creek. To the degree that the creek and riparian area
currently serve as a wildlife migration corridor, it is expected that the Project’s preservation of the
creek and riparian area will also preserve the ability for wildlife to use that corridor for movement.
These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration.

Response 55-3: The comment states “the lack of current traffic analysis and accurate projections is
frightening”, that “current traffic counts should be made” in reference to new construction, and that
the project has a lot of “high density” that is not compatible with the neighborhood. The commenter
further notes that traffic is manageable with the exception of college students during the peak
period and that cumulative traffic gridlock, stress and driver anxiety that could be created would be
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a disaster. The comment references attachments for review. These attachments are addressed in
Responses 55-4 through 55-22, below. The commenter closes with “/ would like to remind everyone
that ‘citizens’ not developers and not Sierra College are at the top of the City of Rocklin organizational
chart. This is how it should be, must be.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Response 8-31. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099, and California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, VMT
has replaced congestion as the metric for determining transportation impacts under CEQA. Section
15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that VMT is the “most appropriate measure of
transportation impacts” and mandates analysis of VMT impacts effective July 1, 2020. A project’s
effect on automobile delay is no longer a consideration when identifying a significant impact; hence,
studying potential congestion at additional intersections is not necessary pursuant to CEQA.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR.
Specific comments on the DEIR related to traffic and other environmental topical areas are included
within the commenter’s referenced attachments and are addressed in Responses 55-4 through 55-
22, below. The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but the comment is noted and
will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 55-4: This comment states “the DEIR only addresses Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd
and does not address area surface streets like El Don Drive and Southside Ranch Road that will also
be impacted by the increased number of vehicles on our local streets as a direct result of the entire
College Park 108-acre development, and the cumulative effects on traffic circulation with additional
development in the area, e.g. Sierra Gateway 195-unit apartment complex directly across the street
from the College Park North site. El Don Drive as well as Southside Ranch Road are used by students
and others to bypass traffic congestion on Rocklin Road and Sierra College Blvd.”

The DEIR and responses to comments contained in this FEIR describe planned improvements at the
I-80/Rocklin Road interchange, improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College
Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required
widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard along the project frontages. These
improvements will help alleviate congestion and queuing that is present along these corridors.
Chapter lll of the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) in Appendix | describes the expected level of usage of El
Don Drive (southeasterly toward Sierra College Boulevard) by South Village trips. Ten percent of
inbound trips and five percent of outbound trips are expected to use this segment of El Don Drive.
Based on the South Village’s daily trip generation, this would represent 165 daily trips being added.
Some of these trips may also choose to use Southside Ranch Road via Buxton Way or Freeman Drive
to reach Sierra College Boulevard, though it is noted that remaining on El Don Drive is shorter and
faster (at least during off-peak hours). Capacity improvements would be made by the project
applicant at all four legs of the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection. This may further
act to discourage use of El Don Drive to travel between Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road.
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Response 55-5: This comment states the following: “The Table identifies a 195-unit Senior Affordable
Multi-Family Land Use having No Significant Impact. In fact, the table’s legend states, “quantitative
VMT metrics not shown because retail and affordable housing presumed to be less-than

7

‘significant’”. It is inaccurate to state this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex,
especially given its ingress and egress onto Rocklin Road with a right-turn only will not have
“significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road. Additionally, it is a well-known fact that senior care
facilities actually have increased traffic and public services impacts due to high volumes of
emergency calls. How does the City plan to address the “significant” impacts of this 4-story, 195-unit

(or 180-unit) apartment complex?”

Traffic is discussed in DEIR Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. Footnote 5 on page 3.14-22
of the DEIR describes how the Office of Planning & Research’s Technical Advisory concludes that
VMT impacts associated with affordable housing are presumed less-than-significant. A comparison
of Tables 3.14-4 and 3.14-5 indicates that senior multi-family housing daily trip rates are 50 percent
less than non-age restricted multi-family trip rates. For clarification it is noted that the proposed
development is not for a “senior care facility”, but rather a senior multi-family housing project.
Additionally, while the Trip Generation Manual did not contain senior, multi-family affordable
category, it is expected that senior multi-family housing would generate even fewer trips due to the
older age of residents and likelihood for fewer persons per unit and fewer employed persons. Since
VMT is the product of the number of daily trips multiplied by trip length, affordable multi-family
housing would be expected to generate substantially lower VMT per unit than market-based multi-
family. Refer to Response 9-5 for planned improvements along Rocklin Road to accommodate
project trips. Impact Statement 3.14-7 contains a detailed discussion of the potential for the project
to cause significant impacts to emergency vehicle response. That evaluation concluded that the
project would not result in inadequate emergency access.

Response 55-6: This comment references the 50-foot setback and requests the setback be increased
to 100 feet and also references removal of trees.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4, 5, and 12.

Response 55-7: This comment references DEIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources and
states the developer should not be allowed to increase the height of the existing ground levels.
References are made to Design Review Board criteria. The comment includes examples of grading
associated with construction projects, including Sierra Gateway Apartment complex and the Granite
Bluff Subdivision.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The
comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be
provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 55-8: This comment states the following:
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Public Services
O There will be an increased need for police and fire services.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. DEIR
Section 3.13 evaluates whether the proposed Project would result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered police of fire facilities or the need
for new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives.

While the proposed Project may increase the need for police and fire services, as discussed in the
DEIR, the Project would not result in the need to provide new or physically altered police or fire
facilities; thus, substantial adverse physical impacts would not occur. The DEIR further notes that
although implementation of the Project would result in increased population at the Project sites,
the increased population would be less than what was envisioned under the General Plan and that
impact fees from new development are collected to fund costs associated with the provision of
police and fire protection services. The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR.

Response 55-9: This comment states the following:
Traffic

0 According to Rocklin Police Dept. statistics, Rocklin Road is the #1 collision location in the City.

0 The City should not approve this massive development without making improvements to Rocklin
Road that will be even more impacted with 900 new residences, retail and "other" uses.

O To help alleviate impacts to an already impacted Rocklin Road between [-80 and Sierra College
Blvd., right hand turn lanes should be added at the 4 signaled intersections on this stretch of road.

O The City's proposed I-80/Rocklin Road interchange project will not alleviate traffic impacts on
Rocklin Road or Sierra College Blvd.

O The College Park Project Draft EIR (DEIR) does not address traffic impacts to local surface street
like El Don Drive and Southside Ranch Road that will be further impacted by increased traffic use
of these streets as cut through streets for drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College Bivd.
congestion.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Response 8-31. A full traffic analysis is included the Draft
EIR Appendix | of the Draft EIR. The traffic analysis is included Section 3.14 Traffic and Circulation.
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099, and California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, VMT has replaced congestion as the metric for determining
transportation impacts under CEQA. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that VMT is
the “most appropriate measure of transportation impacts” and mandates analysis of VMT impacts
effective July 1, 2020. A project’s effect on automobile delay is no longer a consideration when
identifying a significant impact; hence, studying potential congestion at additional intersections is
not necessary pursuant to CEQA.

2.0-702 Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park


https://saveeastrocklin.us18.list-manage.com/track/click?u=db35498065e67af71dbf6e324&id=f453fa6c5e&e=75535e75e4

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

It is noted that there are planned improvements at the 1-80/Rocklin Road interchange,
improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra
College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra
College Boulevard along the project frontages. These improvements will reduce congestion and
gueuing that is present along these corridors. It is noted that congestion and traffic operations
related issues, as well as geometric design issues, are the primary causes of traffic accidents. It is
expected that traffic safety along Rocklin Road will improve as a result of these planned
improvements and the City has no geometric design concerns associated with the proposed Project.

Bullet three is presumably referring to the need for right-turn lanes in the eastbound direction of
Rocklin Road at Aguilar Road, El Don Drive, Havenhurst Circle, and Sierra College Boulevard.
Construction of a right-turn lane at Aguilar Road would be complicated by lack of available right-of-
way, proximity of Secret Ravine, and presence of trees. Construction of a right-turn lane at El Don
Drive is complicated by lack of available right-of-way given that the land adjacent to the intersection
has been developed. Provision of right-turn lanes at both of these intersections may be considered
in conjunction with future planning efforts to widen Rocklin Road to six lanes. The right-turn
volumes of 7 AM peak hour vehicles and 16 PM peak hour vehicles at Havenhurst Circle do not
warrant a right-turn lane. A right-turn lane already exists at Sierra College Boulevard. Ongoing
traffic analysis for the Project Approval & Environmental Document (PA&ED) process to upgrade the
Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange has shown that the proposed Diverging Diamond Interchange would
substantially benefit traffic on Rocklin Road east of 1-80. The interchange is being designed to
operate at LOS D or better and adjacent intersections are being designed to comply with the City’s
LOS C policy. Chapter Il of the TIS in Appendix | describes the expected level of usage of El Don
Drive (southeasterly toward Sierra College Boulevard) by South Village trips. Ten percent of inbound
trips and five percent of outbound trips are expected to use this segment of El Don Drive. Based on
the South Village’s daily trip generation, this would represent 165 daily trips being added. Some of
these trips may also choose to use Southside Ranch Road via Buxton Way or Freeman Drive to reach
Sierra College Boulevard, though it is noted that remaining on El Don Drive is shorter and faster (at
least during off-peak hours). Capacity improvements would be made by the Project applicant at all
four legs of the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection. This may further act to
discourage use of El Don Drive to travel between Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road.

Response 55-10: This comment states the following:
Riparian Area

O Protect the wildlife corridor/creek that runs through the College Park South site by the City
increasing the 50 foot creek setback to 100 feet.

0 Do not allow the developer to pave over the SPMUD easement road that runs alongside the creek
on the south side at College Park South site. This would create an impervious surface for storm
water runoff into the creek as well as impede wildlife.
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Rocklin City policies state “Consider acquisition and development of small areas along creeks at
convenient and safe locations for use by the general public,” and “Encourage the protection of
open space areas...from encroachment or destruction through the use of conservation
easements, natural resource buffers, building setbacks or other measures.” The City should follow
these policies by protecting the area around the Secret Ravine tributary creek that runs through
the center of the College Park South site and should acquire this land for use by the general public
as is already the case today.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 2 and 4.

Response 55-11: This comment states the following:

Oak Trees

(0]

The project as it stands reports the removal of an estimated 1,393 of the 1,599 native oak trees
(over 87%) on the College Park project sites.

This comment is addressed under Master Response 5.

Response 55-12: This comment states the following:

Trees

(0]

The DEIR states the 72-acre College Park North development site would lose 14.07 acres of tree
canopy while 4.54 acres would be preserved. On the 36-acre College Park South site 2.54 acres of
tree canopy would be removed and 3.53 acres of tree canopy would be preserved. The DEIR claims
the loss of existing landscaping and trees would only be a temporary impact until new
landscaping matures. It could take 10 years before new landscaping and 5-gallon replacement
trees mature.

This comment is addressed under Master Response 5.

Response 55-13: This comment states the following:

Flooding

(0]

The creek that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South site sits in a FEMA
100-year floodplain and floods every year during the rainy season. The creek has already flooded
over its banks onto the SPMUD easement road with the 10/24/21 October rain event. The City
should not allow development within at least 100 feet from the creek to avoid future "flooding
hazards" to new homes designated for the area south of the creek.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 1, 2, and 4.

Response 55-14: This comment states the following:

Project Alternatives

O The Draft EIR (DEIR) provides alternatives to the current project plan. Support the "Reduced
Footprint Alternative". Under this alternative, the project footprint would be reduced by 17%.
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O The DEIR states “The decreased footprint under this alternative would allow for further setbacks
from the FEMA designated 100 year floodplain and creek on the South Village site..."

This comment is addressed under Master Response 2. It is also noted that the commenter has an
apparent preference for the Reduced Footprint Alternative.

Response 55-15: This comment states the following:
Mitigation Fees

O The City should not allow the developer to simply pay money or "mitigation fees" like Park & Rec
fees that go into a general Park fund and could end up being spent somewhere across town.
Collection of mitigation fees for Parks, Public Services, Traffic, etc. should be avoided, rather
actual mitigation measures should be imposed.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
a recommendation for an alternative to paying mitigation measures. It is noted that there are
established laws, regulations, and ordinances regarding the provision of parks, public services, and
traffic improvements. The proposed Project is required to comply with those rules and regulations.
In some cases, thresholds are reached that require a facility or improvement to be made for a
project, while in other cases a threshold is not reached and a fee is deemed sufficient to pay for the
pro rata fair share of the project’s financial impact on such services. The City of Rocklin intends to
maintain operating under the current rules and regulations relating to this subject. The analysis of
each of those topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 55-16: This comment states the following:
Public Services

O The College Park project calls for a 4-story and 3-story apartment complex as well as a 4-story
condominium complex and a row of 3-story triplexes running along the western edge of the North
project site and parallel to Sierra College Blvd. The Fire Station on this side of town off Rocklin
Road does not have a ladder truck to fight fires for these tall structures. The nearest ladder truck
is across town near Rocklin High School.

0 Local schools will be “Significantly Impacted” with new students.

O Given there are several proposed 3 and 4 story residential buildings there is a need for a Fire Dept.
Ladder Truck. Currently, Rocklin Fire Dept’s only Ladder Truck is located across town near Rocklin
High School.

O There will be increased demand on existing water and sewer lines that could potentially affect
existing homes in the area.

Fire services are discussed in DEIR Section 3.13, Public Services. A ladder truck is just one element
of many that provide safety and fire protection for taller buildings. The proposed buildings will
incorporate multiple overlapping protection systems in their construction and design, via Building
and Fire Code requirements and conditions of approval, including but not limited to the inclusion of
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“standpipe” water distribution systems in structures four stories and greater in height, stairwell
access to the roofs of structures four stories and greater in height, 13-R Fire suppression systems in
attic areas, Fire Alarm systems, and potential additional systems that may be required on a case by
case basis during the detailed Building Permit review for a given structure. It is the stated opinion of
the Rocklin Fire Chief that these systems, in concert, will provide a more than adequate level of
resident safety and fire protection in these structures.

The comment correctly states that the DEIR concluded a significant and unavoidable impact related
to potential environmental effects associated with future school facilities. See Response 18-27. The
comment does not raise any specific issues that warrant any changes to the EIR.

The comment states there will be increased demand on existing water and sewer lines that could
potentially affect existing homes in the area. The comment does not raise any specific issues with
the EIR. Water and sewer are discussed in DEIR Section 3.15 Utilities. The analysis of each of those
topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 55-17: This comment references Sierra College developing and selling 108-acres of surplus
property and outlines reasons why the commenter believes the surplus property needs to remain
available for the future College expansion. The comment does not raise an “environmental”
concern. The comment will be provided to the appointed and elected officials for their

consideration.
Response 55-18: This comment states the following:
Traffic

O The College Park Project Draft EIR (DEIR) does not address traffic impacts to local surface street
like EI Don Drive and Southside Ranch Road that will be further impacted by increased traffic use
of these streets as cut through streets for drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College Blvd.
congestion.

O The Draft EIR does not address the “cumulative effects” on traffic circulation with additional
development in the area, e.g., Sierra Gateway 195-unit apartment complex directly across the
street from the College Park North site, the Granite Bluff 75 single family lot subdivision off
Aguilar Road or the Quick Quack Car Wash at Sierra College Blvd. & Dominguez Road all under
construction now.

O The Draft EIR does not address the traffic impacts to El Don Drive as well as Southside Ranch Road
that are used by students and others to bypass traffic congestion on Rocklin Road and Sierra
College Blvd. This is a significant impact to local neighborhoods. How does the City plan to address
the significant impacts to increased traffic on El Don Drive as well as Southside Ranch Road?

This comment is addressed under Response 55-3, 55-4, and 55-9. A full traffic analysis is included
the Draft EIR Appendix | of the Draft EIR. The traffic analysis is included Section 3.14 Traffic and
Circulation. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099, and
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, VMT has replaced congestion as the metric
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for determining transportation impacts under CEQA. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines
provides that VMT is the “most appropriate measure of transportation impacts” and mandates
analysis of VMT impacts effective July 1, 2020. A project’s effect on automobile delay is no longer a
consideration when identifying a significant impact; hence, studying potential congestion at
additional intersections is not necessary pursuant to CEQA.

Response 55-19: This comment states the following: “The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit)
Senior Affordable Multi-Family Land use aka the Sierra College Senior Apartments Project having No

Significant Impact. In addition, the table’s legend states, “quantitative VMT metrics not shown
because retail and affordable housing presumed to be less-than significant”. It is inaccurate to state
this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex (potential nursing home facility), especially
given its right-turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only egress onto Rocklin Road
will not have “significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road. Additionally, it is a well-known fact that
senior care facilities actually have increased traffic and public services impacts due to high volumes
of emergency calls. How does the City plan to address the “significant” impacts of this 4-story, 195-
unit (or 180-unit) apartment complex on Rocklin Road traffic as well as the impacts to the city's public
services (police and fire)?”

Page 3.14-16 of the DEIR describes how the project description includes a 180-unit senior, affordable
multi-family development on the South Village. It further explains that when the transportation
impact study was being prepared, 195 units were planned at the time. Analyses within the
transportation chapter are based on the more conservative value of 195 units. An assisted living or
congregate care type facility, which would include employees, deliveries, visitors, etc. is not
proposed.

As previously stated, pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21099,
and California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, VMT has replaced congestion as the
metric for determining transportation impacts under CEQA. Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines
provides that VMT is the “most appropriate measure of transportation impacts” and mandates
analysis of VMT impacts effective July 1, 2020. A project’s effect on automobile delay is no longer a
consideration when identifying a significant impact; hence, studying potential congestion at
additional intersections is not necessary pursuant to CEQA. As for the finding of no significant VMT
impact, footnote 5 on page 3.14-22 of the DEIR describes how the Office of Planning & Research’s
Technical Advisory concludes that VMT impacts associated with affordable housing are presumed
less-than-significant. A comparison of Tables 3.14-4 and 3.14-5 indicates that senior multi-family
housing daily trip rates are 50 percent less than non-age restricted multi-family trip rates.
Additionally, while the Trip Generation Manual did not contain senior, multi-family affordable
category, it is expected that senior multi-family housing would generate even fewer trips due to the
older age of residents and likelihood for fewer persons per unit and fewer employed persons. Since
VMT is the product of the number of daily trips multiplied by trip length, affordable multi-family
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housing would be expected to generate substantially lower VMT per unit than market-based multi-
family. Response 55-4 discusses planned improvements along Rocklin Road that will accommodate
project trips. Impact Statement 3.14-7 contains a detailed discussion of the potential for the project
to cause significant impacts to emergency vehicle response. That evaluation concluded that the
project would not result in inadequate emergency access.

Response 55-20: This comment references light and glare and that the campus is already a great
source of light and glare and that the project will result in cumulative effects on light and glare.

The topics of aesthetics, light and glare, and nighttime lighting are addressed in the DEIR in Section
3.1 Aesthetics. Overall, implementation of the proposed Project would introduce new sources of
light and glare into the Project Area; however, application of the City’s design review process and
implementation of City goals and policies would minimize potential impacts associated with light
and glare in the Project Area. The site would be developed with typical urban uses that are consistent
and compatible with surrounding existing and anticipated future developments. As noted above,
there are no specific features within the proposed Project that would create unusual light and glare
inconsistent with the surrounding uses. Therefore, implementation of existing City Design Review
Guidelines and the General Plan policies addressing light and glare would reduce potential impacts
associated with light and glare to a less than significant impact.”

It is noted that the existing City policy ordinances, and standards (existing regulations), by their very
nature, reduce impacts. Where regulations exist to address a potential impact (i.e. City Design
Review Guidelines), the City relies on the mitigating effects of such measures by virtue of the
compliance with the regulation. To that effect, the City reviews designs in light Policy LU 4, which
requires the incorporation of dark sky concepts into designs, and the City Design Review Guidelines,
which can be found at the following link - https://www.rocklin.ca.us/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/design_review_criteria_update_-_citywide_doc_12-16.pdf?1622575285. These
Guidelines were developed to address light and glare issues, among other things, that can result
from new improvements and buildings. During the design process, specific design considerations are
incorporated into those designs based on guidance in the guidelines. ltem D (Design Review Criteria),
subsection 2 (Site Planning) and item b. of the Design Review Guidelines includes encouraging
fixtures to be of a design and size compatible with the building and with adjacent areas; and
prohibiting adverse light and glare onto adjacent properties. Moreover, these guidelines include
standards that encourage smaller scale parking lot lights instead of fewer, overly tall and large
parking lot lights which have the potential to cause greater adverse light onto adjacent properties.
The use of bollard lighting, decorative poles and fixtures is strongly encouraged within the city’s
design guidelines. Outdoor light fixtures mounted on building walls should relate to the height of
pedestrians and not exceed 8 to 10 feet. Lastly, signage facing adjacent residential areas should be
non-illuminated unless it can be demonstrated that due to physical distances between the uses or
the method of lighting and the proposed placement will not create compatibility concerns. The
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design guidelines also state that the light from any illuminated sign shall be so shaded, shielded or
directed that the light intensity or brightness shall not cause adverse glare to surrounding areas. The
intent of these measures is to ensure that light and glare are minimized by following the City’s
existing standards.

Response 55-21: This comment references concern for Flooding on the College Park South project
site. The commenter references DEIR Chapter 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality in the section titled
Flooding on pg. 3.9-4 of the DEIR. In the first portion of the comment, the commenter states:

The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South project site is a tributary
creek of Secret Ravine Creek. Monte Verde Park is located on the north side of the tributary creek. The
park was purposely built in this location to address flooding from the creek. The creek and the park sit
in a FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-year floodplain and fails
to address the yearly flooding that occurs on the College Park South site. Most notably, many times
during the rainy season and most recently on Sunday, October 24, 2021, the creek easily overflows it
banks and covers the SPMUD easement road that runs parallel to the creek on the south side. Under
the Flooding section on pg. 3.9-4, it simply states "a portion of the South Village site is shown on the
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map." When in fact the entire creek area and the Monte Verde Park on
the College Park South site sit within a FEMA 100-year flood plain. The DEIR fails to adequately
disclose, analyze, and mitigate the project’s impacts on Flooding.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1 and 2. The environmental topic discussed in
this comment is addressed in Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality.

The second portion of the comment identifies the creek within the College Park South project site
as a flood hazard area and is asking an increased setback from 50 feet to 100 feet because of the
known flooding to occur. The commenter states “Should the Rocklin City Council approve
development only 50 feet from a flood hazard area? Shouldn't the City of Rocklin consider an
increased development setback from this known-to-flood creek? A more appropriate "Mitigation
Measure" for this area would be to increase the creek setback to 100 feet.”

This portion of the comment is addressed under Master Response 4, in addition to the Master
Responses that addressed the first portion of the comment.
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From: David McKenna <df mckenna@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 3:47 PM

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>

Cc: Nathan Anderson <MNathan.Anderson@rocklin.ca.us>; Jill Gayaldo <Jill.Gayaldo@rocklin.ca.us>; Michael Barron
<Michael.Barron@rocklin.ca.us>

Subject: College Park South

Hi all,

I'm sure you have gotten several emails with all sorts of reasons for change, but I'd like to share a bit more since my
Kitchen window opens up this micro-eco-system, that should be protected.

We first moved to Rocklin from Loomis in 2005 since we found the use of free space very pleasing. A few years back we
downsized and settled into the El Don area and thoroughly enjoy the open space right outside our window.

As stated above our kitchen window opens up to this wonderful micro-eco-system that is designated as Collage Park
South (South of creek). This micro-eco-system has been wonderful to have and to share with our children and
grandchildren. Itis so amazing that wildlife can co-exists within a wonderful neighborhood. Over the years we have
see a bevy of wildlife, from Otters, Bobcat, Coyote, large coveys of Quails, families of Bunnies, the annual Bucks, Does
and Fawns to the ever-present Hawks and Owls that hunt the area. This micro-eco-system, that thrives in area between
the park and the El Don Estates, is always a buzz with wildlife and needs to be protected, much like the old golf course
across town and many others.

Please consider these Original residents of Rocklin in your decisions, please enjoy the pictures below, as we have.
Thanks Kindly,

David and Beth McKenna
4701 El Cid Court
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Response to Letter 56: David McKenna, Public Comment Submission
Response 56-1: This comment is statement by the commenter, articulating that they moved to
Rocklin in 2005 and have enjoyed the open space outside their window. The comment states “As
stated above our kitchen window opens up to this wonderful micro-eco system that is designated as
Collage Park South (South of the creek). This micro-eco system has been wonderful to have and to
share with our children and grandchildren. It is so amazing that wildlife can co-exists within a
wonderful neighborhood. Over the years we have seen a bevy of wildlife, from Otters, Bobcat,
Coyote, large conveys of Quails, families of Bunnies, the annual Bucks, Does, and Fawns to the ever-
present Hawks and Owls that hunt the area. This micro-eco-system, that thrives in area between the
park and the El Don Estates, is always a buzz with wildlife and needs to be protected, much like the
old golf course across town and many others. Please consider these Original residents of Rocklin in
your decisions, please enjoy the pictures below, as we have.”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 4, and 12. The comment does not raise
any specific issues with the EIR, rather it provides a statement regarding the wildlife that the
commenter has experienced in the area and consideration of this in the decision regarding the
Project. The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and
will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 56-2: The commenter has included photographs of wildlife referenced in the comment
letter.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR.

Response 56-3: The commenter has included photographs of wildlife referenced in the comment
letter.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR.

Response 56-4: The commenter has included photographs of wildlife referenced in the comment
letter.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR.

Response 56-5: The commenter has included photographs of wildlife referenced in the comment
letter.

This comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR.
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From: "Sandra H. Harris" <sandyhar@surewest.net>

Date: November 8, 2021 at 1:39:42 PM MST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us=
Subject: College Park Project

Re: College Park Project DEIR

David Mohlenbrok:

It has come to the Granite Bay Community’s attention that an DEIR is underway to evaluate

regional impacts of the project. Please consider the regional traffic impacts to Barton Road, Douglas 57-1
Blvd., and Auburn-Folsom Road as this is a main route taken by vehicles from that area to access

Highway 50 and Folsom.

Sincerely,

Sandra H. Harris, Secretary

Granite Bay Community Association
P.0. Box 2704

Granite Bay, CA 95745
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Response to Letter 57: Sandra Harris, Public Comment Submission
Response 57-1: The comment requests the DEIR consider the regional impacts to Barton Road,
Douglas Boulevard and Auburn-Folsom Road and notes this is the main route taken by vehicles in
that area to access Highway 50 and Folsom.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR.
Traffic is discussed in Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. It is noted the DEIR does not
include any peak hour intersection level of service (LOS) results. This is due to the Senate Bill (SB)
743 and the implementing CEQA Guidelines. The legislation associated with this landmark law
specified that “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment pursuant to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if

4

any.

On December 28, 2018, the CEQA Guidelines were amended to add Section 15064.3, Determining
the Significance of Transportation Impacts, which states that generally, vehicle miles traveled is the
most appropriate measure of transportation impacts. According to 15064.3(a), “Except as provided
in subdivision (b)(2) (regarding roadway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not
constitute a significant environmental impact.” Under that guideline, VMT was chosen as the
primary metric used to identify transportation impacts. On July 1, 2020, the provisions of 15064.3
became applicable statewide. The DEIR includes an extensive review of the proposed Project’s VMT,
as well as other important transportation-related areas of concern including pedestrian/bicycle
facilities, transit facilities and services, emergency vehicle response, hazardous conditions, and
temporary construction-related conditions.

A Transportation Impact Study (included within DEIR Appendix 1) has been prepared to evaluate the
operations of intersections in the Project vicinity. Both LOS and VMT are reported in the
Transportation Impact Study. The LOS results are reported in the Transportation Impact Study for
informational purposes to provide decision-makers and the general public a better understanding
of the effects the proposed Project may have on the surrounding roadway network and the types of
operational enhancements that could be considered to improve operations.

The transportation study area includes 23 existing intersections and driveways in the Project vicinity.
These intersections, which are located within the jurisdictions of Rocklin, Loomis, and Caltrans, were
selected in consultation with City of Rocklin staff and consider the Project’s size, location, and
generation and spatial distribution of vehicle trips. They were also informed by comments made on
the Notice of Preparation (NOP).

The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but the comment is noted and will be
provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.
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From: Kathleen Minderler <ka minderler@vyahoo.com>
Date: November 8, 2021 at 3:32:55 PM MST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>
Subject: College Park Project

Mr. Mohlenbrok,

We would like to contribute a few comments, in agreement with our neighbors, on the proposed
massive and very poorly planned College Park Project that will directly impact our East Rocklin
neighborhood in a very negative way. The proposal includes building a low income apartment complex,
4 story condominiumes, another large apartment complex, 3 story triplexes, and a apartments for the
elderly.

1. Increased traffic congestion on Greenbrae, Aguilar, El Don, Freeman, and Buxton roads for those
seeking a way to either access Rocklin Road, Freeway 80, or Sierra College Blvd.

Our neighborhood is currently experiencing the impact of increased through traffic from the homes
already built and others being built on Aguilar Road. Our neighborhood also deals with drivers
bypassing Rocklin Road to get to Sierra College Blvd via El Don, Freeman, or Buxton Drives. Sierra
College students use these residential streets for parking to avoid paying parking fees on campus.These
are residential streets with a 25 MPH speed limit. | have clocked 6 out of 10 drivers speeding at 40MPH.
El Don has a series of stop signs, of which multiple drivers roll right through, ignoring crossing
pedestrians and other drivers stopped awaiting their turn to proceed at the intersection. Many of the
drivers are texting. | have yet to see any of these drivers receiving tickets for blatantly disobeying traffic
laws, no less the driving habits are extremely dangerous and self serving. A residential street filled with
families should not be a bypass road for speeding vehicles. Additional traffic arising from a more
densely populated area of people and business on Sierra College Blvd., Rocklin and El Don Road is an
assured problem of increased lawless driving and accidents.

2.Increased Need and Use of Resources:

On July 8, 2021, Governor Newsom declared a DROUGHT EMERGENCY throughout California, of which
we know Placer County is one of the counties under this emergency directive. A. Hartman from the
State Drought Monitor validated on November 2, 2021 that California drought conditions are deemed
extreme or worse over 90% of the state. How can such a large number of new residents of the College
Park project possibly help mitigate a drought of which there are no assured predictions of water this
year? Where will this needed water come from? People use water; they don’t replace water. PCWA
currently charges fees based on water usage and a resident pays more due to the California drought,
being charged by PCWA on a “tier” scale as well as, a monthly “Renewal/Replace Charge” of $38.08 per
month. A person only needs to drive by the American River and Folsom Lake (A major California State
reservoir) to see the great impact of this prolonged drought. The boat docks at Ravine Cove have been
completely dry since May 2021. Again, where will the water resource come from? And if no water, then
no hydroelectric power resource. PGE already has issues supplying to our power grid under normal
circumstances, recommending residents to conserve energy between 4:00-9:00PM and to purchase a
gas powered generator for emergency power shut offs controlled solely at their discretion. We
currently have water restrictions in this area and no guarantee of power from PGE. This is before
thousands of new residents in the College Park project come to live in East Rocklin. Again, who is
planning for the water and power resources?
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3. Green House Gas Emmissions:

Destroying the natural landscape and habitat creek beds and Increasing traffic congestion will cause an
increased release of noxious fumes and an increase in temperature. A NASA study shows cities with
stone, asphalt, and concrete versus rural areas with trees, grasses, creeks increase surface
temperatures . Areas with hardscape only as proposed by the College Park project will increase
summertime surface temperatures to 120-150 degrees F. This heat continues to be released at night.
We have spent two consecutive summers with temperatures 10+ degrees higher than normal and
witnessed extremely poor air quality per the US Air Quality Index. We have been surrounded by
wildfires each summer and the fire season continues to get longer and longer over the past 5 years.
This College Park project will remove landscape along our creeks impacting wildlife habitats and creek
water that serves this wildlife and helps provide a vegetation canopy to cool our immediate
environment. If the surrounding creek landscape area is destroyed for the building of new homes and
apartments,

If this project is approved, which we believe it definitely should not, East Rocklin will face increased
traffic congestion, increased environmental temperature, less available resources, and loss of beauty
from loss of the natural landscape and wildlife.

Please consider these points of disagreement to this poorly planned project.

Kathleen Minderler
Elaine Minderler
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Response to Letter 58: Kathleen Minderler, Public Comment Submission
Response 58-1: This comment is an opening statement by the commenter identifying their intent to
contribute comments in agreement with their neighbors “on the proposed massive and very poorly
planned College Park Project that will directly impact our East Rocklin neighborhood in a negative
way”. The commenter’s specific comments pertaining to the Project are more fully discussed in the
comments that follow.

This comment is an introductory statement and does not warrant a response.

Response 58-2: This comment provides their experience with increased through traffic from homes
already built and others being built as well as from drivers bypassing Rocklin Road to get to Sierra
College Boulevard. The commenter notes students use the residential streets to park to avoid paying
parking fees on campus and their experience with drivers speeding, rolling through stop signs,
ignoring crossing pedestrians and other drivers stopped waiting their turn to proceed into the
intersection, as well as drivers texting. The commenter states drivers are not receiving tickets for
blatantly disobeying traffic laws and that a residential street with families should not be a bypass
road for speeding vehicles. The commenter further notes that additional traffic from a more densely
populated area in an assured problem of increased lawless driving and accidents.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR.
Traffic is discussed in Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. In addition to the proposed
Project’s Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), the DEIR includes a review of other important
transportation-related areas of concern including pedestrian/bicycle facilities, transit facilities and
services, emergency vehicle response, hazardous conditions, and temporary construction-related
conditions. It is noted that there are planned improvements at the 1-80/Rocklin Road interchange,
improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra
College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra
College Boulevard along the project frontages. These improvements will reduce congestion and
gueuing that is present along these corridors. It is noted that congestion and traffic operations
related issues, as well as geometric design issues, are the primary causes of traffic accidents. It is
expected that traffic safety along Rocklin Road will improve as a result of these planned
improvements and the City has no geometric design concerns associated with the proposed Project.
The comment does not warrant any changes to the EIR, but the comment is noted and will be
provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 58-3: This comment addresses the increased need and use of resources and references
the current drought emergency and questions how a larger number of new residents of the Project
will possibly help mitigate a drought and where will the needed water come from. The comment
notes that PCWA charges fees based on water usage and residents are paying a higher fee due to
the drought. The commenter references the American River, Folsom Lake, and boat docks at Ravine
Cove as an example of the drought conditions. The commenter also questions the availability of
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power if no water and notes the issues already experienced by PGE to provide power and
conservation recommendations.

This comment does not identify any specific issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The
comment regarding water is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. Water supply/usage is
discussed in Section 3.15 Utilities, and electricity and energy are discussed in Section 3.7 Greenhouse
Gases, Climate Change, and Energy.

The analysis of these topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.
These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration.

Response 58-4: This comment identifies several concerns including the increase in temperature
associated with “destroying the natural landscape and habitat creek beds and increasing traffic
congestion” as well as increased hardscape and the area’s experience with consecutive summers of
higher than normal temperatures, poor air quality, and wildfires each summer and the longer fire
season. The commenter asserts the Project will remove landscape along the creeks impacting
wildlife habitats and creek water that serves the wildlife and provides a vegetation canopy to cool
the environment. The commenter states “If this project is approved, which we believe it definitely
should not, East Rocklin will face increased traffic congestion, increased environmental temperature,
less available resources, and loss of beauty from loss of the natural landscape and wildlife. Please
consider these points of disagreement to this poorly planned project.”

These comments are addressed, in part, under Master Responses 11, 12, and 13 and Responses 37-
8 and 38-29. The topic of “increased environmental temperature” is discussed within the context of
“Climate Changes” in Section 3.7 Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy. Pages 3.7-2
through 3.7-5 specifically discusses increasing global temperatures as follows:

EFFECTS OF GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

The effects of increasing global temperature are far-reaching and extremely difficult to quantify. The scientific
community continues to study the effects of global climate change. In general, increases in the ambient global

temperature as a result of increased GHGs are anticipated to result in rising sea levels, which could threaten
coastal areas through accelerated coastal erosion, threats to levees and inland water systems and disruption to
coastal wetlands and habitat.

If the temperature of the ocean warms, it is anticipated that the winter snow season would be shortened.
Snowpack in the Sierra Nevada provides both water supply (runoff) and storage (within the snowpack before
melting), which is a major source of supply for the State. The snowpack portion of the supply could potentially
decline by 50% to 75% by the end of the 215t century (National Resources Defense Council, 2014). This
phenomenon could lead to significant challenges in securing an adequate water supply for a growing state
population. Further, the increased ocean temperature could result in increased moisture flux into the State;
however, since this would likely increasingly come in the form of rain rather than snow in the high elevations,
increased precipitation could lead to increased potential and severity of flood events, placing more pressure on
California’s levee/flood control system.
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Sea level has risen approximately seven inches during the last century and it is predicted to rise an additional 22
to 35 inches by 2100, depending on the future GHG emissions levels (California Environmental Protection
Agency, 2010). If this occurs, resultant effects could include increased coastal flooding, saltwater intrusion and
disruption of wetlands. As the existing climate throughout California changes over time, mass migration of
species, or failure of species to migrate in time to adapt to the perturbations in climate, could also result. Under
the emissions scenarios of the Climate Scenarios report (California Environmental Protection Agency, 2010), the
impacts of global warming in California are anticipated to include, but are not limited to, the following:

Public Health

Higher temperatures are expected to increase the frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to
air pollution formation. For example, days with weather conducive to ozone formation are projected to increase
from 25% to 35% under the lower warming range and from 75% to 85% under the medium warming range. In
addition, if global background ozone levels increase as predicted in some scenarios, it may become impossible
to meet local air quality standards. Air quality could be further compromised by increases in wildfires, which
emit fine particulate matter that can travel long distances depending on wind conditions. The Climate Scenarios
report indicates that large wildfires could become up to 55% more frequent if GHG emissions are not significantly
reduced.

In addition, under the higher warming scenario, there could be up to 100 more days per year with temperatures
above 90°F in Los Angeles and 95°F in Sacramento by 2100. This is a large increase over historical patterns and
approximately twice the increase projected if temperatures remain within or below the lower warming range.
Rising temperatures will increase the risk of death from dehydration, heat stroke/exhaustion, heart attack,
stroke, and respiratory distress caused by extreme heat.

Water Resources

A vast network of man-made reservoirs and aqueducts capture and transport water throughout the State from
northern California rivers and the Colorado River. The current distribution system relies on Sierra Nevada snow
pack to supply water during the dry spring and summer months. Rising temperatures, potentially compounded
by decreases in precipitation, could severely reduce spring snow pack, increasing the risk of summer water
shortages.

The State’s water supplies are also at risk from rising sea levels. An influx of saltwater would degrade California’s
estuaries, wetlands, and groundwater aquifers. Saltwater intrusion caused by rising sea levels is a major threat
to the quality and reliability of water within the southern edge of the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta, a
major State fresh water supply. Global warming is also projected to seriously affect agricultural areas, with
California farmers projected to lose as much as 25% of the water supply they need; decrease the potential for
hydropower production within the State (although the effects on hydropower are uncertain); and seriously harm
winter tourism. Under the lower warming range, the snow dependent winter recreational season at lower
elevations could be reduced by as much as one month. If temperatures reach the higher warming range and
precipitation declines, there might be many years with insufficient snow for skiing, snowboarding, and other
snow dependent recreational activities.

If GHG emissions continue unabated, more precipitation will fall as rain instead of snow, and the snow that does
fall will melt earlier, reducing the Sierra Nevada spring snow pack by as much as 70% to 90%. Under the lower
warming scenario, snow pack losses are expected to be only half as large as those expected if temperatures were
to rise to the higher warming range. How much snow pack will be lost depends in part on future precipitation
patterns, the projections for which remain uncertain. However, even under the wetter climate projections, the
loss of snow pack would pose challenges to water managers, hamper hydropower generation, and nearly
eliminate all skiing and other snow-related recreational activities.

Agriculture
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Increased GHG emissions are expected to cause widespread changes to the agriculture industry reducing the
quantity and quality of agricultural products statewide. Although higher carbon dioxide levels can stimulate plant
production and increase plant water-use efficiency, California’s farmers will face greater water demand for crops

and a less reliable water supply as temperatures rise.

Plant growth tends to be slow at low temperatures, increasing with rising temperatures up to a threshold.
However, faster growth can result in less-than-optimal development for many crops, so rising temperatures are
likely to worsen the quantity and quality of vyield for a number of California’s agricultural products. Products
likely to be most affected include wine grapes, fruits and nuts, and milk.

Crop growth and development will be affected, as will the intensity and frequency of pest and disease outbreaks.
Rising temperatures will likely aggravate ozone pollution, which makes plants more susceptible to disease and
pests and interferes with plant growth.

In addition, continued global warming will likely shift the ranges of existing invasive plants and weeds and alter
competition patterns with native plants. Range expansion is expected in many species while range contractions
are less likely in rapidly evolving species with significant populations already established. Should range
contractions occur, it is likely that new or different weed species will fill the emerging gaps. Continued global
warming is also likely to alter the abundance and types of many pests, lengthen pests’ breeding season, and
increase pathogen growth rates.

Forests and Landscapes

Global warming is expected to alter the distribution and character of natural vegetation thereby resulting in a
possible increased risk of large of wildfires. If temperatures rise into the medium warming range, the risk of large
wildfires in_California_could increase by as much as 55%, which is almost twice the increase expected if

temperatures stay in the lower warming range. However, since wildfire risk is determined by a combination of
factors, including precipitation, winds, temperature, and landscape and vegetation conditions, future risks will
not be uniform throughout the State. For example, if precipitation increases as temperatures rise, wildfires in
southern California are expected to increase by approximately 30% toward the end of the century. In contrast,
precipitation decreases could increase wildfires in northern California by up to 90%.

Moreover, continued global warming will alter natural ecosystems and biological diversity within the State. For
example, alpine and sub-alpine ecosystems are expected to decline by as much as 60% to 80% by the end of the
century as a result of increasing temperatures. The productivity of the State’s forests is also expected to decrease
as a result of global warming.

Rising Sea Levels

Rising sea levels, more intense coastal storms, and warmer water temperatures will increasingly threaten the
State’s coastal regions. Under the higher warming scenario, sea level is anticipated to rise 22 to 35 inches by
2100. Elevations of this magnitude would inundate coastal areas with saltwater, accelerate coastal erosion,
threaten vital levees and inland water systems, and disrupt wetlands and natural habitats.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
concerns associated with new development occurring in the area, and their concerns for increased
traffic congestion, increased environmental temperature, less available resources, and loss of
beauty from loss of the natural landscape and wildlife. These environmental topics are addressed in
the EIR. The analysis of each of those topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on
this comment.
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Hello David,
Attached is corected spreadsheet for comments submitted ref: Chapter 7 REFEREMCES
Somry, been pretty sick with a bad heaod cold.

Denise Goddis

From: Denise Gaddis [mailto:denize@wavecable.com

sent: Monday, Movember B, 2021 5:54 PM

To: 'David Mohlenbrok' <David.Mohlenbrok@ rocklin.ca s

cc: Yfillgayaldo®@ rocklin.ca.us® <jill.gayaldo@rocklin.ca.usx; 'billLhallding@rocklin.ca.us’ <bill. halldin@ rocklin. ca.us=; 'joe. patterson@rocklin.ca.us’ <joe.patterson@rocklin. ca.uss;
'ken.broadway@ rocklin.ca.us’ <ken_broadway@rocklin.ca.uss; "greg. janda@rocklin.ca.us' <greg janda@rocklin.ca.us=; "david.bass@ rocklin.ca.us’ <david bass@rocklin.ca.uss;
'michele.vass@rocklin.ca.us' <michels.vass@rocklin.ca.uss; 'roberto.cortez@ rocklin.ca.us’ <roberto.cortezi@ rocklin.ca.uss; 'michaelbarron@rocklin.ca.us’ <michaslbarron @ rocklin.ca. uss;

‘grege mckenzie@rocklin.ca.us' <gregg.mekenzie@rocklin.ca.us:
Subject: College Park DEIR - Chapter 7 References

Hello David,
| armn sukbmitted comments regarding Collegs Pork DEIR, Thopter 7 REFERENCES [pg. 7.0-1]. Plzose refer io ottoched Excel spreadshest entifled “"Chapter 7 References™.

In reviewing the 124 reference: listed in Chapter 7. | idenfified 74 (74%| of the references menticned were preblematic as cutined below. How can one effectively
evaluate a DEIR with ercnecus references. Perhaps the DEIR should be recirculated with the oppropriate corrections as noted below.

32 (25%%) Did not provide a wrl to the referenced documentation, .g.
# Placer County Local Hozord Mitfigotion Plan
» Californio Departrment of Woter Resources. 2003, Bullefin 118: Californio’s Groundwater.
27 [23%) References inclvded ouvidated data materials, =.g.
#» Dry Cresk Conzervancy. 2000 (20 years old). fecret Ravine Adaptive management Plan.
» Californio Deportrment of Waoter Resources. 2003. Bulletin 118: Califomia’s Groundwater.
= Californio Ar Resources Board [CARE). 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Pespective.
17 [13%%) Of the reference urls were no good. =.g. link to
» Californio Environmental Protection Agency. 2010, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schworzenegger and the Legislature. December 2010, At
hitp:/fwww . climaotechange.co.gov/cimate action teomjfreports/
» Placer County A Pollution Control Distict. 2004, Colifornia Environmental Guality Act Thresholds of Significance.
11 [7%) References that either had no reference or no direct reference in the DEIR. 2.g.
= Californio Air Resources Boord [CARB). 2021. State and Federal Area Designations.
#» Californio Alr Resources Board [CARB). 201%a0. Caoliformia Ambient Air Quality Standords.
10 (&%) References had links to generic websites and no direct link to reference mentioned, e.g.
» Reference fo Californio Air Rescurces Board [TARE|. 2021, EMFACZOZY
» AP Architects. 2014. Sierra College Facilities Masfer Flon.

Apaologize for 50 minute delay. | soried data on Colurmn C and then was unakble to revert spreadshest to original state whare all the materdalz line up in 2ach column. 'm
still working on it and will provide vpdated copy os soon as | can resort the columns so they match up.

Respactiully,

Cenize Goddis

5521 Freeman Circle | Rocklin CA 954677
Cell: #1£-532-7727
denise@wavecable.com
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Response to Letter 59: Denise Gaddis 5, Public Comment Submission

Response 59-1: This commenter indicates that the DEIR cited references which are outdated or
incorrect. The commenter provided an excel spreadsheet with a list of those references.

Based on this comment, updates to the references are necessary to ensure all URL links are accurate,
and all references are available for public review either online or in print. The revisions are shown
in Section 3.0 Errata, and are merely intended to clarify and makes insignificant modifications in the
EIR.
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From: Jeannie Lin Walsh <jlinwalsh@gmail.com:>

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 5:00 PM

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mchlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>

Cc: Mathan Anderson <Nathan.Anderson@rocklin.ca.us>; lill Gayaldo <Jill. Gavaldo@rocklin.ca.us>; Michael Barron
<Michael. Barron@rocklin.ca.us>

Subject: College Park DEIR

Hi David,

I'm submitting comments on the new College Park Development. | am asking that the City not approve this
development. I'm am worried that this major development would highly impact traffic, our roads and
infrastructure, and the safety of cur families. We already have multiple other new developments in this area so
adding another 300 residences will translate into that many more cars. This would increase the amount of time
anyone going through our area would need to get through traffic. Please consider the traffic time that other
developments in progress will have on traffic. One development can cause 8 minutes increase, another 5 minutes,
and another 6 minutes. When looked at individually it would be under 10 minutes but together can equate to 19
minutes.

Also, in order for these buildings to be developed, our roads are being affected, multiple cracks all over due to
heawvy machinery. There has been fixes however sierra college is starting to look like the roads on Hazel, cracked
and needing repair constantly. Mext up would be potholes that will cause accidents if not addressed properly.
Let's take the time to fix our roads first.

Theze new homes would need to tap into electricity, sewer lines and other needs. This would cause an already
taxed infrastructure to fail, note our electricity went down 3 times last July due to a faulty switch that was
installed by PG&E contractor. They had to install a switch due to the many additional retail stores added. Roads
like EI Don are closed with no notice of when construction will end.

Many cars cut through our residential streets often running stop signs on El Don and speeding through streets like
southside ranch road and Greenbrae rd. This is extremely reckless driving that affects families living in this
neighborhood for the convenience of drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College Blvd. Just this morning | was
trying to save a dog that ran off onto southside ranch road praying no car would come speeding through
southside ranch road and hurt or worse kill the animal. | can’t imagine if it was a young child walking home from
getting dropped off on the bus.

Please reconsider another area to alleviate the traffic, road and infrastructure, family safety concerns in this area
of town.

Thank you,

-leannie Lin Walsh
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Response to Letter 60: Jeannie Lin Walsh, Public Comment Submission

Response 60-1: This commenter asks the City not to approve the development and expresses their
worry that the development would highly impact traffic, roads and infrastructure, and the safety of
families. The comment further notes that the increase in development will increase the number of
cars, which along with the other developments in progress will cause an increase in traffic delays.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. This comment does not identify any specific issue with the traffic analysis
contained in the Draft EIR. Traffic is discussed in Section 3.14 Transportation and Circulation. The
comment does not warrant any changes to the text of this section.

Response 60-2: This comment references roadway conditions within the area and that the roads
would be affected by “multiple cracks all over due to heavy machinery”. The comment states “Next
up would be potholes that will cause accidents if not addressed properly. Let’s take the time to fix
our roads first.”

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. It is also noted that any potential damage to roadways associated with Project
construction activities would be required to be repaired by the Project Developer, in accordance
with City requirements. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant
any changes to the EIR.

Response 60-3: This comment notes that the new homes would need to “tap into electricity, sewer
lines and other needs. This would cause an already taxed infrastructure to fail, note our electricity
went down 3 times last July due to a faulty switch that was installed by PG&E contractor.” The
comment also references the closure of roads like El Don with no notice of when construction will
end.

These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
concerns associated with new development occurring in the area. Environmental topical areas
discussed in the comment, including electricity and sewer are addressed in the EIR. The analysis of
each of those topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

Response 60-4: This comment provides their experience with cut through traffic on residential
streets and cars running stops signs and speeding, along with reckless driving for the “convenience
of drivers avoiding Rocklin Road/Sierra College Blvd.” The commenter expresses their recent
experience with trying to save a dog and states “/ can’t imagine if it was a young child walking home
from getting dropped off on the bus. Please reconsider another area to alleviate the traffic, road and
infrastructure, family safety concerns in this area of town.”
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These comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for
their consideration. The comment does not raise any specific issues with the EIR, rather it includes
concerns associated with new development occurring in the area.
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From: Detend Granite Bay - A Community Association <detendgb@gmail.com>

Date: November &, 2021 at 4:47:32 PM PST

To: David Mohlenbrok <David.Mohlenbrok@rocklin.ca.us>

Ce: Denise Gaddis <denise@wavecable.com:, Alliance For Environmental Leadership
<Allianceforenviroleadership@gmail.com>, GBCA <ghca@granitebay.com>

Subject: College Park Project DEIR Public Comment 11/8/2021

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the College Park Project.

1) Based on the project's location approximately at the corner of Rocklin Rd and Sierra College, it can
logically be concluded that VMT and daily car trips will result in significant impacts at the corner of Sierra
College and Douglas Blvd. This intersection is already operating beyond capacity. Have the City of
Roseville and Granite Bay been approached regarding mitigation measures since this intersection would
connect the projects to employment centers in Roseville, El Dorado Hills and Folsom?

2) Under the California Environmental Quality Act, a project's economic feasibility is not to be considered
when approving a project. Since the only benefits to Rocklin can be perceived to be closing RHNA
shortfalls of affordable and low-income units since Rocklin has exceeded its number of moderate-income
units and nearly fulfilled its above moderate allocation, will the projects be conditioned to meet low, very
low and extremely low-income levels?

3) Placer County as a whole has destroyed a significant number of native and heritage oaks in conflict with
its own and Rocklin’s General Plan Policy to protect existing oak trees. Can the projects be more clustered
to preserve a greater number of trees and increase open space for less significant impacts and greater
quality of life issues? Can staff explain why continued urban sprawl of single-family housing presumably
in excess or required RHINA allocations within the city limits cannot be clustered as multi-family or
duplexes currently missing from the housing inventory?

4) It appears that the natural diverse habitat along a riparian habitat and existing wildlife corridor in the
College Park South proposal is being evaluated as a singular unit. The current 50 ft setback required under
city ordinances can be fairly argued to be inadequate. Have cumulative impacts to Aguilar Tributary Creek
and Secret Ravine Creek been considered beyond the project boundaries?

With consideration of the wildlife corridors and reconfiguration and concentration of proposed units, the
city and residents could benefit from a project which is more respectful of existing wildlife, residents and
create more balanced projects at these locations. The “Increased Density/Residential Emphasis Alternative”
would appear to satisfy the project applicant. enhance benefits to the community and reduce significant and
unavoidable impacts with less mitigation.

Respectfully,

The Defend Granite Bay Board and members
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Response to Letter 61: Defend Granite Bay- A Community Association

Response 61-1: This comment references the intersection of Sierra College and Douglas Boulevard
and asserts it can be logically concluded that VMT and daily car tips will result in a significant impact
at this intersection that is already operating beyond capacity. The commenter asks “Have the City of
Roseville and Granite Bay been approached regarding mitigation measures since this intersection
would connect the projects to employment centers in Roseville, El Dorado Hills, and Folsom?”

This comment is addressed under Response 57-1.

Response 61-2: This comment states “Since the only benefits to Rocklin can be perceived to be
closing RHNA shortfalls of affordable and low-income units since Rocklin has exceeded its number of
moderate-income units and nearly fulfilled its above moderate allocation, will the projects be
conditions to meet low, very low and extremely low-income levels?”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Response 35-2. Under CEQA, lead agencies are afforded
the presumption that the Project will be implemented as proposed (see, e.g., Berkeley Hillside
Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1119-20). The DEIR proposes “senior
affordable multi-family dwelling units,” and there is no evidence the units would not be
“affordable”. (DEIR, p. 2.0-11.) The commenter appears to imply that this supposed lack of assurance
may result in an inconsistency with the Government Code statutes listed on page 3.10-10 under
Impact 3.10-2. However, in addition to the presumption just articulated, Government Code section
66300, cited on page 3.10-10, does not apply only to “affordable” units—it seeks to preserve land
zoned for all types of housing. CEQA does permit agency decision-makers to account for economic
feasibility when approving a project. Project alternatives can be rejected as infeasible for economic
or policy reasons.

Response 61-3: This comment asserts that a significant number of native and heritage oaks have
been destroyed in the County as asks “Can the projects be more clustered to preserve a greater
number of trees and increase open space for less significant impacts and greater quality of life issues?
Can staff explain why continued urban sprawl! of single-family housing presumably in excess or
required RHNA allocations within the city limits cannot be clustered as multi-family or duplexes
currently missing from the housing inventory?”

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Response 5 and Responses 41-2 and 61-2.

Response 61-4: This comment asserts the current 50 foot setback from riparian habitat is
inadequate and questions if cumulative impacts to Aguilar Tributary Creek and Secret Ravine Creek
have been considered beyond the Project boundaries.

This comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, 4, and 12.

Response 61-5: The comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant any
changes to the EIR, rather it states support for the “Increased Density/Residential Emphasis
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Alternative”. Specifically, the comment states: “The ‘Increased Density/Residential Emphasis
Alternative’ would appear to satisfy the project applicant, enhance benefits to the community and
reduce significant and unavoidable impacts with less mitigation.”

The comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their

consideration.
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Members of the city and planning commission;

My concerns are directed at my particular situation as | live on Havenhurst (South Park plan)
Circle location and back up to the Senior Apartment location. My family has lived in this
location for almost 20 years now and continue to see impacts around us based on the increase
of apartments, homes and businesses that have been added to the area. These impacts will
only increase as more housing is added without the proper planning ahead of the projects.

TRAFFIC IMPACTS
DEIR Chapter 3.14 Transportation and Circulation

The College Park development that consists of 900 residential dwelling units and other uses will
generate thousands of new cars on our local streets. The impacts of traffic on our local streets
is considered a “Significant Impact” and needs to be “mitigated” before this project is
approved to proceed. The City cannot keep “kicking the can down the road” by saying that at
some point in the future they will address our congested roads and the traffic jam at the |-
80/Rocklin Road interchange.

e The El Don Drive area will be used as a cut through street with the increased traffic
generated by the College Park development

e Rocklin Road (east of I-80) is the #1 traffic collision location in all of Rocklin.

e Based on Rocklin PD statistics, over the past 6 years straight, east Rocklin roads have
been in the top 5 collision locations in the city.

e Arecent traffic study just conducted on Rocklin Rd. does not reflect the true traffic
patterns at the college due to the ongoing reduction of students currently attending the
campus due to the pandemic.

e The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit) Senior Affordable Multi-Family Land use
aka the Sierra College Senior Apartments Project having No Significant Impact. In
addition, the table’s legend states, “quantitative VMT metrics not shown because retail
and affordable housing presumed to be less-than significant”. It is inaccurate to state
this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex (potential nursing home facility),
especially given its right-turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only
egress onto Rocklin Road will not have “significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road.
Additionally, it is a well-known fact that senior care facilities actually have increased
traffic and public services impacts due to high volumes of emergency calls. How does
the City plan to address the “significant” impacts of this 4-story, 195-unit (or 180-unit)
apartment complex on Rocklin Road traffic as well as the impacts to the city's public
services (police and fire)? (Reference: DEIR Chapter 3.14 Transportation and Circulation;
Section on "Impacts and Mitigation Measures": Impact 3.14-1, Table 3.14-9: on DEIR
page 3.14-22.)
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CREEK SETBACKS / TREE REMOVAL
Ref. DEIR Chapter 3.4 Biological Resources

| have requested, several times, a copy of the recent arborists report provided to the developer
with the response that the report was being corrected and still not available at this time. All of
the trees on my property line are currently tagged and designated on the developers plan as to
be replaced. We are requesting mitigation to the developer on the removal or replacement of
non-seasonal/evergreen type trees to replace our current canopy.

The City of Rocklin only requires a 50 foot setback from creeks/streams. The Secret Ravine
tributary creek that runs through the middle of the College Park South project site is part of a
larger wildlife corridor that runs east/west into Secret Ravine Creek that runs north/south. We
would like to see an increase of the setback distance based on the below Rocklin General Plan
language.

e Streams need to be shaded to keep water temperature cool. Trees need to be kept.

e According to the DEIR, there are a total of 1,599 trees located on the College Park’s two
properties. Of those, 1,393 will be removed, leaving only 206 trees.

e The city of Rocklin simply allows developers to cut down oak trees in exchange for them
paying fees into an Oak Tree Mitigation Fund. Unfortunately, the city uses that fund
money to build and maintain parks not in our area. For example, several years ago there
was approximately $1.5 million in the fund. The City used all of that money to finance
turning the old golf course off Midas into a park. And that was after Save East Rocklin
asked that those funds be used to purchase part of the college property and turn it into
a park in our area.

e The College Park North site aka the North Village will lose over 14-acres of tree canopy
in the Northern section of the project site. Only 5-acres acres will be preserved as open
space and that is probably only because there are drainage issues in that area.

e The College Park South aka South Village will lose 3-acres of tree and 4- acres of tree
canopy are alleged to be preserved. This is due to the wetlands that exist around the
creek.

e The creek on the South project site sits in a 100 year flood plain. When will this plan be
updated?

The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South project site is
a tributary creek of Secret Ravine Creek. Monte Verde Park is located on the north side of
the tributary creek. The park was purposely built in this location to address flooding from
the creek. The creek and the park sit in a FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-year floodplain
and fails to address the yearly flooding that occurs on the College Park South site. Most
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62-5 cont.
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The College Park Project site consists of approximately 108.4-acres including the 72.6-acre
North Village site (NE corner Rocklin Rd. & SC Blvd.) and the 35.8-acre South Village site (SE
corner Rocklin Rd. & El Don Dr.). The North Village which is slated for a minimum of 695 new
residential dwelling units in a highly congested setting is bounded on the west by Sierra College
Boulevard and the Sierra College Campus. Within the proposed 695 units is a 4-story
condominium complex, another 3-story apartment complex (not shown on their Tentative
Subdivision Map), and a long row of 3-story high triplexes running parallel to Sierra College Blvd
along the project's western border. The college campus is already a great source of light and
glare. Every night the campus lights up the night sky. Directly south of the North Village (aka
College Park North) is the already approved 3-story Sierra Gateway 195-unit apartment
complex currently under construction.

The cumulative effects on light and glare produced by Sierra College Blvd. traffic, the Sierra
College Campus, the pending Sierra Gateway apartments and now an additional jam packed
695 residential units on the College Park North site, will significantly impact the aesthetics of
our east Rocklin community. How can the City of Rocklin reduce this light and glare to an
"insignificant” level?

(Note: the College Park South site is slated for an additional 205 residential units making a total
of 900 new residential units created by this development.)

The College Park South Tentative Subdivision map does not show the proposed 4-story, 180-
unit apartment complex on the NE section of the South project site. This will directly impact
myself and my neighbors of 20+ years!

Thanks you for your consideration for this review!

Very Respectfully,

Kevin Shaw

5412 Havenhurst Circle

Rocklin

(916)276-4140
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Response to Letter 62: Kevin Shaw, Public Comment Submission

Response 62-1: This comment states that the commenter lives on Havenhurst Circle which would
back up to the Senior Apartment location. The commenter notes they have lived here for 20 years
and experienced impacts based on the “increase of apartments, homes, and businesses that have
been added to the area. These impacts will only increase as more housing is added without the proper
planning ahead of the projects.”

The comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR or warrant any changes to the EIR.
The comment is noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed and elected officials for their
consideration.

Response 62-2: This comment states the following:
Traffic

O The El Don Drive area will be used as a cut through street with increased traffic
generated by the College Park development.

O Rocklin Road (east of I-80) is the #1 collision location in all of Rocklin.

O Based on Rocklin PD statistics, over the past 6 years straight, east Rocklin roads have
been in the top 5 collision locations in the City.

0 A recent traffic study just conducted on Rocklin Rd. does not reflect the true traffic
patterns at the college due to the ongoing reduction of students currently attending the
campus due to pandemic.

0 The Table identifies a 195-unit (not 180-unit) Senior Affordable Multi-Family Land use
aka the Sierra College Senior Apartments Project having No Significant Impact. In
addition, the table’s legend states, “quantitative VMT metrics not shown because retail
and affordable housing presumed to be less-than significant”. It is inaccurate to state
this 4-story, low-income, “senior” apartment complex (potential nursing home facility),
especially given its right-turn-only from Rocklin Road ingress and its right-turn only
egress onto Rocklin Road will not have “significant” impacts to traffic on Rocklin Road.
Additionally, it is a well-known fact that senior care facilities actually have increased
traffic and public services impacts due to high volumes of emergency calls. How does the
City plan to address the “significant” impacts of this 4-story, 195-unit (or 180-unit)
apartment complex on Rocklin Road traffic as well as the impacts to the city's public
services (police and fire)?

The DEIR and responses to comments contained in this FEIR describe planned improvements at the
I-80/Rocklin Road interchange, improvements to the Rocklin Road/El Don Drive, Sierra College
Boulevard/Stadium Way, and Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersections, and required
widening of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard along the project frontages. These

improvements will help alleviate congestion and queuing that is present along these corridors.

2.0-740 Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park


https://mailtrack.io/trace/link/076319ce7289b8797cae3256b83e1e1048038269?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsaveeastrocklin.us18.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Ddb35498065e67af71dbf6e324%26id%3D161735ef27%26e%3D556e04cdfb&userId=5697866&signature=d1cd50a1147d2c27

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

Chapter lll of the TIS in Appendix | describes the expected level of usage of El Don Drive
(southeasterly toward Sierra College Boulevard) by South Village trips. Ten percent of inbound trips
and five percent of outbound trips are expected to use this segment of El Don Drive. Based on the
South Village’s daily trip generation, this would represent 165 daily trips being added. Some of these
trips may also choose to use Southside Ranch Road via Buxton Way or Freeman Drive to reach Sierra
College Boulevard, though it is noted that remaining on El Don Drive is shorter and faster (at least
during off-peak hours). Capacity improvements would be made by the project applicant at all four
legs of the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection. This may further act to discourage
use of El Don Drive to travel between Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road.

Traffic counts were obtained at the study intersections in Fall 2018; therefore, schools were in
session at the time of the counts and typical traffic conditions were observed.

Footnote 5 on page 3.14-22 of the DEIR describes how the Office of Planning & Research’s Technical
Advisory concludes that VMT impacts associated with affordable housing are presumed less-than-
significant. A comparison of Tables 3.14-4 and 3.14-5 indicates that senior multi-family housing daily
trip rates are 50 percent less than non-age restricted multi-family trip rates. Additionally, while the
Trip Generation Manual did not contain senior, multi-family affordable category, it is expected that
senior multi-family housing would generate even fewer trips due to the older age of residents and
likelihood for fewer persons per unit and fewer employed persons. Since VMT is the product of the
number of daily trips multiplied by trip length, affordable multi-family housing would be expected
to generate substantially lower VMT per unit than market-based multi-family. Refer to Response 9-
5 for planned improvements along Rocklin Road to accommodate project trips. Impact Statement
3.14-7 contains a detailed discussion of the potential for the project to cause significant impacts to
emergency vehicle response. That evaluation concluded that the project would not result in
inadequate emergency access.

Response 62-3: This first part of this comment states a copy of the arborist report has been
requested, but not provided.

The DEIR does not include a “standalone” Arborist Report, instead, the results of the Arborist’s
survey/assessment is included in the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) on Pages 33, 37-39, and
in the Oak Tree Mitigation Plan, which is an appendix to the BRA. It is noted that the BRA has been
updated in the Final EIR, which is presented in Appendix A to the Final EIR. This comment is
addressed in more detail under Master Response 5 and Response 41-2.

The commenter further notes that all the trees on their property line are currently tagged and
designated to be replaced and they request mitigation to the developer on the removal or
replacement of the non-seasonal/evergreen type trees to replace their current canopy.
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This portion of the comment does not raise any specific issues with the DEIR and does not warrant
any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin appointed
and elected officials for their consideration.

The second part of the comment references the 50-foot setback and requests an increase of the
setback distance based on identified language from the Rocklin General Plan.

This portion of the comment is addressed under Master Response 4.
The comment further states:

0 Streams need to be shaded to keep water temperature cool. Trees need to be kept.

0 According to the DEIR, there are a total of 1,599 trees located on the College Park’s two
properties. Of those, 1,393 will be removed, leaving only 206 trees.

O The City of Rocklin simply allows developers to cut down oak trees in exchange for them
paying fees into an Oak Tree Mitigation Fund. Unfortunately, the city uses that fund
money to build and maintain parks not in our area. For example, several years ago there
was approximately S1.5 million in the fund. The City used all of that money to finance
turning the old golf course of Midas into a park. And that was after Save East Rocklin
asked that those funds be used to purchase part of the college property and turn it into
a park in our area.

O The College Park North site aka the North Village will lose over 14-acres of tree canopy
in the Northern section of the project site. Only 5-acres will be preserved as open space
and that is probably only because there are drainage issues in that area.

0 The College Park South aka South Village will lose 3-acres of tree and 4-acres of tree
canopy are alleged to be preserved. This is due to the wetlands that exist around the
creek.

O The creek on the South project sites sits in a 100 year flood plain. When will this plan be
updated?

This portion of the comment is addressed under Master Response 5 and Response 41-2.

The final portion of this comment states:

The "creek" that runs east-west through the center of the College Park South project site is a tributary
creek of Secret Ravine Creek. Monte Verde Park is located on the north side of the tributary creek. The
park was purposely built in this location to address flooding from the creek. The creek and the park sit
in a FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.

The DEIR barely mentions that this year-round creek sits within a FEMA 100-year floodplain and fails
to address the yearly flooding that occurs on the College Park South site. Most notably, many times
during the rainy season and most recently on Sunday, October 24, 2021, the creek easily overflows it
banks and covers the SPMUD easement road that runs parallel to the creek on the south side. Under
the Flooding section on pg. 3.9-4, it simply states "a portion of the South Village site is shown on the
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FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map." When in fact the entire creek area and the Monte Verde Park on
the College Park South site sit within a FEMA 100-year flood plain. The DEIR fails to adequately
disclose, analyze, and mitigate the project’s impacts on Flooding.

This portion of the comment is addressed under Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.

Response 62-4: This comment references the City of Rocklin General Plan’s Open Space Action Plan
and specifically Action Step OCRA-11 regarding application of open space easements to lands
located within 50 feet from the edge of the bank of streams and creeks to adequately protect
drainage and habitat areas. The comment further notes the unique wildlife area requires a larger
than normal setback to protect the area and provides photos of wildlife within the College Park
South site.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Master Responses 4 and 12.

Response 62-5: This comment references DEIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources and
states the developer should not be allowed to increase the height of the existing ground levels more
than 4-5 feet when grading for future building and that it will directly affect residents on Havenhurst.
The comment includes an example of grading associated with the Sierra Gateway Apartment
complex.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Responses 36-6 and 37-10. This comment does not
identify any specific issue with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. The comment does not
warrant any changes to the EIR, but these comments are noted and will be provided to the Rocklin
appointed and elected officials for their consideration.

Response 62-6: This comment states the following:
Public Services

O There will be an increased need for police and fire services.

O Given there are several proposed 3 and 4 story residential buildings there is a need for a Fire Dept.
Ladder Truck. Currently, Rocklin Fire Dept’s only Ladder Truck is located across town near Rocklin
High School.

O There will be increased demand on existing water and sewer lines that could potentially affect
existing homes in the area. Will the electrical grid support the increase demand?

0 Local schools will be “Significantly Impacted” with new students. | do not see any plan for a new
school(s)...

The comment states there will be increased need for police and fire services, including the need for
a ladder truck, as well as increased demand on existing water and sewer lines that could potentially
affect existing homes in the area.

This comment is addressed, in part, under Responses 33-2 and 37-10. The comment does not raise
any specific issues with the EIR. Fire and police services are discussed in DEIR Section 3.13, Public
Services. The analysis of each of those topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based
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on this comment. A ladder truck is just one element of many that provide safety and fire protection
for taller buildings. The proposed buildings will incorporate multiple overlapping protection systems
in their construction and design, via Building and Fire Code requirements and conditions of approval,
including but not limited to the inclusion of “standpipe” water distribution systems in structures
four stories and greater in height, stairwell access to the roofs of structures four stories and greater
in height, 13-R Fire suppression systems in attic areas, Fire Alarm systems, and potential additional
systems that may be required on a case by case basis during the detailed Building Permit review for
a given structure. It is the stated opinion of the Rocklin Fire Chief that these systems, in concert, will
provide a more than adequate level of resident safety and fire protection in these structures.

Water, sewer, and electricity are discussed in DEIR Section 3.15 Utilities. The analysis of each of
those topics is accurate and does not warrant any changes based on this comment.

The comment correctly states that the DEIR concluded a significant and unavoidable impact related
to potential environmental effects associated with future school facilities. The comment does not
raise any specific issues that warrant any changes to the EIR.

Response 62-7: This comment references light and glare and states that the project will result in
cumulative effects on light and glare.

The topics of aesthetics, light and glare, and nighttime lighting are addressed in the DEIR in Section
3.1 Aesthetics. Overall, implementation of the proposed Project would introduce new sources of
light and glare into the Project Area; however, application of the City’s design review process and
implementation of City goals and policies would minimize potential impacts associated with light
and glare in the Project Area. The site would be developed with typical urban uses that are consistent
and compatible with surrounding existing and anticipated future developments. As noted above,
there are no specific features within the proposed Project that would create unusual light and glare
inconsistent with the surrounding uses. Therefore, implementation of existing City Design Review
Guidelines and the General Plan policies addressing light and glare would reduce potential impacts
associated with light and glare to a less than significant impact.”

It is noted that the existing City policy ordinances, and standards (existing regulations), by their very
nature, reduce impacts. Where regulations exist to address a potential impact (i.e. City Design
Review Guidelines), the City relies on the mitigating effects of such measures by virtue of the
compliance with the regulation. To that effect, the City reviews designs in light Policy LU 4, which
requires the incorporation of dark sky concepts into designs, and the City Design Review Guidelines.
These Guidelines were developed to address light and glare issues, among other things, that can
result from new improvements and buildings. During the design process, specific design
considerations are incorporated into those designs based on guidance in the guidelines. This
includes encouraging fixtures to be of a design and size compatible with the building and with
adjacent areas; and prohibiting adverse light and glare onto adjacent properties. Moreover, these
guidelines include standards that encourage smaller scale parking lot lights instead of fewer, overly
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tall and large parking lot lights which have the potential to cause greater adverse light onto adjacent
properties. The use of bollard lighting, decorative poles and fixtures is strongly encouraged within
the city’s design guidelines. Outdoor light fixtures mounted on building walls should relate to the
height of pedestrians and not exceed 8 to 10 feet. Lastly, signage facing adjacent residential areas
should be non-illuminated unless it can be demonstrated that due to physical distances between
the uses or the method of lighting and the proposed placement will not create compatibility
concerns. The design guidelines also state that the light from any illuminated sign shall be so shaded,
shielded or directed that the light intensity or brightness shall not cause adverse glare to
surrounding areas. The intent of these measures is to ensure that light and glare are minimized by
following the City’s existing standards.

Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park 2.0-745



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

63-1

63-2

63-3

2.0-746 Final Environmental Impact Report - College Park



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

63-3 Cont.
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Response to Letter 63: Ann Hobbs, Placer County Air Pollution Control
District

Response 63-1: This comment provides an introduction and several specific recommended
edits/modifications that are intended to correct and amplify the Draft EIR.

Each of these recommended edits/modifications warrant changes to the text, which is reflected in
Section 3.0 Errata.

Response 63-2: This comment provides several specific recommended edits/modifications to
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2.

This comment is noted. Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 has been updated to clearly define the overall
obligation of the Project with regards to the ROG reduction, and to clarify what is required for each
individual development. This includes the percentage contribution toward ROG reduction for each
individual development. The updated mitigation measure also provides strategies for achieving the
mandatory reductions, while providing flexibility toward considering new and improving technology
at the time of development. This mitigation measure is not specifically a ROG emission reduction
plan, and one has not yet been prepared, but this measure clearly provides the performance
measures for achieving the mandatory reductions in ROG emission through the development of an
emission reduction plan(s). The updated mitigation measure is reflected in Section 3.0 Errata.

Response 63-3: This comment provides recommendation to quantify the GHG emission reduction
for each proposed measure listed to demonstrate after implementation of those measures that they
reduce the total project GHG emission from 11,763.7 metric tons/year to below the 10,000 metric
tons/year threshold.

This comment is noted. Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 has been updated to clearly define the overall
obligation of the Project with regards to the GHG reduction, and to clarify what is required for each
individual development within the overall Project. This includes the percentage contribution toward
GHG reduction for each individual development. The updated mitigation measure also provides
strategies for achieving the mandatory reductions, while providing flexibility toward considering
new and improving technology at the time of development. This mitigation measure is not
specifically a greenhouse gas reduction plan, and one has not yet been prepared, but this measure
clearly provides the performance measures for achieving the mandatory reductions in GHG emission
through the development of individual greenhouse gas emission reduction plans. The updated
mitigation measure is reflected in Section 3.0 Errata.

Response 63-4: This comment identities a correction of text on page 3.7-36 of the Draft EIR.

This correction warrants changes to the text, which is reflected in Section 3.0 Errata.
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College Park Project -5- 19 November 2021
Placer County

For more information regarding the Low Threat Waiver and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at: 64-10 Cont

https://www.waterboards.ca.qgov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/waiv
ers/r5-2018-0085.pdf

Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to
discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will
require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Dewatering discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to
water quality and may be covered under the General Order for Limited Threat 64-11
Discharges to Surface Water (Limited Threat General Order). A complete Notice of
Intent must be submitted to the Central Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under
the Limited Threat General Order. For more information regarding the Limited
Threat General Order and the application process, visit the Central Valley Water
Board website at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board decisions/adopted orders/gene
ral_orders/r5-2016-0076-01.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface
waters of the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project
will require coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. A complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the
Central Valley Water Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. For more information
regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/permit/

64-12

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4709
or Greg.Hendricks@waterboards.ca.gov. 64-13

JAUN
C 50y
Greg Hendricks
Environmental Scientist

cc: State Clearinghouse unit, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
Sacramento
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Response to Letter 64: Greg Hendricks, Central Valley RWQCB

Response 64-1: This comment is noted. This comment serves as an introduction to the letter and
does not warrant a response. The letter raises no issues specific to the project, but rather lays out
various regulatory requirements that could apply depending on circumstances. No further response
is necessary.

Response 64-2: The comment provides background information regarding the responsibilities of the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). This information further elaborates
on regulatory setting information provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft
EIR. The Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins (Basin Plan) is
the guiding document for water quality and sustainable groundwater management in the Plan Area.

This comment is noted. No further response is necessary.

Response 64-3: The comment provides information regarding “Antidegradation Considerations,”
including the Basin Plan’s policy and analysis requirements for National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) and Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permitting.

Project impacts to groundwater and surface water quality are addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Impacts were determined to be less than significant or less than
significant with mitigation. The DEIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts to groundwater and
surface water quality.

Response 64-4: The comment identifies construction storm water permit requirements for projects
that disturb one or more acres of soil or are part of a larger plan that in total disturbs one or more
acres of soil.

As described on pages 3.9-12 through 3.9-13 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Draft EIR, applicant(s) for future development in accordance with the proposed Project would be
required obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activities (Construction General Permit), Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-
009-DWQ. To do so, the applicant(s) must prepare a Project-specific Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would incorporate BMPs in order to prevent or reduce to the
greatest extent feasible adverse impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation.
Therefore, the Project would comply with the General Construction Stormwater Permit from the
RWQCB. The DEIR adequately reflects the information provided in the comment.

Response 64-5: The comment discusses Best Management Practices and MS4 requirements for
storm drainage systems.

As described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the overall design of the
proposed Project’s drainage infrastructure will be required to comply with the City of Rocklin Post-
Construction Manual (City of Rocklin, June 2015), which ensures that stormwater runoff from the
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Project Area is treated per the standards in the California Stormwater Best Management Practice
New Development and Redevelopment Handbook and Section E.12 of the Phase Il Small MS4
General Permit. In addition, the manual facilitates review of applications and promotes integrated
Low Impact Development (LID) design. The term low impact development (LID) means a storm water
management and land development strategy that emphasizes conservation and the use of on-site
natural features integrated with engineered, small-scale hydrologic controls to more closely reflect
predevelopment hydrologic functions. The proposed Project intends to integrate LID measures
throughout the proposed Project Area to provide stormwater quality treatment. These LID measures
would likely include both volume-based best management practices (BMPs) (i.e., bioretention,
infiltration features, pervious pavement, etc.) and flow-based BMPs (i.e., vegetated swales,
stormwater planter, etc.). The use of these features would be dependent upon the location and
setting within the Project Area. This comment does not warrant any modifications to the Draft EIR.
No further response is necessary.

Response 64-6: The comment discusses Industrial Storm Water General Permit requirements.
The proposed Project does not include industrial uses.

Response 64-7: The comment indicates that a Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers would be required for activities involving a discharge to waters of the U.S.

As shown in DEIR Table 3.4-4 in Section 3.4 Biological Resources, approximately 9.065 acres of
aquatic resources are mapped within the Study Areas, and 0.971 acre will be impacted by the
proposed Project, and 8.094 acres will be avoided (Figures 3.4-5a and 3.4-5b from the Draft EIR).
Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 requires the applicant to obtain the proper regulatory permits, including
adherence to the “no-net-loss” requirements. All feasible mitigation has been incorporated into the
Project by design, through regulatory permit compliance (i.e., Section 404/401/1600 permits),
adherence to the “no-net-loss” requirements (minimum 1:1 replacement), and through other
mitigation measures presented in this chapter.

Response 64-8: The comment indicates that a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the State
Board would be required for activities that require a Section 404 permit or other federal permits.

As noted in Response 64-7 above, a 404 permit may be required, although it will be determined by
the regulatory agencies at the time that a detailed plan is available.

Response 64-9: The comment indicates that a WDR if there are State waters that require discharge

or dredging.

As noted in Responses 6-7 and 64-8, a permit may be warranted. As noted on page 3.9-20 through
3.9-25 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, if the site-specific development involves the
discharge into surface waters, the project proponent would need to acquire a Dewatering permit,
NPDES permit, and Waste Discharge permit from the CVRWQCB.
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Response 64-10: The comment indicates that if the proposed Project includes construction
dewatering to be discharged to land, the proposed Project will require coverage under a NPDES
permit.

Dewatering is not anticipated to be required during construction of the proposed Project; however,
if the site-specific development involves the discharge into surface waters, the project proponent
would need to acquire a Dewatering permit, NPDES permit, and Waste Discharge permit from the
CVRWAQCB. This requirement is discussed in Section 3.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft
EIR.

Response 64-11: The comment indicates that if the proposed Project includes construction
dewatering and it is necessary to discharge the groundwater to waters of the United States, the
proposed Project will require coverage under a NPDES permit.

See Response 64-10.

Response 64-12: The comment identifies the need for coverage under the NPDES permit for
discharges of waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of the State.

As noted above, if the site-specific development involves the discharge into surface waters, the
project proponent would need to acquire a Dewatering permit, NPDES permit, and Waste Discharge
permit from the CVRWQCB. This requirement is discussed on page 3.9-12 through 3.9-13, and 3.9-
21 through 3.9-25 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.

Response 64-13: This comment is noted.

This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter and does not warrant a response. No further
response is necessary
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