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1.0 INTRODUCTION
In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the City of Rocklin, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project and
has prepared written responses to the comments received.
On April 27, 2017, the City of Rocklin released the Draft EIR for the Sierra Gateway Apartments
project (State Clearinghouse Number 2016032068) for a 45-day public review period; the Draft
EIR public review period ended on June 12, 2017. The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number
2008072115) was also received on April 27, 2017 by the State Clearinghouse, which provided a
45-day public review period for State agencies ending on June 12, 2017.
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR consists of all the written and oral comments received on the Draft
EIR and presents responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comments (as
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15132). The focus of the response to comments is on the
disposition of significant environmental issues raised in the comments, as specified by Section
15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to comments on the
merits of the proposed project; however, when a comment is not directed to significant
environmental issues, the response will indicate that the comment has been noted and that no
further response is necessary. Comments that are outside the scope of the CEQA review will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration when deciding whether to approve or deny
the proposed project.
For issues that were raised by multiple commenters, the City determined that the preparation
of a master response would be appropriate. The master response discusses the range of issues
raised by the commenters and specifically identifies which comments it is intended to address.
The master response is presented at the beginning of Chapter 2, and the individual comment
letters and responses follow the master responses.
Each comment letter has been reproduced and is followed by the response to comments in the
order of occurrence. In some instances, modifications to the text of the Draft EIR may be
warranted as a part of the responses to comments or for other reasons. In those instances, the
text of the Draft EIR is modified and the changes are compiled in Chapter 3, Corrections and
Revisions to the Draft EIR. The text deletions are shown in bold strikeout (strikeout) and
additions are shown in bold underline (underline).
This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR that is being considered by
the City of Rocklin.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
This section of the Final EIR contains Comment letters received during the public review period
for the Draft EIR, which began on April 27, 2017 and concluded on June 12, 2017. In
conformance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written responses to written
comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared
and are provided in this document.

Letter
Number
1
2
3
4
5

6

7

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
Patricia Crane, Rocklin
05/08/17
1-1
No Comment
Unified School District
2-1
Transportation/Circulation
Frank Sharifie
05/23/17
2-2
Transportation/Circulation
2-3
Transportation/Circulation
3-1
Biological Resources
Kali Hetrick
05/24/17
3-2
Transportation/Circulation
4-1
General
Allison Miller
5/25/17
4-2
Transportation/Circulation
4-3
General
5-1
General
David Andre
5/25/17
5-2
Transportation/Circulation
5-3
General
6-1
General
6-2
Transportation/Circulation
Transportation/Circulation
6-3
Transportation/Circulation
6-4
Transportation/Circulation
6-5
Transportation/Circulation
6-6
Transportation/Circulation
6-7
Michael Mattos
6/3/17
Transportation/Circulation
6-8
Transportation/Circulation
6-9
Transportation/Circulation
6-10
Transportation/Circulation
6-11
Transportation/Circulation
6-12
Transportation/Circulation
6-13
6-14
Transportation/Circulation
7-1
General
Gordon Medd, Loomis
7-2
Public Services
6/1/17
Union School District
7-3
Public Services
7-4
Public Services
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Page #
23
26
28
30
32

34

43

Letter
Number

8

9

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
7-5
Public Services
7-6
Public Services
7-7
Public Services
7-8
Public Services
7-9
Public Services
7-10
Public Services
8-1
General
8-2
General
8-3
Air Quality
8-4
Transportation/Circulation
8-5
Transportation/ Circulation
8-6
Transportation Circulation
8-7
Transportation/Circulation
8-8
Aesthetics
8-9
Biological Resources
8-10
Air Quality
8-11
Transportation/ Circulation
8-12
Transportation/ Circulation
8-13
Transportation/ Circulation
8-14
Transportation/ Circulation
8-15
Transportation/ Circulation
Margo Rabin
6/6/17
8-16
Transportation/ Circulation
8-17
Transportation/ Circulation
8-18
Transportation/ Circulation
8-19
Transportation/ Circulation
8-20
Transportation/ Circulation
8-21
General
8-22
Aesthetics
8-23
Aesthetics
8-24
Aesthetics
8-25
Aesthetics
8-26
Aesthetics
8-27
Aesthetics
8-28
Biological Resources
8-29
Biological Resources
8-30
Property Values
Stephanie Tadlock,
9-1
Hydrology/Water Quality
Central Valley Regional
6/5/17
9-2
Hydrology/Water Quality
Water Quality Control
9-3
Hydrology/Water Quality
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Page #

51

68

Letter
Number

10

11

12
13

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
Board
9-4
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-5
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-6
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-7
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-8
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-10
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-11
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-12
Hydrology/Water Quality
9-13
Hydrology/Water Quality
10-1
General
10-2
General
David Vickers
5/30/17
10-3
Prior Litigation
10-4
Prior Litigation
10-5
Prior Litigation
11-1
General
11-2
Crime/Safety
11-3
Transportation/Circulation
11-4
Transportation/Circulation
11-5
Transportation/Circulation
11-6
Transportation/Circulation
11-7
Transportation/Circulation
11-8
Transportation/Circulation
11-9
Transportation/Circulation
Sherry Di Lulo
6/12/17
11-10
General
11-11
Aesthetics
11-12
Aesthetics
11-13
Aesthetics
11-14
Aesthetics
11-15
Aesthetics
11-16
Biological Resources
11-17
Biological Resources
11-18
Biological Resources
11-19
Property Values
Janet Cobb, California
12-1
Biological Resources
Wildlife
6/8/17
12-2
Biological Resources
Foundation/California
12-3
Biological Resources
Oaks
Scott Rickert, Wood
13-1
Transportation/Circulation
6/9/17
Rodgers
13-2
Transportation/Circulation

4

Page #

78

108

118
123

Letter
Number

14

15

16

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Page #
Number
13-3
Transportation/Circulation
13-4
Transportation/Circulation
13-5
Transportation/Circulation
13-6
Transportation/Circulation
Carie Huff, South Placer
14-1
Utilities
6/12/17
132
Municipal Utility District
14-2
Utilities
15-1
General
15-2
Zoning
15-3
Previous EIR
15-4
Tree Preservation Guidelines
15-5
Urban Forest Plan
Irene and Roger Smith,
15-6
Bias
Citizens for Tree
6/12/17
136
15-7
Alternatives
Preservation
15-8
Alternatives
15-9
Alternatives
15-10
Alternatives
15-11
Cumulative Impacts
15-12
Vision
16-1
Public Comment Hearing
16-2
Cumulative Impacts
16-3
Alternatives
16-4
Prior Environmental Review
16-5
Prior Environmental Review
16-6
Biological Resources
16-7
Biological Resources
16-8
General
16-9
Objectives
16-10
Bias
Chris Wiegman, Citizens
6/12/17
16-11
Aesthetics
147
Voice Organization
16-12
Air Quality
16-13
Biological Resources
16-14
Biological Resources
16-15
Alternatives
16-16
Zoning
16-17
Biological Resources
16-18
Transportation/Circulation
16-19
Transportation/Circulation
16-20
Transportation/Circulation
16-21
Transportation/Circulation
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Letter
Number

17

18

19

20

21

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
16-22
Transportation/Circulation
16-23
Transportation/Circulation
16-24
Transportation/Circulation
16-25
Transportation/Circulation
16-26
Transportation/Circulation
16-27
Transportation/Circulation
16-28
Transportation/Circulation
16-29
Transportation/Circulation
16-30
Noise
16-31
Aesthetics (Lighting)
16-32
Hydrology
17-1
General
17-2
Project Description
17-3
Air Quality
17-4
Transportation/Circulation
17-5
Transportation/Circulation
Kent Zenobia, PE, BCEE
6/12/17
17-6
Transportation/Circulation
17-7
Aesthetics
17-8
Hydrology
17-9
Low Income Housing
17-10
Aesthetics
18-1
Cumulative Impacts
Arlene Jamar
18-2
Alternatives
18-3
General
19-1
General
19-2
Biological Resources
Joan Phillipe, Interim
19-3
Biological Resources
Town Manager\Planning
6/12/17
19-4
Transportation/Circulation
Director
19-5
Growth Inducement
Town of Loomis
19-6
Cumulative Impacts
19-7
Alternatives
Scott Morgan, Director
California State
7/13/17
20-1
General
Clearinghouse
21-1
General
Denise Gaddis, El Don
21-2
Project Description
Neighborhood Advisory
21-3
Air Quality
Committee
21-4
Transportation/Circulation
21-5
Transportation/Circulation
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Page #

172

178

182

190

199

Letter
Number

22

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
21-6
Transportation/Circulation
21-7
Transportation/Circulation
21-8
Transportation/Circulation
21-9
Transportation/Circulation
21-10
Transportation/Circulation
21-11
Transportation/Circulation
21-12
Transportation/Circulation
21-13
Transportation/Circulation
21-14
Transportation/Circulation
21-15
Aesthetics
21-16
Aesthetics
21-17
Aesthetics
21-18
Aesthetics
21-19
Aesthetics
21-20
Aesthetics
21-21
Biological Resources
21-22
Biological Resources
21-23
Biological Resources
21-24
Property Values
22-1
General
22-2
General
22-3
General
22-4
Project Description
22-5
Air Quality
22-6
Transportation/Circulation
22-7
Transportation/Circulation
22-8
Transportation/Circulation
22-9
Transportation/Circulation
Sue Hoppe, Vice
22-10
Transportation/Circulation
President of Hidden
5/30/17
22-11
Transportation/Circulation
Creek HOA
22-12
Transportation/Circulation
22-13
Transportation/Circulation
22-14
Transportation/Circulation
22-15
Transportation/Circulation
22-16
Transportation/Circulation
22-17
Aesthetics
22-18
Aesthetics
22-19
Aesthetics
22-20
Aesthetics
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Page #

229

Letter
Number

Table 2-1
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Comment
Commenter
Date
Comment Topic
Number
22-21
Aesthetics
22-22
Aesthetics
22-23
Biological Resources
22-24
Biological Resources
22-25
Biological Resources
22-26
Property Values
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Page #

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR
The comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in
this section commencing with master responses. Following the master responses, each
comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response (s) to the letter.
Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line
bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter. In cases where
multiple comments are made on the same topic, cross-references to other responses are made.
CEQA Guidelines section 15024 (Focus of Review) item (a) notes “In reviewing draft EIRs,
persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of
the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid
or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware
that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of
factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental
impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond
to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”
In some instances comments submitted on the Draft EIR expressed opinions regarding the
proposed project, but did not focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR document in identifying
and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. The responses to these types of comments
are noted as such, and they are also noted as being forwarded to the decision-makers so that
those individuals are aware of the expressed opinions. However, additional responses to those
comments as part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process are not necessary.
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2.3 MASTER RESPONSE
MASTER RESPONSE FOR COMMENTS REGARDING INCLUSION OF SIERRA COLLEGE’S PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT AND OTHER PROJECTS IN THE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
There were a number of comments received that expressed concern that the Draft EIR did not
adequately consider probable future projects when evaluating cumulative impacts. Those
comments provided lists of such probable future projects, including the following: 1) Sierra
College Surplus Properties Development; 2) Costco; 3) Garnet Creek; 4) Crowne Point; 5) Lowes;
6) Amazing Facts Church; 7) Aguilar Road residential development (Granite Bluff and Rocklin
Meadows Subdivisions); 8) Monument Springs Drive extension; 9) Bickford Ranch, and 10) City
of Lincoln Village 1. The traffic impacts of the Project with respect to any traffic impacts of
these projects are analyzed in the Draft EIR’s Cumulative Impacts chapter and in this Master
Response.
The Draft EIR’s Cumulative Impacts chapter included a discussion regarding the evaluation of
the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on pages 5.2-1 through 5.2-3. For the FEIR reader’s
benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative
impacts that could be associated with a proposed project. This assessment involves examining
project-related effects on the environment in the context of similar effects that have been
caused by past or existing projects, and the anticipated future effects of future projects.
Although project-related impacts may be individually minor, the cumulative effect of these
impacts, in combination with the impacts of other projects, could be significant under CEQA and
must be addressed. Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project,
taken together with the impacts of past, present and probable future impacts, are significant,
the lead agency then must determine whether the proposed project’s incremental contribution
to such a significant cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant in
and of itself).
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires the analysis of impacts due to cumulative development
that would occur independent of, but during the same time frame as, the project under
consideration, or in the foreseeable future. By requiring an evaluation of cumulative impacts,
CEQA attempts to minimize the potential that large-scale environmental impacts would be
ignored due to the project-by-project nature of project-level analyses contained in EIRs.
The proposed Sierra Gateway Apartments project, in conjunction with development in the
vicinity of the project site and within the region, would contribute to cumulative environmental
impacts. Cumulative impacts were analyzed in each of the technical chapters of this Draft EIR
(Chapters 4.2 through 4.5). The geographic scope of the cumulative analysis varies by technical
area. For example, traffic and traffic-related air emissions and noise analyses assumed
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development that is planned for and/or anticipated in the region, because each jurisdiction
within the region contributes to traffic on local and regional roadways, and air quality impacts
were evaluated against conditions in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The cumulative analysis
in each technical section evaluated the proposed project’s contribution the cumulative scenario
and one cumulatively considerable impact was identified (Transportation/Traffic). The
cumulative analyses are summarized below.
Aesthetics
As indicated in Impact 4.2-2, the proposed project, within context of development in the area
immediately surrounding the project site, future surrounding development as well as
development of the proposed project would incrementally result in a change in the visual
character and quality of the area through the conversion of vacant or partially developed land
to developed uses. Through land use entitlement and other review processes, future
development is anticipated to be well designed and consistent and compatible with adjacent
developments in the larger project vicinity. Development patterns would include landscaping
and setbacks that would help screen future development from adjacent land uses and provide a
transition space from existing developed land uses. Therefore, the impact would be considered
less than cumulatively considerable and less than significant.
Air Quality
As indicated in Impact 4.3-5, the proposed project, within the context of development in the
region, would incrementally result in a net increase of criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx) for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors). It was determined that the proposed project’s operational related emissions would
be below the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s cumulative thresholds of significance
for ROG and NOx. Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.3-2 (a) and 4.3-2 (b) would
ensure that the operational activities associated with the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state air quality standard. Therefore the impact
would be considered less than cumulatively considerable and less than significant.
Biological Resources
As indicated in Impact 4.4-6, the proposed project, within context of development in the City of
Rocklin and the surrounding area of western Placer County, would incrementally impact
biological resources by contributing to the loss of native plant communities, wildlife habitat
values, special-status species and their potential habitat, and wetland resources. These
biological resources impacts were considered and analyzed at a programmatic level in the
General Plan EIR and are considered to contribute to the significant cumulative impacts to
biological resources discussed above. Future development within the City of Rocklin would be
required to comply with the City’s goals, policies and ordinances to mitigate impacts to
biological resources. The site-specific significant impacts to biological resources as a result of
the proposed Sierra Gateway Apartments project identified above can all be reduced to a less
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than significant level through the application of the identified mitigation measures (Impacts 4.41, 4.4-2 and 4.4-4) or are not considered to be significant impacts(Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-5).
Because the biological resources analysis has concluded that the proposed project will not result
in any significant impacts due to the application of the identified mitigation measures and the
proposed project will not result in any significant biological resources impacts more severe than
those disclosed in the General Plan EIR, the City finds pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15168, subdivision (c) (4) that the cumulative environmental effects of the proposed Sierra
Gateway Apartments project were covered in the program EIR. The City also finds pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15183 (j) that cumulative impacts to biological resources, including the
contribution to those cumulative impacts as a result of the proposed project, were adequately
discussed in the General Plan EIR and further analysis of that cumulative impact is excluded
from this Draft EIR. Therefore, with the application of the previously identified mitigation
measures the impact would be considered less than cumulatively considerable and less than
significant.
Transportation/Traffic
As indicated in Impact 4.5-8, the proposed project, within the context of development in the City
of Rocklin and the surrounding areas of western Placer County, would result in a cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable impact to the Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 WB and
EB ramp intersections. Under the Cumulative (Year 2030) Plus Project, Water Lily Lane
Emergency Access and Outbound Access from Water Lily Lane conditions, the increase in delay
at the intersections of Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 WB and EB ramps is each more than five
seconds at an intersection that operates at an unacceptable LOS in the Cumulative No Project
condition in the PM peak hour (WB Ramp: 82.5 – 70.5 = 12 seconds; EB Ramp: 115.7 – 102.7 =
13 seconds). Therefore, cumulative impact to the Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 WB and EB Ramp
intersections would be considered cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.
It should be noted that the General Plan EIR also forecasted unacceptable LOS conditions at the
Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange in the cumulative conditions, and the determination of the Sierra
Gateway Apartment project’s cumulative significant impact to the Rocklin Road/I-80
interchange as a significant and unavoidable impact is consistent with the findings of the
General Plan EIR. Both the General Plan EIR and the Sierra Gateway Apartments traffic study
identified mitigation (re-construct interchange) that would result in acceptable LOS conditions,
but both documents also acknowledged that the City does not have the complete jurisdiction or
authority, would not be the sole source of funding and does not have the capability to fully
fund implementation of any of the identified alternative improvements to the highway ramp
intersections. Since mitigation of this impact is outside of the City’s control, the impact is
considered to be significant and unavoidable.
As noted in the Draft EIR, in support of examining alternatives to the Rocklin Road Interchange
Improvements, the City of Rocklin worked with Caltrans to develop a Project Study ReportProject Development Support (PSR-PDS) to request approval for a locally funded project and to
proceed to Project Approval and Environmental Document Phase (August 24, 2012). This
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report identified several technically feasible alternatives for mitigating future, cumulative traffic
impacts at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange so that it will operate at acceptable levels of
service. Implementation of any of these alternatives would mitigate the significant and
cumulative impact of the Project, and the City anticipates reaching agreement with Caltrans to
implement one of them. However, until such agreement is in place and formal plans are
adopted, this EIR is conservatively treating the impact as significant and unavoidable. It would
not be feasible to require this Project to itself mitigate this cumulative impact given its
comparatively small contribution to this impact and for the other reasons discussed above. It
should be noted that the proposed project will be subject to the payment of applicable Traffic
Impact Mitigation (TIM) fees, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fees and
Highway 65 Interchange Improvement fees as applicable on a fair share basis; however, the
fees generated from this alone will not fund the necessary improvements that are needed to
remedy the anticipated cumulative unacceptable levels of service at the Rocklin Road/I-80
interchange.
The traffic modeling performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR included scenarios
called “Short Term No Project” and “Short Term Plus Project”. As noted in the Draft EIR’s
Transportation/Traffic chapter on page 4.5-26, “The Short Term Condition is the analysis
condition in which project trips generated by reasonably foreseeable development and
imminent roadway and intersection improvements are accounted for in the LOS
quantifications. No roadway or intersection improvements have been assumed for the Short
Term No Project condition. The proposed project’s obligation to create a right turn pocket from
northbound Sierra College Boulevard to eastbound Rocklin Road is the only roadway and
intersection improvement assumed in the Short Term Plus Project condition.” The use of these
scenarios allows for an analysis condition to be established wherein the automobile trips
generated by projects that have been approved, but have yet to be constructed, can be
captured in the traffic modeling effort, and the automobile trips generated by the proposed
Sierra Gateway Apartments project can be added on top of those automobile trips generated
by those approved, but yet to be constructed projects.
With respect to “reasonably foreseeable projects”, as noted in the Draft EIR’s
Transportation/Traffic chapter on page 4.5-26, “The City of Rocklin has provided a list of
projects in the vicinity of the proposed project that have been approved for construction, or for
which a Notice of Preparation has been issued, which makes the project “reasonably
foreseeable” under CEQA. Vehicle trips for the “reasonably foreseeable project” list were
calculated based on appropriate trip generation rates from the ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th
Ed. 2012). Table 4.5-11 provides the list of projects considered, unit quantities, ITE land use
code, and trip generation rates for AM and PM peak hours.” For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that
table is duplicated below.
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Land Use Category (ITE
Code)

TABLE 4.5-11
APPROVED-PENDING PROJECT TRIPS

Unit1

Daily Trip
Rate/Unit2

Single Family Detached
Housing (210)
Shopping Center (820)

DU

9.52

KSF

42.70

Project Name

Quanti
ty
(Units/
KSF)
156
179

Daily Trips

AM Peak Hour Trip
Rate/Unit
Total
In % Out %
0.75
25
75 %
%
0.96
62
38 %
%
AM Peak Hour Trips
Total
In
Out

PM Peak Hour Trip
Rate/Unit
Total
In % Out %
1.00
63
27 %
%
3,71
48
52 %
%
PM Peak Hour Trips
Total
In
Out

Croftwood Unit 1 (210)
1,581
119
30
89
141
89
52
Rocklin 60 Residential
1,794
135
34
101
162
102
60
(210)
Rocklin Meadows (210)
27
315
29
8
21
27
17
10
Granite Bluff (210)
78
836
64
17
47
78
49
29
Rocklin Commons (820)
252
12,380
274
170 104
1,113
535
578
Rocklin Crossings (820)
322
14,508
318
198 120
1,310
629
681
Center at Secret Ravine
24
2,657
65
41
24
228
110
118
(820)
Net New Project Trips
34,071
1,003
498 505
3,058
1,531 1,527
Notes: 1. KSF = 1,000 square feet, DU = dwelling unit
2. Trip rates based on ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th edition average rates when equations are not
mentioned.

Of the projects identified in Table 4.5-11, four are partially occupied: Croftwood Unit 1, Center
at Secret Ravine, Rocklin Commons, and Rocklin Crossings. Traffic counts performed for the
“Existing” project condition would include these occupied units, resulting in an overstatement
of additional trips in Table 4.5-11 for these projects. This data has been included to reflect a
more conservative analysis.
The traffic modeling performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR also included scenarios
called “Cumulative (Year 2030) No Project” and “Cumulative (2030) Plus Project”. As noted in
the Draft EIR’s Transportation/Traffic chapter on pages 4.5-35 and 4.5-36, “This Cumulative
condition is the condition approximately fifteen years in the future. The Traffic Report for the
Cumulative condition corresponds to the build-out condition of the City of Rocklin and resulting
growth in population and traffic volumes. The build-out uses are consistent with the land uses
assumed in the City of Rocklin General Plan. The Cumulative year analysis in this report is
assumed to be the year 2030. Additionally, Cumulative (Year 2030) conditions assume
construction of transportation infrastructure improvements consistent with the City’s General
Plan Circulation Element, specifically those programmed improvements identified below that
are included in the City’s Capital Improvement Program.” The use of these scenarios allows for
an analysis condition to be established wherein the automobile trips generated by the
development of all the land uses identified in the City of Rocklin General Plan (“build-out”), as
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well as additional growth in surrounding areas, can be captured in the traffic modeling effort
(Cumulative No Project), and the automobile trips generated by the proposed Sierra Gateway
Apartments project can be added on top of those automobile trips generated by the
development of all the land uses identified in the City of Rocklin General Plan (Cumulative Plus
Project).
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (b), “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide
as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes
of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. The following elements are
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts:
(1) Either:
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts, including if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan,
or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to
the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional
transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A
summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior
environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location
specified by the lead agency.”
Consistent with such direction and rather than use of the list method described in subsection
(A) above, the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis for transportation/traffic impacts referenced the
build-out condition of the City of Rocklin General Plan and resulting growth in population and
traffic volumes. Furthermore, the projections contained in the Rocklin General Plan EIR have
been supplemented by a regional traffic modeling program which was the basis of the traffic
modeling effort for the proposed project. The development assumptions include growth and
development within the region, including Rocklin, Roseville, Lincoln, Loomis, Auburn, Colfax,
Granite Bay, Bickford, as well as major projects in west Placer County such as Curry Creek,
Regional University, Placer Ranch, Placer Vineyards, Riolo Vineyard, Creekview and Sierra Vista.
Although as noted above the City is not using the list method for the Draft EIR’s cumulative
analysis, the following information is being provided in response to the specific projects listed in
the comments:
1) For the Sierra College land development, per CEQA Guidelines section 15125 (a), “An EIR
must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
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project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time the environmental analysis is commenced, from both a
local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The
description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to an
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.”
Because the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published on March 24, 2016 and the application for
Sierra College’s planned development of its Sierra Villages project was subsequently made to
the City on January 9, 2017, the Sierra Villages project has not been included in the Sierra
Gateway Apartments DEIR. The Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s baseline condition for
analysis was established as March 24, 2016 with the issuance of the NOP. CEQA Guidelines
section 15125 (a) recognizes that the EIR process is a lengthy one and allows for the
establishment of a baseline condition, otherwise the preparation of an EIR could become a
never-ending process of constant updates if each time a new project were applied for the
analysis had to be updated to incorporate the new projects.
As suggested by several commenters, to describe Sierra College’s planned development of its
Sierra Villages project as a “reasonably foreseeable” project presumes the proposal will be
approved, and importantly, approved without mitigation or conditions of approval. The traffic
modeling performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s cumulative scenarios included
the development of the properties that are included in Sierra College’s planned development of
its Sierra Villages project, but the analysis assumed development of those properties at the
intensities shown in the General Plan and it did not include analysis of the development as it is
specifically being proposed. The CEQA analysis that is to be conducted for the Sierra Villages
project will examine that proposed project’s potential traffic impacts in a similar fashion as was
done with the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR, taking into account other reasonably
foreseeable cumulative development projects.
2) For Costco, because the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published on March 24, 2016 and the Notice of
Preparation for the Costco project was subsequently issued by the Town of Loomis on May 15,
2017, the Costco project has not been included in the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR. The
Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s baseline condition for analysis was established as March 24,
2016 with the issuance of the NOP. CEQA Guidelines section 15125 (a) recognizes that the EIR
process is a lengthy one and allows for the establishment of a baseline condition, otherwise the
preparation of an EIR could become a never-ending process of constant updates if each time a
new project were applied for the analysis had to be updated to incorporate the new projects.
As suggested by several commenters, to describe the planned development of the Costco
project as a “reasonably foreseeable” project presumes the proposal will be approved, and
importantly, approved without mitigation or conditions of approval. The traffic modeling
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performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s cumulative scenarios included the
development of the proposed Costco site as a retail commercial site, consistent with the site’s
current land use designation and zoning, but the assumed development of the proposed Costco
site did not include the specific tenant as a Costco. The CEQA analysis that is to be conducted
for the Costco project will examine that proposed project’s potential traffic impacts in a similar
fashion as was done with the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR, taking into account other
reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects.
3) For Garnet Creek, the development of this site as a Retail Commercial land use was included
in the City of Rocklin General Plan EIR’s analysis and in the City of Rocklin traffic model, which
was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project. The Garnet Creek
project’s single and multi-family development is considered to be a reduction in development
density and intensity because Retail Commercial land uses generate more vehicle trips than
residential land uses. As such, the cumulative traffic analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway
Apartments project conservatively included the development of the Garnet Creek project site
as a higher vehicle trip generating retail commercial land use.
4) For Crowne Point, as noted in Table 4.5-11 (Approved-Pending Project Trips) on page 4.5-27
of the Draft EIR, this project (called Croftwood Unit 1 in Table 4.5-11) was included in the Sierra
Gateway Draft EIR’s traffic analysis in the short term no project and short term plus project
scenarios. In addition, the development of this project as a single-family residential subdivision
on land designated as Low Density Residential is included in the City of Rocklin traffic model,
which was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project. As such, the
cumulative traffic analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments included the
development of this site.
5) For Home Improvement Store (Lowes near McDonalds at I-80), this project’s entitlements
expired in August 2015 and therefore its approval is no longer valid. However, the development
of this site as a Retail Commercial land use was included in the City of Rocklin General Plan EIR’s
analysis and in the City of Rocklin traffic model, which was used for the traffic analysis for the
Sierra Gateway Apartments project. As such, the cumulative traffic analysis performed for the
Sierra Gateway Apartments included the development of this site.
6) For the Amazing Facts church, which is located in unincorporated Placer County adjacent to
the City of Rocklin, that project involves a 2,000 seat house of worship constructed in two
phases with buildings totaling 208,020 square feet. The project is located on the south side of
Sierra College Boulevard by Nightwatch Drive, approximately 1/2 mile beyond where Rocklin
city limits cross Sierra College Boulevard. The Amazing Facts EIR is available on Placer County’s
website at the following link:
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/eir/amazingfac
ts
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The traffic analysis performed by Ken Anderson & Associates Inc. for the Amazing Facts project
determined that it would generate a total of 3,700 daily Saturday vehicle trips, 1,200 Saturday
peak hour vehicle trips and 131 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips, due to holding its
services primarily on Saturdays with limited weekday activities. The traffic study engineer noted
in the traffic analysis the amount of regular weekday traffic accompanying this project is very
low in comparison to Saturday forecasts and is low enough to suggest that there is no
significant possibility that analysis of weekday conditions would identify additional impacts or
yield additional mitigation measures.
Based on the Amazing Facts regional trip distribution assumptions, and excluding trips that
would travel the minimal ½ mile distance through Rocklin on Sierra College Boulevard to get to
the church to/from the south and not pass by the Sierra Gateway Apartments project site,
potential project trips that would travel on Rocklin roadways in the vicinity of the Sierra
Gateway Apartments to get to/from the church are reflected in the table below:
Direction
North

East

West

Origin/Destination
Route
Lincoln, Penryn, Yuba Sierra
College
County
Boulevard
north
beyond Loomis
East Rocklin
Nightwatch
Drive,
Southside
Ranch
Road, El Don Drive
Auburn, Loomis
Interstate 80 east
Loomis, North Granite Rocklin Road east
Bay
Granite Bay, Folsom, Rocklin Road east
West
El
Dorado
County
Rocklin
Rocklin Road west of
I-80
Western
Rocklin, SR 65 to I-80 to
Western
Roseville, Rocklin Road
Western Lincoln
North
Sacramento I-80 to Rocklin Road
County

Percentage of Total
5%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
15%
15%

As shown in the table, in total 47% of the total Amazing Facts trips would travel on Rocklin
roadways in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments to get to/from the church. Applying
that 47% to the 131 weekday p.m. peak hour trips that the Amazing Facts church would
generate equates to 62 weekday p.m. peak hour trips traveling on Rocklin roadways in the
vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments project site.
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Because the City of Rocklin’s level of service policy is based on weekday p.m. peak hour trips,
this discussion does not include any further information or analysis regarding the majority of
the Amazing Facts project vehicle trips, those which occur on Saturday.
The underlying land use of the Amazing Facts project site which is within the traffic model used
in the Sierra Gateway Apartment’s Draft EIR analysis is Rural Estates, with 20 acre minimum
zoning designations. Assuming the 74.2 acre project site could yield three 20 acre rural estate
homes and using a trip generation factor from the ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th edition) of 1
trip per dwelling unit during the p.m. peak hour, 3 p.m. peak hour trips would have been
generated if the project site were developed based on its land use designation of Rural Estates.
Because those trips are already assumed in the traffic model, they are subtracted from the 62
weekday p.m. peak hour trips travelling on Rocklin roadways as determined above, netting 59
weekday p.m. peak hour trips from the Amazing Facts project that were not already assumed in
the traffic model.
In conclusion, for the following reasons, the trips generated by the Amazing Facts church do not
appreciably affect the Sierra Gateway Draft EIR’s cumulative traffic analysis:
1. The City of Rocklin’s level of service policy is based on weekday p.m. peak hour trips and
the Amazing Facts church generates the majority of its vehicle trips on Saturdays.
2. Of the 131 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips generated by the Amazing Facts
church, only 62 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips (47%) would travel on Rocklin
roadways in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments site.
3. The 62 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips becomes 59 weekday p.m. peak hour
vehicle trips, once the assumed vehicle trips based on the Amazing Facts project site’s
land use and zoning designations assumed in the traffic model are deducted. The 59
peak hour trips equate to approximately 1 trip per minute and as such the increase in
the volume to capacity ratio on Rocklin intersections in the vicinity of the Sierra
Gateway Apartments site is expected to be minimal.
4. The traffic engineer who performed the Amazing Facts traffic analysis noted that the
project’s 131 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle trips is low enough to conclude that there
is no significant possibility that analysis of weekday conditions would identify additional
impacts or yield additional mitigation measures, and it is therefore also reasonable to
conclude that an even lower number of 59 weekday p.m. peak hour trips would not
create additional impacts.
5. Despite being the best technological tool available for predicting traffic, regional traffic
models will always have some level of variation in them (both higher and lower) with
respect to what is assumed to be developed and the vehicle trips that will be generated
by that assumed development when compared to the actual level of vehicle trips that
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are generated by actual development. An additional 59 weekday p.m. peak hour vehicle
trips is considered to be an acceptable tolerance to that variation.
7) In response to the residential developments in the Aguilar Street area (Granite Bluff and
Rocklin Meadows), for Rocklin Meadows, as noted in Table 4.5-11 (Approved-Pending Project
Trips) on page 4.5-27 of the Draft EIR, this project was included in the Sierra Gateway Draft
EIR’s traffic analysis in the short term no project and short term plus project scenarios. In
addition, the development of this project as a single-family residential subdivision on land
designated in the Rocklin General Plan as Medium Density Residential is included in the City of
Rocklin traffic model, which was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway Apartments
project. As such, the cumulative traffic analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments
included the development of this site.
For Granite Bluff, as noted in Table 4.5-11 (Approved-Pending Project Trips) on page 4.5-27 of
the Draft EIR, this project was included in the Sierra Gateway Draft EIR’s traffic analysis in the
short term no project and short term plus project scenarios. In addition, the development of
this project as a single-family residential subdivision on land designated as Medium Density
Residential is included in the City of Rocklin traffic model, which was used for the traffic analysis
for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project. As such, the cumulative traffic analysis performed
for the Sierra Gateway Apartments included the development of this site.
8) For the continuation of Monument Springs Road and its potential traffic and air quality
impacts, this roadway improvement was assumed in the City of Rocklin General Plan EIR’s
analysis of project-level and cumulative traffic and air quality impacts and is also included in the
City of Rocklin traffic model, which was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway
Apartments project. As such, the cumulative traffic analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway
Apartments included the extension of this roadway. In addition, any cumulative traffic analysis
data used in the cumulative air quality analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments
included the extension of this roadway.
9) For Bickford Ranch, the City’s General Plan EIR and associated City of Rocklin traffic model,
which was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project, assumed
1,890 residential dwelling units and 105,000 square feet of retail for the Bickford Ranch project
in the cumulative (2030) condition. The Bickford Ranch project was recently re-approved as a
scaled back version of the project by eliminating some residential units, a golf course, and all of
the commercial development. As such, the development assumptions for Bickford Ranch
contained in the City of Rocklin traffic model and the cumulative traffic analysis performed for
the Sierra Gateway Apartments actually overstate the trip generation of the Bickford Ranch
project and are considered to be conservative.
10) For Village 1 – SCB (Lincoln), the City’s General Plan EIR and associated City of Rocklin traffic
model, which was used for the traffic analysis for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project,
assumed the following for growth in the City of Lincoln: 22,248 residential dwelling units (up
from 15,046 in 2008) in the City of Lincoln and 15,086 residential dwelling units (up from 158 in
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2008) in the Lincoln Sphere of Influence; 2,325,000 square feet of retail (up from 763,000 in
2008) in the City of Lincoln and 2,718,000 square feet of retail (up from 0 in 2008) in the Lincoln
Sphere of Influence; 1,720,000 square feet of office (up from 587,000 in 2008) in the City of
Lincoln and 3,160,000 square feet of office (up from 0 in 2008) in the Lincoln Sphere of
Influence, and 105,000 square feet of retail for the Bickford Ranch project in the cumulative
(2030) condition, and 5,562,000 square feet of industrial (up from 3,381,000 in 2008) in the City
of Lincoln and 1,471,000 square feet of industrial (up from 0 in 2008) in the Lincoln Sphere of
Influence. It should be noted that these growth projections were made prior to the recession
and as such it is very unlikely that such a level of development will occur in the City of Lincoln
prior to the year 2030. Therefore, the development assumptions for the City of Lincoln
contained in the City of Rocklin traffic model and the cumulative traffic analysis performed for
the Sierra Gateway Apartments actually overstate the trip generation of development in Lincoln
and are considered to be conservative.
The comments that do not address the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR are considered
to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Comments that have been addressed through this master response include 6-13, 8-6, 8-13, 117, 15-11, 16-2, 16-19, 17-5, 18-1, 21-7 and 22-9.
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2.4 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENT LETTERS
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Letter 1

1-1

23

24

1. PATRICIA CRANE, ROCKLIN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Rocklin Unified School District letter indicated they had no comments on the Sierra
Gateway Apartments Draft EIR.
RESPONSE
1-1
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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Letter 2

2-1

2-2

2-3
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2. FRANK SHARIFIE
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Frank Sharifie provided comments regarding project access and congestion on Rocklin Road.
RESPONSES
2-1
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the proposed project’s access and current
traffic conditions.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/ Circulation chapter that provided an analysis of the
proposed project’s traffic impacts under existing, existing plus approved projects and
cumulative scenarios, however the comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
2-2
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the proposed project’s access and
consideration of a different access location.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
2-3
The comment expresses a summary opinion regarding the proposed project’s access,
current traffic conditions, citizen complaints regarding current traffic conditions and computer
model studies.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/ Circulation chapter that provided an analysis of the
proposed project’s traffic impacts under existing, existing plus approved projects and
cumulative scenarios, however the comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
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Letter 3

3-1
3-2
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3. KALI HETRICK
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Kali Hetrick provided comments regarding tree removal and regarding roadway capacity on
Rocklin Road.
3-1
The comment expresses opinions regarding the project site’s development status, the
proposed project’s tree removal and payment of tree mitigation to the City.
See discussion of Project’s compliance with the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation
Ordinance in Chapter 4.4 – Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. The comment does not focus
on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a
comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
3-2
The comment expresses an opinion regarding roadway capacity on Rocklin Road and
Sierra College Boulevard and what effect additional cars from the project will have.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/ Circulation chapter that provided an analysis of the
proposed project’s traffic impacts under existing, existing plus approved projects and
cumulative scenarios, however the comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
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Letter 4

4-1
4-2

4-3
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4. ALLISON MILLER
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Allison Miller provided comments regarding not approving the project and the Planning
Commission’s role, and a comment regarding traffic.
4-1
The comment expresses an opinion requesting the Planning Commission to reject the
proposed project.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
4-2
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the proposed project’s negative and
traffic impacts.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/ Circulation chapter that provided an analysis of the
proposed project’s traffic impacts under existing, existing plus approved projects and
cumulative scenarios, however the comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
4-3

The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Planning Commission’s role.

The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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Letter 5

5-1

5-2

5-3
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5. DAVID ANDRE
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
David Andre provided comments regarding not approving the project, crime near his residence,
existing traffic conditions, not needing additional apartments, consideration of a land swap, and
traffic and crime problems due to the new Walmart.
5-1
The comment expresses an opinion requesting the City to reject the proposed project
due to crime from existing apartments.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
5-2
The comment expresses opinions regarding traffic and aesthetic impacts from the
existing Rocklin Manor apartment complex, a desire to not have additional apartments in the
area, and suggestions for alternative uses of the proposed project site.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
5-3
The comment expresses opinions regarding the City of Rocklin’s decision-making and
contributions to crime and traffic from the prior development of a Wal-Mart.
The traffic analyses in the Draft EIR and in the Master Response take all prior development into
consideration when determining whether the Project will have significant traffic impacts. The
rest of this comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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Letter 6

6-1

6-2

6-3

6-4

6-5
34

6-6

6-7

6-8

6-9

6-10

6-11

6-12

6-13

6-14

35

6-14

(Cont'd)
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6. MICHAEL MATTOS
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Michael Mattos provided specific comments regarding his review of the transportation/traffic
chapter of the Draft EIR.
6-1
The comment is a summary comment noting review of the traffic portion of the Draft
EIR and a particular concern regarding the impact of the Sierra College project and it not being
included in the project’s analysis.
The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not
specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
6-2
The comment is regarding the mitigation standard used to measure peak demand at I80 and Rocklin Road being done using the PM peak hour, when the actual peak demand is on
the hour when classes cycle at Sierra College and when intersections back up multiple cycles for
the westbound queue.
As noted on page 4.5-7 of the Draft EIR, the letter A portion of the City’s Level of Service Policy
C-10 states “Maintain a minimum traffic Level of Service “C” for all signalized intersections
during the p.m. peak hour on an average weekday, except in the circumstances described in C10.B and C. below.” Accordingly, the City’s assessment and identification of a significant impact
as it relates to an exceedance of the City’s intersection LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak hour
operations.
It is recognized and understood that any school creates traffic congestion in adjacent areas
during school commute times. The City’s current intersection LOS policy was adopted as part of
the City’s General Plan Update in 2012 and the p.m. peak hour was selected for intersection
LOS analysis because the evening rush hour is typically the worst one-hour period during any
particular day. While areas around schools may be impacted outside of the typical PM peak
hour, because the intersection LOS policy is applied City-wide it has to be broad enough to be
able to assess and address average traffic conditions throughout the City. Rather than have an
intersection LOS policy that is area/location- or situation-specific, the City has taken the
approach of having a General Plan intersection LOS policy that can be applied City-wide, which
is similar to other surrounding jurisdictions such as the City of Roseville, the City of Lincoln and
Placer County.
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The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. See Section 3.0 of this Final EIR
(Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR (Errata)) for edits to the Draft EIR for further
clarifications that the City’s assessment and identification of a significant impact as it relates to
an exceedance of the City’s intersection LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak hour operations.
6-3
The comment is a suggestion that the left turn transition from northbound Sierra
College Boulevard to Rocklin Road be studied during hourly class change times.
See Response to Comment 6-2 explaining that the City’s assessment and identification of a
significant impact as it relates to an exceedance of the City’s LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak
hour operations.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
6-4
The comment is a suggestion that the capacity of the Rocklin Road and I-80 underpass
be studied during class change times and at the beginning of a school term when the maximum
number of students is impacting local traffic.
See Response to Comment 6-2 explaining that the City’s assessment and identification of a
significant impact as it relates to an exceedance of the City’s LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak
hour operations.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
6-5
The comment is regarding the funding status of the I-80/Rocklin Road interchange
improvement alternatives and an opinion on how the concept of unfunded mitigation measures
does not make sense.
As noted in Impact 4.5-8 of the Draft EIR (pages 2-29 through 2-40 and pages 4.5-56 through
4.5-4.5-61),under Cumulative (Year 2030) Plus Project, Water Lily Lane Emergency Access and
Cumulative (Year 2030) Outbound Access from Water Lily Lane conditions, the increase in delay
at the intersections of Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 (I-80) WB and EB ramps is each more than 5
seconds at an intersection that operates at an unacceptable LOS in the Cumulative No Project
condition in the PM peak hour (WB Ramp: 82.5-70.5 = 12 seconds; EB Ramp: 115.7-102.7 = 13
seconds). The Draft EIR recognized this impact as cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable, meaning that the proposed project’s traffic is contributing to the delay at the WB
and EB ramps in the cumulative year 2030, but the impact cannot be fully mitigated by the
project itself to a less than significant level.
The proposed project will be subject to the payment of applicable Traffic Impact Mitigation
(TIM) fees, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fees and Highway 65
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Interchange Improvement fees as applicable on a fair share basis; however the fees generated
from this alone will not fund the necessary improvements that are needed to remedy the
anticipated cumulative unacceptable levels of service at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange.
It should be noted that the General Plan EIR also forecasted unacceptable LOS conditions at the
Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange in the cumulative conditions, and the determination of the Sierra
Gateway Apartment project’s cumulative significant impact to the Rocklin Road/I-80
interchange as a significant and unavoidable impact is consistent with the findings of the
General Plan EIR. Both the General Plan EIR and the Sierra Gateway Apartments traffic study
identified mitigation (re-construct interchange) that would result in acceptable LOS conditions,
but both documents also acknowledged that while the City has policies and traffic impact fees
currently in place that are expected to help reduce impacts to freeway ramp intersections, the
City does not have the complete jurisdiction or authority, would not be the sole source of
funding and does not have the capability to fund implementation of any of the identified
alternative improvements to the highway ramp intersections. Since mitigation of this impact is
outside of the City’s complete control, the impact is considered to be significant and
unavoidable.
Mitigation for this project under the Cumulative condition is also not feasible in light of the
following considerations: (1) the Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 EB and WB Ramp intersections will
operate at an unacceptable LOS in both the AM and PM peak hours regardless of whether the
proposed project is approved (see Table 4.5-18, Cumulative (Year 2030) No Project Intersection
Levels of Service), (2) the proposed project only contributes a small percentage (an increase of
32 vehicles and 12 seconds of delay at the WB Ramp intersection with Rocklin Road during the
PM peak hour and an increase of 44 vehicles and 13 seconds of delay at the EB Ramp
intersection with Rocklin Road during the PM peak hour) to the cumulative impact, (3) the
intersection is outside of the control of the City, and (4) the decision and planning of whether
and how to improve the future operation of this intersection depends on future discussions and
agreements between the City and Caltrans.
As noted in the Draft EIR, in support of examining alternatives to the Rocklin Road Interchange
Improvements, the City of Rocklin worked with Caltrans to develop a Project Study ReportProject Development Support (PSR-PDS) to request approval for a locally funded project and to
proceed to Project Approval and Environmental Document Phase (August 24, 2012). This
report identified several technically feasible alternatives for mitigating future, cumulative traffic
impacts at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange so that it will operate at acceptable levels of
service. Implementation of any of these alternatives would mitigate the significant and
cumulative impact of the Project, and the City anticipates reaching agreement with Caltrans to
implement one of them. However, until such agreement is in place and formal plans are
adopted, this EIR is conservatively treating the impact as significant and unavoidable. It would
not be feasible to require this Project to itself mitigate this cumulative impact given its
comparatively small contribution to this impact and for the other reasons discussed above. As
noted in the Draft EIR, in support of examining alternatives to the Rocklin Road Interchange
Improvements, the City of Rocklin worked with Caltrans to develop a Project Study Report-
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Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) to request approval for a locally funded project and to
proceed to Project Approval and Environmental Document Phase (August 24, 2012). This
report identified several technically feasible alternatives for mitigating future, cumulative traffic
impacts at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange so that it will operate at acceptable levels of
service. Implementation of any of these alternatives would mitigate the significant and
cumulative impact of the Project, and the City anticipates reaching agreement with Caltrans to
implement one of them. However, until such agreement is in place and formal plans are
adopted, this EIR is conservatively treating the impact as significant and unavoidable. It would
not be feasible to require this Project to itself mitigate this cumulative impact given its
comparatively small contribution to this impact and for the other reasons discussed above. It
should be noted that the proposed project will be subject to the payment of applicable Traffic
Impact Mitigation (TIM) fees, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fees and
Highway 65 Interchange Improvement fees as applicable on a fair share basis; however, the
fees generated from this alone will not fund the necessary improvements that are needed to
remedy the anticipated cumulative unacceptable levels of service at the Rocklin Road/I-80
interchange.
6-6
The comment is regarding the bike path along Sierra College Boulevard not being shown
in Figure 4.2-6, Illustrative Sections Along Water Lily Lane – Section Locations (page 4.17) and
other exhibits.
While the bike lane along Sierra College Boulevard is shown in Figures 4.2-9 and 4.2-11 which
depict Sierra College Boulevard, these exhibits as well as Figure 4.2-6 that is noted in the
comment are located in the Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR which addresses the potential
effects related to aesthetics and the visual conditions of the project area; the inclusion or not of
bike lanes in the various exhibits does not alter the analysis that was made and the conclusions
that were reached in the Aesthetics chapter. Page 4.5-5 of the Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR
discusses alternative modes of transportation including bicycle facilities and identifies the fact
that in the vicinity of the proposed project Class II bike lanes currently exist along Sierra College
Boulevard and Rocklin Road. As noted in Impact 4.5-7 of the Draft EIR (pages 4.5-55 through
4.5-56), because adequate bikeway facilities are currently available in the project area and the
project does not interfere with any planned bicycle facilities, the project’s impact to bicycle
facilities is not significant and no additional improvements are needed.
6-7
The comment expresses an opinion that the bike and walking access interest groups of
SABA and WALK should be engaged to review the project to help address bicycle and walking
related issues.
Opportunities for the named interest groups to engage in the review of this project have been
available since the project was posted as a current application on the City’s website, at the
Notice of Preparation stage when the City was seeking public and agency input on the scope of
the Draft EIR, during the Draft EIR public review period and through upcoming hearings before
the Planning Commission and the City Council.
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6-8
The comment expresses opinions regarding Items B and C of the City’s Level of Service
(LOS) Policy C-10 that are cited in the Regulatory section of the Draft EIR and the feeling that its
reference to an interim situation is unrealistic, and reference to the City’s Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) and Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) fee programs as proof of the projects does
not warrant that the condition is an interim short term condition which could last for decades.
While the commenter may not agree with the current policy framework, it has been adopted by
the City Council through the General Plan Update and EIR process with methodology that is in
keeping with traditionally accepted practices. The comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
6-9
The comment expresses opinions that the peak demand used to calculate the impact
was incorrectly used and that the appropriate peak should be at the beginning of the semester
on the hour when student flow is at its maximum.
See Response to Comment 6-2 explaining that the City’s assessment and identification of a
significant impact as it relates to an exceedance of the City’s LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak
hour operations.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
6-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the adequacy of the assessment of transit
impacts.
Page 4.5-6 of the Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR discusses alternative modes of transportation
including transit services and identifies the fact that in the vicinity of the proposed project there
are several existing transit routes. As noted in Impact 4.5-7 of the Draft EIR (pages 4.5-55
through 4.5-56), because the number of additional transit riders created by this project would
not be anticipated to be appreciable, the project’s impact to transit facilities is not significant
and no additional improvements are needed. It should be noted that from a planning
perspective it is considered appropriate to place increased densities along transit routes, as
additional residents represent a potential increase in ridership which will improve the
percentage of fair box recovery and further promote increased uses of alternative modes of
transportation.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
6-11 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the anticipated distribution of vehicle
trips generated by the project and suggests that other assumptions regarding trip distribution
should have been made.
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As noted in the Draft EIR on page 4.5-20, the project’s traffic report author, Omni-Means Ltd.,
based the project’s trip distribution patterns on the existing traffic count data, geographical
location of the project site, area demographics, and locations of other likely destinations. Other
factors that influenced the project’s anticipated trip distribution include a review of existing
directional travel patterns to and from nearby housing developments, review of existing travel
patterns along Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard, regional traffic patterns on I-80 and
SR-65, and complementary land uses (i.e., employment, retail, and schools) within the study
area.
The firm of Omni-Means Ltd., a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized expertise in
transportation, prepared the traffic impact analysis of the proposed project. City staff has
reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Omni-Means Ltd. has a professional
reputation that makes it conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based
on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in
the Omni-Means Ltd. report.
6-12 The comment expresses an opinion that the peak demand used to calculate the impact
was incorrectly used and that the appropriate peak should be at the beginning of the semester
on the hour when student flow is at its maximum.
See Response to Comment 6-2 explaining that the City’s assessment and identification of a
significant impact as it relates to an exceedance of the City’s LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak
hour operations.
6-13 The comment describes the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed development
in the Draft EIR traffic analysis and states that because that project and the proposed project
are in the same area the cumulative impact should be addressed.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
6-14 The comment expresses an opinion that the Interstate 80 (I-80)/Rocklin Road
interchange improvement alternative # 2 which includes the use of roundabouts is not a viable
alternative because roundabouts do not improve traffic flow and capacity based on the City of
Sacramento’s experience.
The Draft EIR’s discussion of Interstate 80/Rocklin Road interchange improvement alternatives
was provided as information only to demonstrate that the City is aware of current and
anticipated future congestion at this location and that it has been coordinating with Caltrans to
define a solution(s), including the consideration of an alternative which includes the use of
roundabouts. Ultimately the City of Rocklin and Caltrans will have to reach an agreement to
implement one of the defined alternatives identified in the August 24, 2012 Project Study
Report/Project Development Support, or perhaps define additional alternatives which would
allow cumulative traffic conditions at the I-80/Rocklin Road interchange to operate at
acceptable levels of service.

42

Letter 7

7-1

7-2

7-3

43

7-4

7-5

7-6

7-7

7-8

44

7-8

(Cont'd)

7-9

7-10

45

7. GORDON MEDD, LOOMIS UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Gordon Medd, Superintendent of the Loomis Union School District (LUSD), provided comments
regarding the proposed project’s impact on the LUSD as it relates to public school facilities,
schools of attendance and environmental impacts.
7-1
The comment is a summary comment noting that the LUSD submitted a letter on the
proposed project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the concerns and impacts to the District by
the proposed project were not addressed in the Draft EIR.
The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not focus
on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a
comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
As noted in the Draft EIR, California Government Code section 65995(h) states that “the
payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge or other requirement levied or imposed pursuant to
Section 17620 of the Education Code in the amount specified in Section 65995 and, if
applicable, any amounts specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7 are hereby deemed to be full
and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving,
but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in
governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the
provision of adequate school facilities.” This provision applies to elementary, middle and high
school facilities.
The proposed project will be required to pay applicable school impact fees in effect at the time
of building permit issuance to finance school facilities. The assessment of developer fees is
regulated through the State Government Code. Proposition 1A/Senate Bill 50 (SB50, Chapter
407, Statutes of 1998) establishes the base amount that developers can be assessed per square
foot of residential and non-residential development. If a district meets certain standards, the
base amount can be adjusted upward a certain amount. The Loomis School District has not
undertaken those actions to date. Under SB 50, payment of the identified fees by a developer
is deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development. Participation in these funding mechanisms, as applicable, will reduce school
impacts to a less than significant level as a matter of state law.
7-2
The comment notes that the discussion in the Draft EIR regarding student generation
utilized a student generation rate of 0.349 per household figure that was included in the LUSD’s
more recent Developer Fee Justification Studies, but that the LUSD’s Facilities Master Plan uses
a higher student generation rate of 0.467 students per household and that use of such a rate
would equate to the proposed project generating approximately 91 students for the LUSD.
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Lacking a response by the LUSD to requests by City of Rocklin staff for a copy of the LUSD’s
Facilities Master Plan and absent their Facilities Master Plan being posted on their website, the
City of Rocklin utilized the best information available to them at that the time to provide as
information only an estimate of the proposed project’s student generation in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not otherwise focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR because the responses to the LUSD’s comments on the proposed project’s
NOP were provided as information only and are not considered to be part of the Draft EIR
analysis. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR,
is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law. This is the case regardless of what specific student
generation rate is utilized.
7-3
The comment is regarding student capacity within LUSD elementary schools and
increased future enrollment as a result of anticipated development, including the proposed
project, and the comment is regarding the need for additional classrooms to be placed on
current available campuses which should be recognized as a significant impact.
The discussion in the Draft EIR in response to the LUSD’s comments on the proposed project’s
NOP acknowledges that it may be necessary for the LUSD to construct new or expanded school
facilities to serve an increased demand. The discussion in the Draft EIR also acknowledged that
if deemed necessary, the development of new schools, or the expansion of existing schools,
would contribute environmental impacts such as increased traffic, increased noise, potential
habitat loss, degradation of air quality, degradation of water quality, potential conversion of
agricultural land, and increased demand for public services and utilities such as water,
wastewater and solid waste services. The City of Rocklin has no direct control over the location
and construction of public schools. However, the LUSD would be required to conduct the
appropriate environmental review prior to any significant expansion of school facilities or the
development of new school facilities.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law. The anticipated payment of these fees by the proposed
project supports the less than significant impact conclusion made under the schools category
under the XIV. Public Services section of the Initial Study.
7-4
The comment is regarding the need to expand more than just classrooms as a result of
increased future enrollment.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR because the responses to the LUSD’s comments on the proposed project’s NOP were
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provided as information only and are not considered to be part of the Draft EIR analysis.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-5
The comment is regarding school sites in the LUSD that are available for expansion and
the need to provide not just classrooms but paved areas and athletic fields per the California
Department of Education, and the comment agrees with the DEIR’s statement about LUSD’s
need to conduct environmental review prior to any significant expansion of school facilities as
being accurate, but the statement does not address the need for development to mitigate the
proposed project’s impact of student generation.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR because the responses to the LUSD’s comments on the proposed project’s NOP were
provided as information only and are not considered to be part of the Draft EIR analysis.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-6
The comment is regarding the less than significant impact conclusion made under the
schools category under the XIV. Public Services section of the Initial Study, as shown in the Draft
EIR’s Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table (Table 2-1).
As noted in the mitigation measures column in Table 2-1, the less than significant conclusion is
supported by discussion regarding the anticipated payment of school impact fees by the
proposed project. Therefore, the comment is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-7
The comment is regarding the DEIR’s reference to three possible schools of attendance
for students generated by the proposed project but no reference to the anticipated school of
attendance and how that is taken into account with the impact studies performed in the Draft
EIR.
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The determination of where students generated by the proposed project will attend school is
made by the LUSD, not the City of Rocklin or the project proponent. The impact studies
performed in the DEIR were not dependent on knowing where students generated by the
proposed project would attend school. Therefore, the comment is considered to be noted and
will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-8
The comment is regarding the school of attendance being Franklin Elementary School
for students generated by the proposed project and a question regarding a statement in the
Draft EIR about traffic modeling for the proposed project including vehicle trips to schools, but
lack of specificity regarding what school and how vehicle trips over more extensive areas have
not been accounted for which may lead to additional impacts.
The traffic modeling performed for the proposed project’s traffic impact analysis report
assumes that vehicle trips that are generated from the project site disperse to other
destinations such as work, shopping, entertainment, schools, etc., but the modeling does not
track the specific location or end destination of the trips beyond the intersections that were
selected for the project’s traffic study. Therefore, the comment is considered to be noted and
will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-9
The comment is regarding the Draft EIR’s utilization of Government Code section
65995(h) regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is deemed to be “full and
complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new development as a matter of
state law as reasonable mitigation but a school district cannot be expected to solely mitigate all
impacts.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15144, “(d)rafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration
necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not
possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.
Per Response to Comment 7-7, the determination of where students generated by the
proposed project will attend school is made by the LUSD, not the City of Rocklin or the project
proponent. The City of Rocklin has no direct control over the location and construction of public
schools. However, the LUSD would be required to conduct the appropriate environmental
review prior to any significant expansion of school facilities or the development of new school
facilities.
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Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
7-10 The comment is regarding the LUSD encouraging the City and developer of the project
to contact the District to discuss mitigation concerns as well as to be able to present more
accurate information in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 regarding payment of school impact fees by a developer is
deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of impacts on schools resulting from new
development as a matter of state law.
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8. MARGO RABIN
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Margo Rabin provided comments regarding the project description, air quality, traffic and
circulation, cultural and paleontological resources, aesthetics, biological resources, wildlife
corridor, loss of trees, and property values, and attached a copy of the Denise Gaddis comment
letter (Comment Letter 21).
8-1

The comment provides quotes from Albert Einstein and Mary Tyler Moore.

The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
8-2
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the accuracy and value of the Draft EIR
and is a summary comment noting forthcoming additional comments.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
8-3
The comment expresses an opinion regarding air quality impacts from the proposed
project.
See Response to Comment 21-3.
8-4
The comment expresses opinions about current traffic studies not being performed and
circulation levels being currently below level of service “C”.
See Response to Comment 21-10.
8-5

The comment re-states traffic study information from the Draft EIR.

See Response to Comment 21-13.
8-6

The comment references Sierra College’s proposed development.

See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
8-7

The comment references impacts to Water Lily Lane.

See Response to Comment 21-6.
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8-8
The comment expresses an opinion about the historical character of a neighborhood
and its biological and cultural resources and how the development of the proposed project
would destroy neighborhood aesthetics, quality of life and wildlife habitat/corridor.
See Response to Comments 21-15 and 21-21 and discussion of Project’s compliance with the
City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance in Chapter 4.4 – Biological Resources of the
Draft EIR.
8-9
The comment expresses opinions regarding the loss of oak trees, biological resources
and a wildlife corridor as a result of the project, and payment of fees into the City’s Oak Tree
Mitigation Fund as being insufficient.
See Response to Comment 21-21 and discussion of Project’s compliance with the City of
Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance in Chapter 4.4 – Biological Resources of the Draft
EIR.
8-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding air quality impacts from the proposed
project.
See Response to Comment 21-3.
8-11 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the additional traffic generated by the
proposed project and expresses concerns regarding the use of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual to estimate the project’s generated trips
See Response to Comment 21-4.
8-12 The comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor traffic conditions on Rocklin
Road as a result of traffic from Sierra College and how more traffic from the proposed project
would add to congestion along Rocklin Road and at the Rocklin Road/Sierra College Boulevard
intersection.
See Response to Comment 21-5.
8-13 The comment describes the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed development
in the Draft EIR traffic analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project and requests clarification on
how traffic from all development in the area will be mitigated.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
8-14 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the use of roundabouts and provides
statistical data regarding bicycle accidents and roundabouts
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See Response to Comment 21-8.
8-15 The comment recites a portion of the City of Rocklin General Plan Level of Service Policy
C-10 with an emphasis on the “interim” portion of item B and then expresses an opinion
regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road and how the proposed project and future projects
would have to have a finding of diminished level of service being “interim”.
See Response to Comment 21-5.
8-16 The comment expresses opinions regarding the level of service on Rocklin Road and the
Draft EIR’s report of level of service “C” at the I-80/Rocklin Road off ramp intersections being
false, and regarding current traffic studies not being performed, data in the traffic study not
being current, and level of service on Rocklin Road being more like an E or F.
See Response to Comment 21-10.
8-17

The comment is regarding the collection of traffic count data for 15 minute intervals.

See Response to Comment 21-11.
8-18

The comment is regarding the definitions of level of service as provided in the Draft EIR.

See Response to Comment 21-12.
8-19 The comment re-states traffic study information from the Draft EIR and also expresses
an opinion regarding intersections currently being at unacceptable levels of service.
See Response to Comment 21-13.
8-20 The comment expresses an opinion regarding one of the Draft EIR’s conclusion of no
mitigation measures required and subsequent discussion of the payment of applicable traffic
impact fee that would be applicable to the proposed project.
See Response to Comment 21-14.
8-21 The comment expresses opinions about the historical character of a neighborhood and
its biological and cultural resources and how the development of the proposed project would
destroy neighborhood aesthetics, quality of life and wildlife habitat and result in a loss of
property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15.
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8-22 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the conclusions reached and the accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR and Initial
Study regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-16.
8-23 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding the conclusions reached of the analysis in the Draft EIR regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-17.
8-24 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding there no being 3-story residential structures with 195 units in the area and
how adding a 3-story complex would not be harmonious.
See Response to Comment 21-18.
8-25 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the project’s design and landscaping and consulting firms.
See Response to Comment 21-19.
8-26 The comment re-states aesthetics analysis from the Draft EIR and findings from the
General Plan EIR regarding aesthetics and also expresses opinions regarding the project
renderings.
See Response to Comment 21-20.
8-27 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the loss of oak trees, biological resources
and a wildlife corridor as a result of the project.
See Response to Comment 21-21.
8-28 The comment depicts the “wildlife corridor” noted in Comment 21-21 and also re-states
portions of the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
See Response to Comment 21-22.
8-29 The comment expresses an opinion regarding violation of the Open Space chapter of the
City of Rocklin General Plan and re-states portions of the Introduction section of the Open
Space chapter of the City of Rocklin General Plan.
See Response to Comment 21-23.
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8-30 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of potential
impacts on property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15.
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9. STEPHANIE TADLOCK, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) provided comments
regarding their responsibility of protecting the quality of surface water and groundwaters of the
state. The comments provided general information related to the various permits administered
by the CVRWQCB, including a description of the regulatory setting, the purpose of the permits,
how/when the permits are required and where to find additional information regarding the
permits. There were no comments specific to the analysis within the Sierra Gateway
Apartments Draft EIR.
9-1

The comment is a summary comment noting the CVRWQCB’s delegated responsibilities.

The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not focus
on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a
comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
9-2

The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Basin Plan.

The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-3
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Antidegradation
Policy.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-4
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Construction Storm
Water General Permit
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The comment does no focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-5
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding Phase I and Phase II
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-6
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Industrial Storm
Water General Permit.
Because the proposed project is residential in nature, discussion regarding the Industrial Storm
Water General Permit was not included in the Initial Study or Draft EIR. The comment does not
specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-7
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permit.
A general discussion of the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit is provided in the Regulatory
Context section of Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR on page 4.4-12 and more
specific discussion as it relates to the proposed project is provided under Impact 4.4-2
Substantial Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat and/or Federally Protected Wetlands on pages
4.4-18 and 4.4-19. The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
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For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-8
The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding the Clean Water Act
Section 401 Permit – Water Quality Certification.
A general discussion of the Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit is provided in the Regulatory
Context section of Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR on page 4.4-12 and more
specific discussion as it relates to the proposed project is provided under Impact 4.4-2
Substantial Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat and/or Federally Protected Wetlands on pages
4.4-18 and 4.4-19. The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and
accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the
decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-10 The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding a Dewatering Permit.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-11 The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding Regulatory Compliance
for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture.
Because the proposed project is residential in nature, discussion regarding the Regulatory
Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture was not included in the Initial Study or Draft
EIR. The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
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9-12 The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding a Low or Limited Threat
General NPDES Permit.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
9-13 The comment provides regulatory setting information regarding a NPDES Permit. The
comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section IX. Hydrology and Water Quality of the
Initial Study (Appendix A to the Draft EIR).
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10. DAVID VICKERS
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
David Vickers provided comments regarding opposition to the project, references to the
previously approved project and references to the prior lawsuit on the project.
10-1 The comment is a summary comment noting opposition to the project on behalf of a
website and that the project is not a good fit.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
10-2 The comment suggests that references to the previously approved project should be
removed from the Draft EIR.
References to the previously approved project were provided in the Draft EIR as background
information and have no bearing on the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR. The
comment provides no statute, rule or regulation supporting its position. Per CEQA Guidelines
section 15150 (a) “An EIR or Negative Declaration may incorporate by reference all or portions
of another document which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public.
Where all of part of another document is incorporated by reference, the incorporated language
shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the EIR or Negative Declaration.”
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
10-3 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the accuracy of statements in the Draft
EIR regarding limitations placed on the City by state law because the project is consistent with
existing zoning, and how those statements underplay the Design Review process.
The statements regarding state law were provided for context regarding the selection of project
alternatives and are considered to be accurate.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
10-4 The comment references the prior lawsuit filed on the project and expresses opinions
disagreeing with statements in the Draft EIR about the previous environmental review of the
project through the use of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and why an EIR has now
been prepared, and regarding any reference to the prior MND or General Plan EIR.
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The prior litigation was voluntarily dismissed as moot after the City voluntarily set aside its prior
approval of the project. As such, there is no obligation regarding the prior lawsuit. The City
disagrees with the comment suggesting that the Draft EIR should not reference the 2012
General Plan EIR. The Draft EIR properly tiers its analysis from the 2012 General Plan EIR. The
Draft EIR also properly considers all relevant studies and analyses the City previously conducted
for the project, including studies the City previously relied upon in its prior preparation of the
MND."
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
10-5 The comment is a copy of the Verified Petition For Writ of Mandate and Complaint For
Injunctive Relief filed in the County of Placer Superior Court of the State of California (the prior
lawsuit).
See Response to Comment 10-4 regarding the prior litigation being dismissed as moot. The
comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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11. SHERRY DI LULO
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Sherri Di Lulo provided comments regarding her neighborhood and reasons for living there,
crime, traffic and circulation, cultural and paleontological resources, aesthetics, biological
resources, wildlife corridor, loss of trees, and property values,
11-1 The comment expresses opinions regarding why the commenter chose to live on the
east side of I-80 and concerns regarding the loss of “quietness” from traffic noise and increased
congestion.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
11-2 The comment expresses an opinion that with increased population often crime
increases, and with additional development safety becomes more of an issue.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
11-3 The comment expresses an opinion that the project would greatly increase traffic on
Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road. See Response to Comment 21-5.
11-4 The comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor traffic conditions on Rocklin
Road as a result of traffic from Sierra College and how more traffic from the proposed project
would add to congestion along Rocklin Road.
The comment includes anecdotal information about traffic conditions along Rocklin Road but
contains no data to support the claims regarding congestion. See Response to Comment 21-5.
11-5 The comment is regarding the observation of a traffic tracking device in the project area
and how it won’t reflect accurate traffic flow due to Sierra College not being in session.
The noted traffic tracking device is not associated with the traffic analysis of the proposed
project. See Response to Comment 21-10.
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11-6 The comment is regarding the “fly-over bridge” that was to go in with the construction
of the Target store as a way to alleviate congestion, but it was not constructed.
The “fly-over bridge” is known as the Dominguez Overcrossing and is identified as a future
roadway in the City of Rocklin General Plan Circulation Element. The timing of the construction
of that roadway was not tied to the Target store.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
11-7 The comment is regarding the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed
development in the Draft EIR traffic analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project and how will
traffic from all development in the area be mitigated.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
11-8 The comment recites a portion of the City of Rocklin General Plan Level of Service Policy
C-10 with an emphasis on the “interim” portion of item B and then expresses an opinion
regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road.
See Response to Comment 21-9.
11-9 The comment is regarding the definitions of level of service as provided in the Draft EIR
and from additional sources and the comment re-states traffic study information from the Draft
EIR and also expresses an opinion regarding intersections currently being at unacceptable levels
of service.
See Response to Comments 21-12 and 21-13.
11-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the historical character of a neighborhood
and its biological and cultural resources and how the development of the proposed project
would destroy neighborhood aesthetics, quality of life and wildlife habitat and result in a loss of
property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15.
11-11 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the conclusions reached and the accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR and Initial
Study regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-16.
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11-12 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding the conclusions reached of the analysis in the Draft EIR regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-17.
11-13 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding there no being 3-story residential structures with 195 units in the area and
how adding a 3-story complex would not be harmonious.
See Response to Comment 21-18.
11-14 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the project’s design and landscaping and consulting firms.
See Response to Comment 21-19.
11-15 The comment re-states aesthetics analysis from the Draft EIR and findings from the
General Plan EIR regarding aesthetics and also expresses opinions regarding the project
renderings.
See Response to Comment 21-20.
11-16 The comment expresses opinions regarding the loss of oak trees, biological resources
and a wildlife corridor as a result of the project, and payment of fees into the City’s Oak Tree
Mitigation Fund as being insufficient.
See Response to Comment 21-21 and discussion of Project’s compliance with the City of
Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance in Chapter 4.4 – Biological Resources of the Draft
EIR.
11-17 The comment re-states portions of the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation
Ordinance.
See Response to Comment 21-22 and discussion of Project’s compliance with the City of
Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance in Chapter 4.4 – Biological Resources of the Draft
EIR.
11-18 The comment expresses an opinion regarding violation of the Open Space chapter of the
City of Rocklin General Plan, re-states portions of the Introduction section of the Open Space
chapter of the City of Rocklin General Plan, and then provides information from the arborist
Report.
See Response to Comment 21-23.
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11-19 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of potential
impacts on property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15.
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12. JANET COBB, CALIFORNIA WILDLIFE FOUNDATION/CALIFORNIA OAKS
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks organization provided comments regarding
Consideration for Valley and Blue Oaks, the Placer County Oak Woodland Management Plan,
concerns regarding the Draft EIR’s oak tree mitigation discussion and the City’s Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines.
12-1 The comment is an introductory comment providing background on the California
Wildlife Foundation and the values of oak woodland, and the comment expresses an opinion
regarding the Sierra Gateway Apartment project being an ill-conceived development project.
The introductory comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy
of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
12-2 The comment re-states portions of the project location and setting discussion from the
Draft EIR’s Biological Resources chapter and then provides citations from the Placer County Oak
Woodland Management Plan.
The Placer County Oak Woodland Management Plan is only applicable to unincorporated Placer
County and not the City of Rocklin.
The comment does not focus on the on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
12-3 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s mitigation
measure identified for impacts to oak trees and adherence to the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines. The comment also questions why 17 trees on the property do not
qualify as protected per the City’s Preservation Guidelines.
The Draft EIR’s Biological Resources chapter Impact 4.4-4, titled “Conflict with Local Policies or
Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources, such as a Tree Preservation Policy or Ordinance”
correctly references compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance as a mitigation
measure to ensure the proposed project would not conflict with a local ordinance protecting
biological resources (i.e., the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance). Additional
details regarding the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance are provided in the
Regulatory Context section of the Biological Resources chapter on pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-15, the
discussion of Impact 4.4-4 on pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-25 also provides detail regarding the
City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, and mitigation measure 4.4-4 provides detail
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on the steps to be taken to ensure compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
The Draft EIR’s mitigation measure is considered to be adequate.
The citation from page 3 of the Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines which states “No mitigation
shall be required when staff determines the tree is dead or diseased to such an extent or in
such a manner that the tree poses a risk of injury to persons or property” is from the
“Developed Lots – Tree Removal Permit” section of the Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines” For
the proposed project, which is considered to be an undeveloped lot (defined in the Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines as “any property or lot which is not a developed lot”), the applicable
portion of the Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines is the “Undeveloped Property – Tree
Preservation Plan Permit” section. Per that section (page 10 of the Oak Tree Preservation
Guidelines), “No mitigation is required for the removal of a dead, dying, or diseased oak tree on
undeveloped property.” As such, based on the conditions noted on the project’s arborist report
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR) and as summarized in Impact 4.4-4, it is correctly noted that only
108 oak trees are subject to the mitigation requirements described in the Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines.
In response to the comment that the Draft EIR does not provide an explanation of why it
concludes that 17 of the trees on the property do not quality as protected per the City’s
Preservation Guidelines, page 4.4-21 of the Draft EIR notes “Per the arborist report, the project
area includes 385 total trees, of which 368 are oak trees within the boundaries of the project
that qualify as ‘protected trees’ by the standards of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation
Guidelines.” From this discussion it can be inferred that of the 385 total trees in the project are,
17 trees do not quality as “protected trees” by the standards of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines. These 17 trees do not qualify as “protected trees” because they are
either non-oak species, or they are overhanging but not actually occurring on the project site,
or they are oak trees that are less than 6” in diameter at breast height (the Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines define “oak tree” as an oak tree with a trunk diameter at breast height
of six inches or more and of a species identified in these Guidelines as native to the Rocklin
area).
The reference to the Goal 2, page 11 regarding the conservation of existing tree resources is not
from the City’s Preservation Guidelines, but rather from the City’s Planning for the Future of
Rocklin’s Urban Forest document. Within that document and following Goal 2 (Promote
conservation of existing tree resources) is Objective 2.1 - Increase the level of protection
provided to oaks before and during construction, and the first Action item listed beneath that
objective is “Continue enforcement of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Ordinance”, which is accomplished
with the proposed project via the Draft EIR’s Mitigation Measure 4.4-4.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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13. SCOTT RICKERT, WOOD RODGERS
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The firm of Wood Rogers provided comments on behalf of the Town of Loomis regarding their
peer review of the transportation/traffic chapter of the Draft EIR.
13-1 The comment is a summary comment regarding the qualifications of the letter author
and their review efforts.
The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not
specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
13-2 The comment questions why two types of software were used to calculate the level of
service (LOS) and also expresses an opinion how the corresponding LOS tables could be
confusing.
As noted in the Transportation/Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR on page 4.5-14, intersection LOS
has been calculated for all City of Rocklin signalized intersections using Circular 212 Planning
methodology and LOS at signalized highway ramp intersections at Rocklin Road and Sierra
College Boulevard have been calculated using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
methodology. These approaches are consistent with methodologies utilized in the City of
Rocklin General Plan EIR. The Circular 212 methodology can only be implemented by using the
Traffix software, and the signalized highway ramp intersections within the Caltrans right-of-way
were implemented using Synchro/Sim-Traffic software to achieve more accurate results by
accounting for closely spaced signals. Caltrans requires the use of HCM methodology for their
intersections and their signal timings. The methodology and timings are implemented using
Synchro software which is acceptable to Caltrans.
Table 4.5-2 - Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Descriptions in the Transportation/Traffic
chapter of the Draft EIR on page 4.5-14 notes that Circular 212 volume to capacity ratio
calculations are reported ranging from <0.600 - >1.00, and HCM average delay per vehicle
calculations are reported ranging from <10.0 seconds per vehicle -> 50 seconds per vehicle. It is
the City’s opinion that the representation of these two different level of service metrics as
either numbers greater than 1 or less than 1 clearly distinguish whether the vehicle/capacity
ratio or average delay is being reported.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
13-3 The comment expresses an opinion that additional signalized intersections located
between the study intersections and other intersections south, west or east of the project
should have been included in the analysis.
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The comment suggests that the EIR should analyze an additional nine intersections surrounding
the project site in addition to the seven intersections already analyzed. The determination of
what intersections to analyze for this project was made based on consideration of the following
factors:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Intersections immediately surrounding the project site
Intersections of nearby major arterials (i.e. Rocklin Road, Sierra College Blvd., and their
interchanges with I-80)
Comments made during the scoping period (i.e. Caltrans requested analysis of the
interchanges)
A review of prior traffic studies the City previously conducted in the affected area
(including the 2010 traffic analysis prepared for the General Plan EIR)
An evaluation of the project trip distribution (e.g. only 15% of Project traffic is projected
to travel east and another 15% south from the project site, while the majority of the
traffic travels west and north)
The relatively small size of the project and the fact that the project generates fewer
vehicle trips than what would have occurred under the project site’s former retail
commercial land use designation which was analyzed in the General Plan EIR, as
explained further below.

Based on the professional traffic engineer’s consideration of these factors, none of the
intersections identified in the comment letter were found to warrant separate study, as none of
the additional roads identified are arterials or major collector streets. Furthermore, the fact
that the traffic study found that the project would not have potentially significant traffic
impacts at the studied intersections, except for the cumulative Year 2030 impacts at the Rocklin
Road/I-80 interchanges, further suggests that the other smaller intersections identified would
not be significantly impacted. Nonetheless, at the comment’s request, the following additional
information for these other intersections is provided below.
With the exception of the Stadium Entrance intersection which did not exist at the time, all
other intersections identified in the comment were analyzed in General Plan Draft EIR (2012).
The intersection operations can be found in Tables 4.4-27 and 4.4-31. The General Plan EIR
concluded that all of these intersections, with the exception of the Dominguez Road and Sierra
College Boulevard intersection, are projected to operate at acceptable LOS during the PM peak
hour. The Dominguez Road and Sierra College Boulevard intersection was projected to operate
at an unacceptable LOS D, but mitigation identified in the General Plan EIR (modify to include
single eastbound through lane on Dominguez Road and a free eastbound right turn lane from
Dominguez Road onto southbound Sierra College Boulevard) would achieve LOS B when
implemented. Appendix C of the General Plan EIR contains exhibits with the traffic volumes.
The Sierra Gateway Apartments project as proposed is less intense and generates fewer trips
when compared to the land uses identified in the General Plan EIR. The project site was
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previously analyzed with retail commercial land uses in the General Plan EIR and there was a
previously approved project on the project site that consisted of 38,216 square feet of
medical/dental office and 39,372 square feet of retail/commercial. Based on the traffic analysis
that was conducted for the previously approved project, it was expected to generate
approximately 4,312 average daily trips, 166 AM peak hour trips and 399 PM peak hour trips. In
comparison the Sierra Gateway Apartments project generates approximately 1,305 average
daily trips, 99 AM peak hour trips and 125 PM peak hour trips.
Thus, the Sierra Gateway Apartments project generates significantly less trips compared to
what was analyzed in the General Plan EIR and as explained above, with one exception the
General Plan EIR found that the intersections identified in the comment will be operating
acceptably under Cumulative conditions. The analysis of these intersections was therefore not
included in the Sierra Gateway Apartments traffic analysis or EIR because the project will not
result in any significant traffic impacts more severe than those disclosed in the General Plan
EIR.
It should be noted that the General Plan analyzed the impacts during the PM peak hour which
corresponds to the City’s Level of Service policy that calls for the identification of impacts in the
PM peak hour. The following table provides a comparison of the Cumulative PM peak hour
traffic on Sierra College Boulevard south of the I-80 EB ramps and on Rocklin Road east of Sierra
College from the General Plan EIR and the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR. The intent of
this comparison to demonstrate that the traffic numbers from the Sierra Gateway Apartments
traffic analysis and associated Draft EIR are comparable to the 2012 General Plan EIR and to
ascertain that the conclusions drawn from the General Plan EIR are still valid.

Roadway Segment
Sierra College Boulevard,
south of I-80 EB Ramps
Rocklin Road, east of
Sierra College Boulevard
Rocklin Road, west of
Sierra College Boulevard

2012 General Plan EIR
Cumulative PM Peak Hour

Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR
Cumulative PM Peak Hour

3,107

3,247

1,361

1,393

2,583

2,549

As shown in the above table, the traffic volumes on Sierra College Boulevard south of the I-80
EB ramps from the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR are similar, albeit slightly higher, than
the 2012 General Plan EIR, the traffic volumes on Rocklin Road east of Sierra College Boulevard
from the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR are similar, albeit slightly higher, than the 2012
General Plan EIR, and the traffic volumes on Rocklin Road west of Sierra College Boulevard from
the Sierra Gateway Draft EIR are similar, albeit slightly lower, than the 2012 General Plan EIR.
This indicates that the Cumulative traffic volumes, analysis and conclusions from the 2012
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General Plan EIR are considered to be valid for the purpose of the Sierra Gateway Apartment
Draft EIR. It should be noted that although the City requires traffic counts to be conducted on
an average weekday with schools in session, it is not unusual to see slight differences in traffic
volume measurements such as presented above based on factors such as the day and year the
traffic counts were conducted, and daily fluctuations in traffic volumes.
The project did not create significant impacts to any of the intersections on Sierra College
Boulevard between Rocklin Road and I-80 interchange ramps. The cross streets at these
intersections carry more traffic than the Stadium Entrance. The project is expected to add 30
AM and 38 PM peak hour trips to this segment of Sierra College Boulevard which translates to
approximately one vehicle every two minutes. These trips represent about 1% and 1.3% of total
traffic in the cumulative AM and PM hours, respectively. Since the project generates
insignificant traffic at this intersection and does not create significant impacts to the other
intersections along Sierra College Boulevard, it can be concluded that the project will not result
in significant impacts to the Sierra College Boulevard/Stadium Entrance intersection and
analysis of this intersection is therefore not required.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
13-4 The comment expresses opinions regarding conducting a 3-5 year crash analysis for all
intersections included in the report along with other suggested intersections, what the analysis
should include, and potential benefits of the analysis.
The Draft EIR’s Transportation/Traffic chapter included a discussion of five years of historical
collision data at the study intersections closest to the project site (Sierra College
Boulevard/Rocklin Road, Sierra College Boulevard/Water Lily Lane, and Rocklin Road/Rocklin
Manor Drive (West) on page 4.5-19. In summary, the discussion noted that there have been no
fatalities and no accidents with severe injuries, the only accidents have occurred at the Sierra
College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection, and of eighteen accidents at that location over a
five year period, one accident had a visible injury, eight accidents had complaints of pain, and
nine accidents had property damage only. For the five years of data, there have been less than
four vehicle accidents per year. The Draft EIR’s Transportation/Traffic chapter included Impact
4.5-5, titled “Substantially Increase Hazards Due to a Design Feature” (pages 4.5-53 through
4.5-55) which concluded a less than significant impact based on the following: 1) the Project
Site Access – Focused Analysis study determined the project’s access points on at Rocklin Road
and Rocklin Manor Drive will have acceptable level of service and adequate queue lengths
during the AM and PM peak hour periods; 2) the addition of project traffic at the ingress points
on Rocklin Road and Rocklin Manor Drive is not anticipated to result in an increase of hazards
nor is it anticipated to exacerbate what are historically low levels of accidents at the study
intersections closest to the project site, and 3) the proposed project is evaluated by the City
Engineer to asses such items as hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use, and no
such conditions were found.
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The Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a discussion responding to
comments on the Notice of Preparation regarding increases in accidents and safety concerns on
page 1-19. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
Several comments expressed concern regarding the proposed project’s potential to increase
traffic accidents and create safety issues. Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study checklist), the Transportation/Traffic chapter of the
EIR will examine whether the proposed project could substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature or incompatible uses, whether it could result in a conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.
The potential occurrence of increased traffic accidents as a result of additional traffic trips
created by a new project can be minimized through a review and evaluation process of the new
project by City staff. These reviews and evaluations, which are a part of the development
review process that the City takes very seriously, consist of an examination of a newly proposed
project by City staff including, but not limited to, the City Engineer, representatives of the City’s
Police and Fire Departments and in some instances third-party traffic engineers, who all pay
particular attention to ensuring that a project’s design does not include any features or aspects
that could lead to increased hazards. Notwithstanding those efforts, it must also be recognized
that driver behavior cannot be regulated beyond traffic laws and their enforcement, and that
increases in traffic volumes as a result of more vehicles on a roadway will inherently lead to
more accidents.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15131 (a), “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting
from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The
intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than
necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis should be on the
physical changes.”
The proposed project’s potential to increase traffic accidents is considered to be a social effect
which would not result in any physical change; therefore it does not require analysis within the
EIR.
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines section 15144 acknowledges that drafting an EIR necessarily
involves some degree of forecasting and while foreseeing the unforeseeable is not impossible,
an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can. However,
a prediction of how many new accidents would occur as a result of the development of the
proposed project is too speculative for evaluation and such an impact will not be evaluated or
discussed further within the EIR (CEQA Guidelines section 15145).
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The comment does not focus on the on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
13-5 The comment is regarding confirmation that LOS E is an acceptable goal on I-80 through
the study area.
As noted on page 4.5-6 of the Transportation/Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR, the Interstate 80
and Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan (Caltrans District 3, May 2009)
identifies level of service (LOS) “F” as the route concept LOS for I-80 mainline and ramp analysis
within the study area, however LOS “E” conditions are desired when feasible. Because LOS “E”
conditions are desirable, that was the significance threshold used in the Draft EIR when
assessing potential impacts to the freeway mainline or freeway ramp intersections with the
mainline.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
13-6 The comment suggests changes be made to level of service (LOS) tables and the
corresponding write-up because of average delay time differences in excess of 5 seconds
caused by the project in the AM peak hour.
As noted under the Standards of Significance section on page 4.5-9 of the
Transportation/Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR, impacts to the roadway system are considered
significant if the traffic generated by the proposed project would cause any study location LOS
operations to deteriorate past the identified LOS thresholds or if any of the following criteria
are met:
Cause intersection operations to deteriorate to levels below the LOS C threshold (based on
General Plan Policy C-10). If an intersection already operates below the LOS standard, an impact
is considered significant if the proposed project would cause intersection operations to
deteriorate by volume-to-capacity increases of at least 0.05, or average delay increases of at
least 5 seconds for highway ramp intersections and unsignalized intersections.
As noted under the Regulatory Context section on page 4.5-7 of the Transportation/Traffic
chapter of the Draft EIR, the City of Rocklin General Plan (October 2012) Circulation Element
includes LOS Policy C-10, as follows:
A.
Maintain a minimum traffic Level of Service “C” for all signalized intersections during the
p.m. peak hour on an average weekday, except in the circumstances described in C-10.B and C.
below.
B.
Recognizing that some signalized intersections within the City serve and are impacted by
development located in adjacent jurisdictions, and that these impacts are outside the control of
the City, a development project which is determined to result in a Level of Service worse than
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“C” may be approved, if the approving body finds (1) the diminished level of service is an
interim situation which will be alleviated by the implementation of planned improvements, or
(2) based on the specific circumstances described in Section C below, there are no feasible
street improvements that will improve the Level of Service to “C” or better as set forward in the
Action Plan for the Circulation Element.
C.
All development in another jurisdiction outside of Rocklin’s control which creates traffic
impacts in Rocklin should be required to construct all mitigation necessary in order to maintain
a LOS “C” in Rocklin unless the mitigation is determined to be infeasible by the Rocklin City
Council. The standard for determining the feasibility of the mitigation would be whether or not
the improvements create unusual economic, legal, social, technological, physical or other
similar burdens and considerations.
Accordingly, the City’s assessment and identification of a significant impact as it relates to an
exceedance of the City’s intersection LOS policy is based upon p.m. peak hour operations. The
City’s current intersection LOS policy was adopted as part of the City’s General Plan Update in
2012 and the p.m. peak hour was selected for intersection LOS analysis because the evening
rush hour is typically the worst one-hour period during any particular day.
While the comment is correct in noting that the cited tables show that there is an exceedance
in delay times of more than 5 seconds at the Rocklin Road and I-80 EB ramp intersection, such
an exceedance occurs in the a.m. hour and as such are not considered to be significant impacts,
consistent with the City’s LOS policy which is only applicable to the p.m. peak hour. To provide
further clarification of that concept in the Draft EIR, please refer to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR,
Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR.
It should be noted that the Rocklin Road Interchange Improvements Alternatives, which were
discussed on page 4.5-9 of the Transportation/Traffic chapter of the Draft EIR as the ultimate
mitigation solution for the proposed project’s impacts to the Rocklin Road EB and WB ramp
intersections in the p.m. peak hour, would also mitigate the LOS exceedance in the a.m. peak
hour as well.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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14. CARIE HUFF, SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (SPMUD)
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The South Placer Municipal Utility District (SPMUD) provided comments regarding their design
and construction requirements for providing sewer service to the proposed project and specific
comments based on their review of the project’s preliminary plans. There were no comments
specific to the analysis within the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR.
14-1 The comment is a summary comment regarding SPMUD’s design and construction
requirements, sewer easement requirements, review of Improvement plans and their facility
map.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
14-2 The comment is regarding SPMUD’s specific comments based on their review of the
project’s preliminary plans, the need for the owner to schedule a meeting with SPMUD to
determine specific requirements prior to the issuance of a will-serve letter, and reference to
their website for Standard Specifications and Improvement Standards for sanitary sewers.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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15. IRENE AND ROGER SMITH, CITIZENS FOR TREE PRESERVATION
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Citizens for Tree Preservation organization provided general comments regarding
exemptions and flexibility to zoning rules, balance, bias, lack of alternatives considered in the
Draft EIR, cumulative impacts and vision.
15-1 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project sacrificing native landscape of
the region in favor of unchecked development.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-2 The comment expresses opinions regarding exemptions and flexibility in zoning and in
particular the Rocklin Road East of 80 General Development Plan, and the belief that little or no
evidence has been provided during the planning process demonstrating that efforts have been
made to identify properties worthy of special consideration based on closer visual inspection.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-3 The comment re-states the Draft EIR’s findings of significant environmental effects and
notes that a previous 2006 EIR for the project site found similar results.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-4 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR ignoring the tool that allows
for flexibility in environmental design but has also exercised little or no vision for reasonable
alternatives that would meet Rocklin’s stated goals for tree preservation as presented in the
Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines.
A Draft EIR’s purpose is to inform the public and decision-makers about the environmental
consequences of a project as it has been proposed. The Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis section
examines potential changes to the project to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects that have been identified as being created by the project. The obligation of the
alternatives analysis is not to examine reasonable alternatives that would meet Rocklin’s stated
goals for tree preservation as stated in the comment, but rather to examine reasonable
alternatives that would meet the project objectives and avoid or lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.
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With respect to alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen the project’s significant
effect related to oak tree removal but still meet the project objectives, the Draft EIR identified
the following alternatives: 1) the Reduced Intensity Alternative which eliminated one building in
an area where eighteen oak trees deemed by the project arborist to be in fair-good condition
could likely be preserved, and 2) the Reduced Building Footprint/Increased Height Alternative
which shifted the square footages of some project buildings to other project buildings by
increasing their height where fifty-seven oaks deemed by the project arborist to be in various
states of condition could likely be preserved.
As explained on page 6-3 of the Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIR, the most important factor
in determining what alternatives to analyze is feasibility. This response summarizes information
in the Draft EIR to further explain why it would not be feasible to develop an alternative that
would substantially preserve more of the oak trees on the project site. See also Response to
Comment #19-7 below for a further response to the EIR’s development of a reasonable range of
alternatives.
Notwithstanding CEQA guidance on the feasibility of alternatives, the applicant explored
alternative site design configurations to address both tree preservation and accomplishing the
project objectives. The topography of the site is such that the highest point is a plateau in the
approximate center of the property that is elevated between 15’ and as much as 25’ from the
edges of the property, depending on the location of the starting measurement. Development of
the site, whether for commercial, apartments or other or residential uses, will require some cut
and fill to provide vehicular access to whatever is built, as well as installation and maintenance
of utility service, including water, sewer, drainage, and power and other energy services, and
achieve compliance with accessibility standards. The design challenge related to protection and
preservation of trees is complex and involves at least three factors identified by the arborist
who inspected and assessed each individual tree on the site:
1) Begin with a vigorous and healthy tree. Any impact on an already stressed tree is likely to
cause its demise. In addition, mature trees are less likely to recover due to age and growth
cycle;
2) Begin with a structurally sound tree. Retaining a tree with a high risk of failure is not prudent,
and
3) Plan for retention of 70% of the critical root zone to be intact without impacts (no cut and
fill).
Critical root zones extend, generally, to the width of the tree canopy and are deemed critical to
tree survival. These roots are often compromised by soil compaction or infrastructure related
activities. In addition, densely canopied properties, such as the project site, offer little space for
canopy development which, in turn, results in poor structure in trees. Poor structure can
dramatically increase the risk of failure in trees, which may be an explanation for the
substantial percentage of trees on this property that have been assessed in the field by
inspection to be dead, diseased or in poor condition. Lastly, to protect and preserve those trees
that have been assessed as in fair, good or excellent condition, a protective setback is required.
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Considering all of these factors together, that is, topography of the site, tree health, protective
tree setback, cut and fill requirements, infrastructure and accessibility requirements, and
considering the removal of the 260 trees identified in recent field surveys as dead, diseased or
in poor condition (i.e., trees with ratings of 0, 1 or 2 on a five (5) point scale), the site cannot be
developed and preserve all or a significant portion of the remaining trees and still accomplish
the project objectives and be consistent with the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code.
The exhibits below include a topographic map of the site and cross sections which show the
highest existing elevation of the site (approximately 350’ almost at the center of the site), the
elevations at the edges of the site, and the cut and fill that needs to occur in order to tie into
the elevations of the neighboring streets and create a developable site that meets accessibility
standards.
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15-5 The comment expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not
cite the project’s lack of any attempt to “balance the benefit of preservation” as noted in the
City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines and as implied in Rocklin’s “Urban Forest Plan”.
See Response to Comment 15-4. In addition, within the City’s Planning for the Future of
Rocklin’s Urban Forest document is Goal 2 - Promote conservation of existing tree resources.
Following that goal is Objective 2.1 - Increase the level of protection provided to oaks before
and during construction, and the first Action item listed beneath that objective is “Continue
enforcement of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Ordinance”, which is accomplished with the proposed
project via the Draft EIR’s Mitigation Measure 4.4-4.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-6 The comment expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and biased in favor
of the developer because a mitigated negative declaration was previously prepared for the
project and because the City, rather than an independent professional, has prepared the Draft
EIR.
As noted on page 1-1 in the Introduction and Scope chapter of the Draft EIR, a mitigated
negative declaration was adopted by the Rocklin City Council when it originally approved the
project in May 2015. To settle litigation brought challenging that approval, the City set aside its
prior approvals and agreed to prepare the present Draft EIR. The litigation included challenges
to the adequacy of the mitigated negative declaration, but such challenges were not upheld in
court because the prior litigation was voluntarily dismissed as moot after the City voluntarily set
aside its prior approval of the project. The City Council's decision to set aside its prior approval
of the project and to prepare an EIR rather than a mitigated negative declaration was not based
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on any finding that any of the environmental analysis conducted previously was substantively
flawed. Rather, this decision resulted from a determination that the public and the process
would be better served if the City set forth its environmental analysis in an EIR rather than a
mitigated negative declaration.
The Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a discussion responding to
comments on the Notice of Preparation regarding the City’s preparation of the EIR using City
staff on page 1-11. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
The CEQA Guidelines recognize that lead agencies have broad discretion in determining how an
EIR is prepared and who prepares it. Guidelines section 15084(a) provides that "[t]he draft EIR
shall be prepared directly by or under contract to the lead agency," and section 15084(d) states
that "[t]he lead agency may choose one of the following arrangements or a combination of
them for preparing a draft EIR," including "[p]reparing the draft EIR directly with its own staff"
and/or "[u]sing a previously prepared EIR." Indeed, courts have routinely rejected challenges to
the use of EIRs that were actually prepared by the project applicant, so long as the lead agency
applies its "independent review and judgment." (Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v.
City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 369; Friends of La Vina v. County of Los Angeles
(1991) 232 Cal.App.3d 1446, 1452-1455.) City staff’s preparation of this EIR helps insure that
the EIR does, in fact, reflect the City's independent judgment. It is more typical for project
opponents to question the preparation of EIR's by private consultants funded by project
applicants. But, in either case, it is within the City's discretion to determine how to prepare EIRs,
ultimately subject to review and approval by the decision-making body.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-7 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s lack of an alternative using
City of Rocklin oak tree mitigation funds to purchase the property from the developer.
The Draft EIR’s Alternative Analysis chapter included a discussion regarding the selection of
alternatives on pages 6-1 and 6-2. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated
below in italics:
The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Further, the Guidelines state that “the discussion of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be
more costly.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(b)). The feasibility of an alternative may be
determined based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic
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viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(f)(1)).
CEQA provides the following additional guidelines for discussing alternatives to a proposed
project:
•

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project but could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(c)).

•

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(d)).

•

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impacts.
The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. …When the project
is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the
“no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation
into the future. … If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan… the “no
project” alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. …
After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, the lead agency
should proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what
would reasonable by expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)).

As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a), “There is no ironclad rule governing the
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(f) further explains the execution of the rule of reason in regard to the selection
of feasible alternatives: “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine
in detail only those that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.” The Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Reduced Building
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Footprint/Increased Height Alternative which are discussed in the Draft EIR perform the above
function.
Consideration of an alternative using the City’s oak tree mitigation funds to purchase the
property from the developer was not given because such an alternative would not meet the
project objectives and it would go beyond the “threshold” of impeding to some degree the
attainment of project objectives. Furthermore when the site was originally for sale in 2011 the
Citizens for Tree Preservation presented the opportunity to purchase the site using the City’s
oak tree mitigation funds to the Rocklin City Council. At the time the Rocklin City Council
declined to pursue purchasing the site.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-8 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s lack of an alternative using
City of Rocklin oak tree mitigation funds and other collective funds to purchase the property
from the developer.
See Response to Comment 15-7.
15-9 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s lack of an alternative using
a variance to downsize the project and minimize environmental impacts.
See Response to Comment 15-7.
15-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s lack of an alternative of a
land swap with Sierra College.
See Response to Comment 15-7. In addition, the Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR
chapter included a discussion responding to comments on the Notice of Preparation regarding
the a land swap alternative with Sierra College on page 1-20. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that
discussion is repeated below in italics:
This concept was previously brought up in 2015 and at that time representatives of Sierra
Community College indicated that they are in the process of soliciting ideas from the
development community regarding their property and any decision about what to do with the
land would be a Trustee decision, and it would also involve a lengthy entitlement and permitting
process. On March 30, 2015 Sierra Community College released a Request For Proposals (RFP)
announcing a development opportunity that included their property to the north of Rocklin
Road. The RFP identified the College’s goals and objectives that included a desire to create a
revenue stream with immediate cash flow with long term revenue possibilities and college
managed/controlled student housing of 300-400 beds as a priority need for the campus.
Because of the College’s desire to create student housing and to develop their property with
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long term revenue possibilities, their plans for their property do not align with a “land swap”
concept and such an alternative is not considered feasible.
It should also be noted that the stated goals in the College’s RFP are significantly different than
the Sierra Gateway Apartments project objectives detailed in this FEIR. Per CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6 (f)(1), one of the criteria for the selection of feasible alternatives is “…whether
the project proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent).” The applicant and Sierra
College met on a number of occasions at the request of Citizens for Tree Preservation to discuss
the land swap proposal. Both parties concluded that a land swap does not meet either party’s
development objectives. Citizens for Tree Preservation also listed the concept of the land swap
as a possible settlement alternative for the legal challenge to the previous approval for this
project. At that point, it was also determined that the land swap did not achieve the City’s
objectives for the site. This is a clear indication that the land swap proposal noted in the
comment has not been accepted by either the applicant or Sierra College despite the persistent
efforts by those advocating the proposal.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
15-11 The comment expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR did not adequately consider
probable future projects to evaluate cumulative impacts, including Sierra College land
development, Costco, Amazing Facts and Bickford Ranch.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
15-12 The comment expresses opinions regarding the Draft EIR not evaluating the project with
intent to satisfy citizen objections and a concept of developing the Sierra College corridor as a
model for green spaces.
See Response to Comment 15-4 regarding the purpose of a Draft EIR and the associated
alternatives analysis.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16. CHRIS WIEGMAN, CITIZENS VOICE ORGANIZATION
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Citizen’s Voice Organization provided general comments on the Draft EIR and provided
comments regarding aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, transportation and traffic,
noise, lighting and hydrology.
16-1 The comment expresses concerns that even though the Draft EIR indicated that there
was going to be a public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR, that did not happen and
there was no opportunity to provide verbal comment on the Draft EIR.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15087 (i), “Public hearings may be conducted on environmental
documents, either in separate proceedings or in conjunction with other proceedings of the
public agency. Public hearings are encouraged, but not required as an element of the CEQA
process.” In anticipation of a future public hearing on the Sierra Gateway Apartments project
and the opportunity for public verbal comment on the Draft EIR in conjunction with the City’s
other proceedings, the City determined that it would not hold a public hearing during the Draft
EIR public review period but erroneously noted that it would do so in the Draft EIR. See Section
3.0 of this Final EIR (Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR (Errata)) for edits to the Draft EIR
for a correction to the erroneous identification of a public hearing during the draft EIR public
review period.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-2 The comment expresses an opinion that the cumulative effects of a large number of
projects planned in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments project were not adequately
considered, and then provides a list of projects.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
16-3 The comment expresses an opinion that considering the intensity of development in the
vicinity of the project, reasonable alternatives such as a land swap with Sierra College were not
seriously considered.
See Response to Comments 15-7 and 15-10.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16-4 The comment suggests that references to the previously approved project should be
removed from the Draft EIR.
See Response to Comment 10-2.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-5 The comment expresses an opinion that the Sierra Gateway Apartments project is not a
subsequent activity under the General Plan EIR, is not within the scope of the program analyzed
within the General Plan EIR, mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR must be identified
for this project and deemed feasible, and mitigation measures from the General Plan EIR must
be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15168 (c)(1), an Initial Study was prepared for the project in
contemplation that the General Plan EIR may not have examined environmental effects specific
to this particular site. The Initial Study concluded that some areas of study warranted additional
project- and site-specific review of potential environmental effects, and such additional review
was completed in the Draft EIR for this project. The Initial Study also concluded that some areas
of study were sufficiently addressed in the General Plan EIR and did not warrant additional
study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15168 (c)(5). If determined to be necessary,
mitigation measures identified and presented in the General Plan EIR will be incorporated into
approval actions for this project, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15168 (c)(3). If the
project is approved, General Plan mitigation measures will be incorporated, as appropriate, into
the mitigation monitoring and reporting plan created by the City for this project, consistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15168 (c)(3) and section 15097.
While it is recognized that the project site had a General Plan land use designation of Retail
Commercial when the General Plan EIR analysis occurred, the program level analysis of the
General Plan EIR evaluated that the project site was going to be converted from a vacant site to
an urban use as a result of the physical development of the site. In some instances, the
development of the site, regardless of the land use, will result in similar impacts which were
examined at a program level in the General Plan EIR, such as the provision of public services
and utilities. When a project specific proposal comes forward, site details and potential impacts
can be examined with a greater degree of specificity than those examined at a program level in
the General Plan EIR. In such instances, the Initial Study prepared for the project examines
those potentially unique impacts and where it was determined that those potential impacts
were outside of the scope of the General Plan EIR, the Draft EIR includes a more detailed
analysis of those potential impacts. Changes in land use alone do not necessarily result in
significant or increased impacts. For example, the commercial development assumed in the
General Plan EIR would have generated more traffic and air quality impacts due to the higher
trip generation rates that are associated with retail and office uses.
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The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-6 The comment expresses an opinion that the City lacks evidence that its proposed
mitigation measures will actually mitigate the significant impacts, citing as an example how
does a tree preservation ordinance that allows removal of almost 400 oak trees adequately
mitigate for the loss of this unique resource.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15370 (b) and (e), mitigation may include minimizing the impact or
compensating for the impact by providing substitute resources. Should a project result in the
removal of oak trees, the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance provides a means to mitigate
for the loss of those oak trees as the City develops consistent with its General Plan. For
undeveloped property such as the Sierra Gateway Apartments site, the Oak Tree Preservation
Ordinance identifies options that are required as mitigation for oak tree removal, including onsite mitigation in the form of planting replacement trees, off-site tree replacement,
contribution to the Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Fund, and dedication of land instead of
paying mitigation fees. The Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, and the mitigation requirements
therein, as well as the mitigation fees that have been established for established for oak tree
removal, were designed to and are being implemented by the City to mitigate for oak tree
removal impacts. The Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and the established oak tree mitigation
fees were adopted by the Rocklin City Council as adequate means for compensating for the loss
of oak trees as a result of development projects, and are considered to be part of a reasonable
and enforceable plan that is tied to the actual mitigation for oak tree removal impacts.
It should also be noted that per the Environmental Checklist Form in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines, the impact pertaining to oak tree removal that is being examined in the Draft EIR is
“Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?” As such, and regardless of the number of trees
a project is proposing to remove, the question to be answered and the analysis that is required
are not a function of how many trees are being removed, but rather will the tree removal
conflict with a tree preservation policy or ordinance, including whatever mitigation
requirements might be contained within such policy or ordinance. The formulation of
mitigation requirements contained within a jurisdiction’s tree preservation policy or ordinance
are at that jurisdiction’s discretion, and the responsibility for ensuring compliance with a tree
preservation policy or ordinance also rests with each jurisdiction. In this case, the Draft EIR’s
analysis has shown that to address the potentially significant impact of conflicting with local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources (i.e., the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance), the mitigation required to reduce that potentially significant impact to
a less than significant level is compliance with the City’s ordinance which is accomplished via
the Draft EIR’s Mitigation Measure 4.4-4.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers. Additional response to this comment as
part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary.
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16-7 The comment is regarding a chain-link construction fence that was installed at the
project site which is still in place, and how that may have changed baseline conditions,
especially with respect to wildlife habitat, feeding patterns and movement.
Pages 1-12 and 1-13 of the Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a
discussion regarding the installation of the chain link fence and how that may have affected
biological resources on the project. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated
below in italics:
4. Update of Biological Resources Study – Concern was expressed regarding the validity of the
biological resources study given the fence that is currently up at the project site and its creation
of a barrier to wildlife.
The project site’s biological resources were originally evaluated in a report by North Fork
Associates (January 5, 2005) in support of the Sierra College Center Environmental Impact
Report, a retail commercial and office project that was previously approved by the City of
Rocklin for the project site but never built. Subsequently, the project site’s biological resources
were evaluated in a report by Dudek (December 9, 2013), and most recently by Dudek in a
report dated November 5, 2015. Per standard protocol, the November 5, 2015 Dudek biological
resources assessment report was conducted to accomplish the following objectives: 1) identify
and describe the biological communities on the project site; 2) record plant and animal species
observed on the project site; 3) Re-evaluate and identify sensitive resources and special-status
plant and animal species that could be affected by project activities, and 4) Provide conclusions
and recommendations. As a part of the report, a biologist from Dudek visited the project site in
the spring of 2015 to confirm that conditions had not changed since 2013 (which they did not).
The findings of all of the prior biological resource assessments are consistent in that they each
identified the following: 1) the presence of wetlands on the project site that are within the
regulatory authority of the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the Regional Water Quality Control
Board; 2) the unnamed tributary on the southern portion of the project site is subject to
California Department of Fish and Wildlife jurisdiction and impacts to that feature would require
a lake or streambed alteration agreement; 3) although none were found during field surveys,
the project site has marginal habitat for one special-status plant species (Brandegee’s clarkia),
and 4) although none were observed during field surveys, the project site does have the
potential for several special-status wildlife species (Western pond turtle, Cooper’s hawk and
other raptors, and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle).
While the presence of a fence around the main portion of the project site (the “panhandle” area
was not fenced) may have some exclusionary properties particularly for larger species such as
deer (which are not considered a special-status species), the surveys noted above were all
conducted prior to the fence being installed. The project site’s potential for the presence of the
above-noted special-status plant and wildlife species is not affected by the presence of a fence,
in that the special-status plant species is either on the site or not and a fence would not obstruct
its potential presence, the Western pond turtle and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle would
potentially occur on the “panhandle” portion of the property (which is not fenced) due to the
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presence of the unnamed tributary and elderberry shrubs on that portion of the project site, and
Cooper’s hawk and other raptor species are not excluded from accessing the project site by a
fence due to their ability to fly.
The author of the biological resources assessment was provided a copy of the NOP comments
related to the concerns associated with a perimeter fence present at the project site and
submitted a brief letter in response (Appendix F). In summary, the letter indicated the following:
1) the site’s biological surveys were repeatedly conducted over time prior to the fence being
erected and the portion of the property that was fenced was not considered an important
wildlife corridor and the fence does not impact a movement corridor; 2) the important
movement corridor is the intermittent tributary of Secret Ravine (although interrupted by Sierra
College Boulevard) which is not fenced and is actually closer to an existing single family housing
development than the proposed project, and 3) all other biological resources
comments/questions included in the Citizen’s Voice Organization letter were specifically
addressed in the technical biological resources assessments prepared by North Fork Associates
and Dudek in 2005, 2013 and 2015.
Finally, the EIR summarizes the biological resources assessment report and analyze the
proposed project’s potential impacts on biological resources.
It should be noted that the fence was installed to protect public safety by eliminating public
access to a site with numerous dead, diseased and poor quality trees, some of which have lost
substantial branches and in one instance a tree fell across an adjacent property line.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-8 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the accuracy of statements in the Draft
EIR regarding limitations placed on the City by state law because the project is consistent with
existing zoning, and how those statements underplay the Design Review process.
See Response to Comment 10-3.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-9 The comment is regarding the objectives for the project being the developer’s
objectives and the comment expresses an opinion that because there are no objectives from
the public the Draft EIR is biased and not objective.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15124 (b), the project description shall include “A statement of
objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help
the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid
the decision-makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if
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necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project.”
There is no obligation for the Draft EIR to include the public’s objectives for the project.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-10 The comment expresses an opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and biased in favor
of the developer because a mitigated negative declaration was previously prepared for the
project and because the City, rather than an independent professional, has prepared the Draft
EIR.
See Response to Comment 15-6.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-11 The comment expresses opinions disagreeing with the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding
significant aesthetic/visual impacts being less than significant and how the project violates the
spirits and goals of Rocklin’s ordinances concerned with aesthetics, how the project is not a
good fit for the site, and there being a contradiction between the General Plan EIR and the
Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR included an Aesthetics chapter that addressed the potential aesthetics impacts
associated with the development of the proposed project. The conclusions of the aesthetics
impact analysis were: 1) the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings (Impact 4.2-1) and 2) the project would not
contribute to a cumulative impact relating to substantially degrading the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings and the impact was less than cumulatively
considerable and less than significant. The project’s Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR)
also addressed the subject area of aesthetics in terms of having a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista, substantially damaging scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, and creating a new source of
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area and all
of those potential impacts were determined to be less than significant.
The conversion of the project site to urban uses was anticipated in the 2012 City of Rocklin
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) prepared for the City of Rocklin
General Plan. The City’s General Plan EIR addressed aesthetic impacts recognizing the
significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from building out a City where no City had
previously existed. Because feasible mitigation measures to completely eliminate those visual
impacts do not exist, the City of Rocklin made findings of fact and a statement of overriding
considerations accepting the significant and unavoidable impact on aesthetics due to buildout
of the City. Despite the proposed project site being designated for Retail Commercial land uses
at the time of the General Plan EIR analysis, the General Plan EIR is the fundamental starting
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point of the discussion of aesthetic impacts from this multi-family family residential project
proposed for development on a wooded and grassland site.
City of Rocklin Resolution No. 2012-170 approved the General Plan EIR, and Exhibit B of that
resolution identifies those environmental impacts that are not capable of being mitigated to a
less than significant level. While the goals and policies contained in the General Plan Land Use
Element and Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element will assist in avoiding or
minimizing the visual impact of new development, the existing visual character will be
substantially degraded, new sources of light and glare will be created, and cumulative impacts
to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual character and creation of light and glare will
still occur as mixed urban development occurs on presently vacant land. As a result, future
development is considered to be a significant impact with regard to aesthetics, which cannot be
mitigated to less than significant levels. This is the only reasonable outcome of building a City
where no City previously existed.
Acknowledging that aesthetics is a very subjective topic of discussion and reasonable people
may disagree on the topic, the CEQA Guidelines set forth criteria by which a public agency may
measure the potential for impacts in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Environmental Checklist
Form. The Initial Study concluded that some aspects of aesthetics need not be addressed
further in the Draft EIR, while another aspect did warrant additional consideration and was
addressed in Chapter 4.2 of the Draft EIR. The General Plan EIR acknowledges that development
consistent with the adopted General Plan will result in changes to the visual character of the
City and acknowledges that some such anticipated impacts are significant and unavoidable.
Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Consideration were adopted by the City when
adopting the General Plan. The Initial Study for the proposed project acknowledges the same
and also measures the potential for site specific visual impacts against the criteria set forth in
the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G noted above. The author of the comment disagrees with the
conclusions expressed in the DEIR and makes reference to “the spirit and goals” of the City’s
regulations related to aesthetics, and also comments that the proposed project’s “buildings are
not a good fit for this site.” These latter comments address whether the project should be
approved and is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR.
16-12 The comment expresses an opinion that the cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas
emission effects of a large number of projects planned in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway
Apartments project were not adequately considered, and then provides a list of projects.
The Draft EIR’s Cumulative Impacts chapter included a discussion regarding the evaluation of
the proposed project’s cumulative air quality impacts on pages 5.2-1 and 5.2-2. For the FEIR
reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
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5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative
impacts that could be associated with a proposed project. This assessment involves examining
project-related effects on the environment in the context of similar effects that have been
caused by past or existing projects, and the anticipated future effects of future projects.
Although project-related impacts may be individually minor, the cumulative effect of these
impacts, in combination with the impacts of other projects, could be significant under CEQA and
must be addressed. Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project,
taken together with the impacts of past, present and probable future impacts, are significant,
the lead agency then must determine whether the proposed project’s incremental contribution
to such a significant cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant in
and of itself).
CEQA Guidelines section 15130 requires the analysis of impacts due to cumulative development
that would occur independent of, but during the same time frame as, the project under
consideration, or in the foreseeable future. By requiring an evaluation of cumulative impacts,
CEQA attempts to minimize the potential that large-scale environmental impacts would be
ignored due to the project-by-project nature of project-level analyses contained in EIRs.
The proposed Sierra Gateway Apartments project, in conjunction with development in the
vicinity of the project site and within the region, would contribute to cumulative environmental
impacts. Cumulative impacts were analyzed in each of the technical chapters of this Draft EIR
(Chapters 4.2 through 4.5). The geographic scope of the cumulative analysis varies by technical
area. For example, traffic and traffic-related air emissions and noise analyses assumed
development that is planned for and/or anticipated in the region, because each jurisdiction
within the region contributes to traffic on local and regional roadways, and air quality impacts
were evaluated against conditions in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The cumulative analysis
in each technical section evaluated the proposed project’s contribution the cumulative scenario
and one cumulatively considerable impact was identified (Transportation/Traffic). The
cumulative analyses are summarized below.
Air Quality
As indicated in Impact 4.3-5, the proposed project, within the context of development in the
region, would incrementally result in a net increase of criteria air pollutants (ROG and NOx) for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors). It was determined that the proposed project’s operational related emissions would
be below the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s cumulative thresholds of significance
for ROG and NOx. Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.3-2 (a) and 4.3-2 (b) would
ensure that the operational activities associated with the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state air quality standard. Therefore the impact
would be considered less than cumulatively considerable and less than significant.
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Per CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (b), “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide
as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion
should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes
of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. The following elements are
necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts:
(2) Either:
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts, including if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan,
or related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to
the cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional
transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A
summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior
environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such
document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location
specified by the lead agency.”
Consistent with such direction and rather than use of the list method described in subsection
(A) above, the Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis for air quality impacts referenced the proposed
project in the context of development in the region. Furthermore as noted in the Draft EIR and
above, it was determined that the proposed project’s operational related emissions would be
below the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s cumulative thresholds of significance for
ROG and NOx. Implementation of mitigation measure MM4.3-2 (a) and 4.3-2 (b) would ensure
that the operational activities associated with the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state air quality standard. Therefore the
impact would be considered less than cumulatively considerable and less than significant.
With respect to cumulative greenhouse gas emissions, as noted in the project’s Initial Study, an
individual project, even a very large project, does not in itself generate enough greenhouse gas
emissions to measurably influence global climate change. Global climate change is therefore by
definition a cumulative impact. A project contributes to this potential cumulative impact
through its cumulative incremental contribution combined with the emissions of all other
sources of greenhouse gases (GHG). The analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in the Initial
Study determined that the operational GHG emissions of the proposed project would not
exceed applicable Placer County Air Pollution Control District GHG thresholds and the proposed
project would not hinder the State’s ability to reach the GHG reduction target nor conflict with
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any applicable plan, policy, or regulation related to GHG reduction, and impacts related to GHG
emissions and global climate change would be considered less than significant.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-13 The comment expresses a concern that there will be significant air quality impacts for
upwards of 2 years during construction that will have a massive and direct impact on adjacent
residents, including increased dust and particulates and as generated by heavy equipment.
The Draft EIR included an analysis of short-term (construction) emissions based upon an Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis report contained in Appendix E to the Draft EIR. The
analysis demonstrated that through compliance with the Placer County Air Pollution Control
District’s (PCAPCD) rules and regulations for construction, the construction emissions from the
project do not exceed the PCAPCD’s thresholds of significance for construction emissions.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-14 The comment expresses opinions that the project is sacrificing native landscape of the
region in favor of unchecked development, the General Plan EIR’s analysis is not an overriding
permission for the project’s removal of oak trees, and development of this site should not
“piggyback” on the General Plan EIR.
See Response to Comment 16-5.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-15 The comment expresses an opinion that the project is violating the City’s Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance because there is no expectation of preservation of trees.
See Response to Comments 15-4 and 16-6.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-16 The comment expresses an opinion that the City use oak tree mitigation funds to
purchase the property and such an alternative with oak tree preservation benefits was not
considered in the Draft EIR.
See Response to Comments 15-7 and 15-10.
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The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-17 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR ignoring the tool that allows
for flexibility in environmental design but has also exercised little or no vision for reasonable
alternatives that would meet Rocklin’s stated goals for tree preservation as stated in the Oak
Tree Preservation Guidelines.
See Response to Comment 15-4 and 15-7.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-18 The comment expresses an opinion questioning how the removal of 320 of 367 oak
trees can be mitigated to a less than significant level by paying mitigation fees and how that
cannot undo the permanent damage to the environment and neighborhood.
See Response to Comment 16-6.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-19 The comment expresses an opinion that the cumulative traffic effects of a large number
of projects planned in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments project were not
adequately considered, and then provides a list of projects.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
16-20 The comment expresses an opinion that traffic count data from 12-18 months ago is old
and does not reflect the rapid growth of traffic in the area, especially on Rocklin Road west of
Sierra College Boulevard and more recent traffic count data should be incorporated.
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) was published on March 24, 2016, which established the Sierra Gateway
Apartments DEIR’s baseline condition for analysis. CEQA Guidelines section 15125 (a)
recognizes that the EIR process is a lengthy one and allows for the establishment of a baseline
condition, otherwise the preparation of an EIR could become a never-ending process of
constant updates if each time a new project were applied for the analysis had to be updated to
incorporate the new projects. The traffic counts conducted in October 2015 and May 2016 are
considered to be valid for the baseline condition.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16-21 The comment expresses an opinion that traffic flow counts away from signalized
intersections should be obtained and analyzed for project impacts and it is especially important
on Rocklin Road near Sierra Community College.
See Response to Comment 6-2.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-22 The comment expresses an opinion that project impacts should be based on traffic
levels measures at peak college times.
See Response to Comment 6-2.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-23 The comment expresses an opinion regarding concerns about the proposed project’s
access onto Water Lily Lane and it not being properly evaluated.
See Response to Comment 21-6.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-24 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the need to analyze Rocklin Road flow and
circulation through the college area and east of Sierra College Boulevard including the Rocklin
Road/Barton Road intersection and entrances to Montclaire and St. Francis Woods residential
communities.
See Response to Comment 19-4.
Because the level of service on Rocklin’s arterial and collector roadway system is primarily
dictated by the capacity and operations of its signalized intersections, the City’s LOS policy is
specific to intersections and does not apply to street segments. Thus the analysis for the
proposed project analyzed potential impacts at study intersections and not street segments. It
should be noted that both eastbound and westbound Rocklin Road includes turn pockets for
ingress into the Montclaire and St. Francis Woods developments and the egress points from
those developments are both stop-sign controlled.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16-25 The comment expresses an opinion that 2014 Caltrans data used in the analysis is old
and more current traffic counts should be used.
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) was published on March 24, 2016, which established the Sierra Gateway
Apartments DEIR’s baseline condition for analysis. CEQA Guidelines section 15125 (a)
recognizes that the EIR process is a lengthy one and allows for the establishment of a baseline
condition, otherwise the preparation of an EIR could become a never-ending process of
constant updates if each time a new project were applied for the analysis had to be updated to
incorporate the new projects. The Caltrans 2014 traffic counts were the most recent counts
available from that agency at the time of the issuance of the NOP. The most recent data that is
currently available from Caltrans is from 2015 which became available during the summer of
2016.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-26 The comment expresses an opinion regarding evaluation of alternatives not being
adequately addressed and for purposes of mitigating traffic impacts more alternatives such as a
land swap with Sierra College should be evaluated.
See Response to Comment 15-7 and 15-10.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-27 The comment expresses concern about project traffic affecting the ingress and egress
from the Montclaire and St. Francis Woods developments on Rocklin Road not being studied.
See Response to Comment 19-4 and Response to Comment 16-24
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-28 The comment expresses concern about the interim basis condition of the City’s Level of
Service policy.
See Response to Comment 21-5 and 21-9.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16-29 The comment expresses concerns about the use of roundabouts or traffic circles at
Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard.
See Response to Comment 21-8.
There is no discussion in the Draft EIR regarding the use of roundabouts or traffic circles at
Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard.
The comment does not focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the
Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft
EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-30 The comment expresses concerns about potential noise impacts from the project on
adjacent single family residences and that such potential noise impacts should have been
analyzed further in the Draft EIR.
Pages 1-17 and 1-18 of the Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a
discussion regarding the project’s potential noise impacts. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that
discussion is repeated below in italics:
9. Noise – Several comments expressed concern related to the proposed project’s potential noise
impacts.
As noted in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the firm of JC Brennan & Associates, Inc., a
Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized expertise in noise, prepared an environmental
noise assessment of the proposed Sierra Gateway Apartments project that analyzed the
proposed project’s generation of, and exposure to noise. In summary, the analysis concluded
that noise levels from Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road would not exceed the City of
Rocklin’s exterior noise level standard at the project’s common outdoor activity area
(clubhouse/pool), but noise levels from Sierra College Boulevard would exceed the City of
Rocklin’s interior noise level standard. Consistent with the recommendations within the noise
assessment report, the City of Rocklin identified a mitigation measure in the project’s Initial
Study that requires the provision of sound-rated windows for the 2nd and 3rd floor units facing
Sierra College Boulevard; this mitigation measure will be included in the EIR’s mitigation and
monitoring program. The analysis also concluded that the proposed project will not result in a
significant increase in traffic noise levels along Sierra College Boulevard or Rocklin Road.
As also noted in the Initial Study, the proposed project would be subject to the City’s standard
conditions which address short-term construction noise impacts and it would also be subject to
the City of Rocklin Construction Noise Guidelines, which restrict construction-related noise
generating activities within or near residential areas to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on
weekdays, and between 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer or Building Official. These restrictions are typical of City and County Noise Ordinances
and reflect the recognition that construction-related noise is temporary in character, is generally
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acceptable when limited to daytime hours, and is part of what residents of urban areas can
expect as part of a typical urban noise environment (along with emergency sirens, etc.).
From a land use perspective, the City of Rocklin considers residential land uses to be compatible
with other residential uses. Examples of uses which may not be compatible with neighboring
residential uses include various commercial and industrial type uses. In the case of a
commercial or industrial use abutting a residential use, the City typically requires that a 6-foot
tall masonry sound wall be constructed between the uses unless it can be demonstrated that
there is adequate compatibility between the adjoining land uses through the evaluation of
relevant factors such as aesthetic considerations, natural terrain buffers, building height, bulk
and orientation, noise, light and glare, pedestrian and vehicular circulation, property values and
psychological factors (Rocklin Municipal Code Section 17.80.080). In these instances, such land
uses have daily large truck deliveries, large HVAC equipment, outdoor announcements, etc.
However, no such wall requirement exists for residential uses as the degree of noise generated
from one residential use to the next does not warrant special noise attenuation measures. In
general, noise generated by new residential uses, regardless of whether they are multi-family or
single family, would include passenger vehicle traffic, people talking, kids playing, airconditioners, pool pumps, property maintenance, garbage collection, etc. These are all noise
sources associated with any residential community and are the same types of noise sources
which currently exist at the residential land uses located around the proposed project site.
The existing apartment buildings to the east of the proposed project are approximately 80 feet
away from the property lines of the single family subdivision to the south and by way of
comparison, the proposed project’s buildings closest to the single family subdivision to the south
would be located approximately 50 feet (Building 5) and 80 feet (Building 9) away from the
property lines. The project applicant is also the owner of the existing apartment complex
located to the east, and in a check of their records, they have received no complaints from the
owners of the single family homes located to the south regarding excessive noise from the
existing apartment buildings/tenants. In addition, a check with the City of Rocklin Police
Department indicated that they too have received no complaints from the owners of the single
family homes located to the south regarding excessive noise from the existing apartment
buildings/tenants.
The author of the environmental noise assessment was provided a copy of the NOP comments
related to the concerns associated with the project’s potential to generate increased noise levels
and submitted a brief letter in response (Appendix K). In summary, the letter indicated the
following: 1) temporary increases in noise levels will occur during project construction, but
construction is prohibited by the City before 7:00 a.m. or after 7:00 p.m. on weekdays and
before 8:00 a.m. or after 7:00 p.m. on weekends. Such restrictions are typical of many
jurisdictions and reflect a recognition that construction-related noise is temporary in character,
is generally acceptable when limited to daylight hours, and is part of what residents of urban
areas can expect as part of a typical urban noise environment; 2) a corroboration of the
discussion above as it relates to residential land uses being compatible with adjacent residential
land uses from a noise perspective, the project’s main outdoor activity area faces existing multifamily uses and is shielded and has a significant setback from the existing single family
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residences to the south and nuisance noise from residential uses is a police enforcement issue,
and 3) a summary of noise measurements of a multi-family project showing that such noise
levels are considerably less than traffic noise in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments
project and that they would comply with the City of Rocklin General Plan noise level standards
at the adjacent single family residences to the south.
A summary of the Environmental Noise Assessment report is provided in the Initial Study, and
the Environmental Noise Assessment report and supplemental letter is provided in Appendix K.
The comment does not specifically identify what type of predicted noise impacts are of concern
and should have been analyzed further within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does
not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers.
16-31 The comment expresses opinions that the Draft EIR should have included a more
thorough analysis of outdoor lighting as it relates to the adjacent Hidden Creek development,
the light poles will be taller than privacy walls and will not be blocked by them or landscape and
because of building heights and topography lighting of any kind will have a direct impact on the
adjacent Hidden Creek development.
A preliminary site lighting/photometric plan is included in Appendix D of the Daft EIR. The
Aesthetics section of the project’s Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) included a
discussion regarding the project’s potential lighting noise impacts. For the FEIR reader’s benefit,
that discussion is repeated below in italics:
d) New and/or increased sources of light and glare would be introduced to the project area. A
preliminary lighting photometric plan prepared for the proposed project by Omni Means
indicates that light levels from the proposed project will primarily be at a 0.0-0.1 foot-candle
level around the project site’s perimeter, with the exception being 0.7-1.0 foot-candle levels at
the project’s driveway at Rocklin Road. Notwithstanding the higher foot-candle levels at the
project’s driveway which are needed for safety reasons, the 0.0-0.1 foot-candle levels are not
considered to be excessive (by way of reference, a typical lighting level in an emergency
stairwell is approximately 7-10 foot-candles and a deep twilight night is approximately 0.1 footcandle). In addition, as a part of the design and development review process for this project, the
City will require that “All exterior lighting shall be designed and installed to avoid adverse glare
on adjacent properties. Cut-off shoebox type lighting fixtures, or equivalent, shall be used and
mounted such that all light is projected directly toward the ground. The lighting design plan
shall be approved by the Director of Community Development for compliance with this
condition.” Adherence to the design and development review process standards will minimize
light and glare impacts to a less than significant level.
The comment expresses an opinion that “outdoor area lighting… is not tolerable” but does not
focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore,
such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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16-32 The comment expresses a concern that the Draft EIR does not specifically address how
the water quality of an adjacent creek will be protected from surface runoff created by the
project.
Pages 1-16 and 1-17 of the Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a
discussion regarding the project’s potential hydrology and water quality impacts. For the FEIR
reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
8. Hydrology/Water Quality – Several comments expressed concern regarding the proposed
project’s hydrology and water quality impacts related to increased water demand, increased
runoff, flooding potential and proximity to a creek.
As noted in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project is located within the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA) service area and is anticipated to be served by that agency for its
water needs. The PCWA has a Master Plan, which is periodically updated, to provide water to
projects located within their service boundary. PCWA has planned for growth in the City of
Rocklin and sized the water supply infrastructure to meet this growth (PCWA 2006). PCWA has
provided a letter regarding the proposed project indicating that the project is within their
service area and eligible for service upon execution of a facilities agreement and payment of all
required fees and charges. It should also be noted that the preparation of a Water Supply
Assessment (WSA) is required if the proposed project meets the definition of a “project” under
California Water Code Section 10912 (a); the threshold identified that requires a WSA to be
prepared for a residential development is more than 500 dwelling units. Therefore, the
proposed project’s size does not warrant the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment.
As also noted in the Initial Study, the proposed project would be subject to the provisions of the
City’s Grading and Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Chapter 15.28 of the Rocklin
Municipal Code, Grading and Erosion Sediment Control). The purpose of that Ordinance
includes, but is not limited to, the regulation of grading activity on all property within the City of
Rocklin to safeguard life, limb, health, property, and public welfare; to avoid pollution of
watercourses with nutrients, sediments, or other earthen materials generated or caused by
surface runoff on or across the permit area; to comply with the City’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board; and to ensure that the intended use of a graded site is consistent with the City of Rocklin
General Plan, provisions of the California Building Standards Code as adopted by the City
relating to grading activities, City of Rocklin improvement standards, and any applicable specific
plans or other land use entitlements. In addition, the proposed project would be required to
prepare an erosion and sediment control plan through the application of the City’s Improvement
Standards and Standard Specifications that are a part of the City’s development review process.
The project site’s proximity to a creek and other existing development is not a unique situation
in the City of Rocklin specific to this location nor is it a unique characteristic that warrants an
approach beyond the City’s standard practices discussed above.
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As also noted in the Initial Study, according to FEMA flood maps (Map Panel 06061CO481G,
effective date November 21, 2001) the project site is located in flood zone X, which indicates
that the project is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area and outside of the 500-year
flood hazard area. A drainage study prepared for the proposed project (Omni-Means, August
2015) determined that the use of detention would increase the peak runoff due to the location
of the project in the lower portion of the drainage shed and therefore the use of detention is not
recommended on this site. Furthermore, the Placer County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District is also recommending the project not use detention. As a part of the City’s
development review process, the drainage study and its findings will be reviewed by the City and
the project’s required drainage infrastructure will be sized accordingly such that substantial
erosion, siltation or flooding, on- or off-site, and exceedance of the capacity of existing or
planned drainage systems would not occur.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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17. KENT ZENOBIA
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Kent Zenobia provided comments regarding concerns about significant impacts that have not
been adequately addressed or mitigated, description of surrounding uses, the project being out
of proportion, incongruent and out of character with the surrounding area, specific comments
related to air quality and traffic/circulation, and general comments.
17-1 The comment is a summary comment providing background information of the
commenter, expressing an opinion regarding significant impacts in the Draft EIR that have not
been adequately addressed or mitigated and that those omissions remain even with the
Reduced Intensity Alternative.
The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not
specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
17-2 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s project description and
surrounding uses discussion and the specific zoning designations of land uses to the east in the
Town of Loomis.
The Draft EIR’s description of the surrounding area correctly notes that to the east of the
project site are single-family residential subdivisions within the Town of Loomis and the
discussion did not, nor need not, go into specifics regarding the applicable zoning designations
of surrounding uses. The description of the project’s surrounding area as “mostly developed
with retail commercial and residential uses” and as further elaborated upon in the Draft EIR is
considered to be accurate. The description correctly identifies that with the exception of
several isolated single family residences and vacant land designated for Mixed Use land uses
under the General Plan to the north of the project site, to the east, west and south of the
project site are developed retail commercial and residential uses. Whether or not the adjacent
subdivisions within the Town of Loomis are large parcel homes, they are still single family
residential subdivisions as described.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR because the surrounding uses discussion is provided for context
but does not include any analysis. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
17-3 The comment expresses an opinion regarding air quality impacts from the proposed
project with the only way to mitigate such impacts is by denying the project, and the comment
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is regarding the inclusion of the Sierra Villages project as part of the cumulative air quality
effects.
See Response to Comment 21-3.
17-4 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the additional traffic generated by the
proposed project onto Sierra College Boulevard and an already congested Rocklin Road.
See Response to Comment 21-5.
17-5 The comment is regarding the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed
development in the Draft EIR traffic analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project and how will
traffic from all development in the area be mitigated.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
17-6 The comment recites a portion of the City of Rocklin General Plan Level of Service Policy
C-10 with an emphasis on the “interim” portion of item B and then expresses an opinion
regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road and how the proposed project and future projects
would have to have a finding of diminished level of service being “interim”.
See Response to Comment 21-9.
17-7 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the project being out of proportion,
inconsistent, uncomplimentary, and seriously out of place in the neighborhood.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
17-8 The comment is regarding the values that oak woodlands and grasslands have for
groundwater recharge and stormwater absorption, expresses an opinion regarding the need to
preserve oak woodlands in light of drought and flooding conditions and expresses an opinion
regarding the need to balance development with natural environments.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
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17-9 The comment associates larger rental complexes with low-income housing and
questions whether the project is intended for low-income residents or will become low-income
housing.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
17-10 The comment expresses an opinion that the balcony railings illustrated in the document
will not provide privacy to residents and expose the public to clutter.
This is a design related issue. The comment does not specifically focus on the
comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a
comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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18. ARLENE JAMAR
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Arlene Jamar provided comments regarding cumulative impacts from projects planned in the
vicinity of the project, a lack of reasonable alternatives to the project not being considered, and
a summary of significant environmental effects of the proposed project.
18-1 The comment expresses an opinion that the cumulative effects of a large number of
projects planned in the vicinity of the Sierra Gateway Apartments project were not adequately
considered, and then provides a list of projects.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
18-2 The comment expresses an opinion regarding reasonable alternatives to the project that
would reduce impacts were not seriously considered, but does not identify specific suggestions
for an alternative that should have been considered.
The Draft EIR’s Alternative Analysis chapter included a discussion regarding the selection of
alternatives on pages 6-1 and 6-2. For the FEIR reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated
below in italics:
The primary intent of the alternatives evaluation in an EIR, as stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the
CEQA Guidelines, is to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Further, the Guidelines state that “the discussion of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be
more costly.” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(b)). The feasibility of an alternative may be
determined based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(f)(1)).
CEQA provides the following additional guidelines for discussing alternatives to a proposed
project:
•

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project but could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(c)).
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•

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(d)).

•

The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impacts.
The “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. …When the project
is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the
“no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation
into the future. … If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan… the “no
project” alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. …
After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, the lead agency
should proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what
would reasonable by expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)).

As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a), “There is no ironclad rule governing the
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(f) further explains the execution of the rule of reason in regard to the selection
of feasible alternatives: “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine
in detail only those that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.” The Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Reduced Building
Footprint/Increased Height Alternative which are discussed in the Draft EIR perform the above
function.
It is the City’s position that the Draft EIR identified reasonable alternatives to the project that
would reduce impacts of the proposed project while still attaining most of the project
objectives, as required by CEQA.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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18-3 The comment re-states a summary of the Draft EIR’s findings of the project’s significant
environmental effects of the proposed project, including those that can be reduced to a less
than significant level by mitigation and those that remain significant even after mitigation.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
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19. JOAN PHILLIPE, TOWN OF LOOMIS
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Town of Loomis provided comments regarding biological resources, transportation/traffic,
growth inducement, cumulative impacts and alternatives analysis.
19-1 The comment is a summary comment noting that the Town of Loomis is concerned
about the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming
additional comments does specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
19-2 The comment discusses tree information for the project site and expresses concern that
a 2007 Draft EIR for the project site noted a higher number of trees rated as fair, good or
excellent and the difference should be explained including any role the past drought and
increased rainfall may have had.
As noted on page 4.4-21 in Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR, the firm of Abacus, a
Sacramento consulting firm with recognized expertise in arboriculture, prepared the arborist
report dated October 19, 2016 for the Sierra Gateway Apartments project. The City’s duty in
this instance is to ensure that a current arborist report has been prepared by a qualified
arborist and to provide that information in the Draft EIR for public review and informed
decision-making by Rocklin officials. The City has no reason to question the results of the
current Abacus arborist report, no reason or obligation to compare the results of the current
arborist report with an arborist report prepared in 2004 (12 years prior) by the same arborist
consulting firm, and no reason or obligation to speculate on the reasons for differences
between the two different reports. Nonetheless, the following discussion is provided regarding
an assessment of the differences between the two Draft EIRs, including input from the project
arborist on the differences.
The comment is mischaracterizing the Draft EIR’s discussion of the oak tree inventory when
noting that “the proposed project will result in removing 320 of 384 trees on site, including 108
of the 112 protected trees, saving but four of these protected trees.” The Draft EIR’s discussion
notes that 384 total trees are protected, with the distinction being that the 108 of the 384 total
protected trees are considered to be healthy and would require mitigation per the City’s Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance if they were all to be removed (the project is proposing the
removal of 93 protected trees that would require mitigation). The remaining 276 trees are still
considered to be “protected” in the sense that they qualify for review under the ordinance
because they are of a size (i.e., trunk diameter of six inches or more at four and one half feet
above the root crown, also known as DBH) and of a species identified in the City’s Oak Tree
Preservation Guidelines as native to the Rocklin area, but they have been deemed to be
unhealthy and thus consistent with the ordinance will not require mitigation for their removal.
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It should be noted that the rating system and terminology used between the two Draft EIRs is
different in that the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR used five rating categories (0 = dead,
1 = dangerous/non-correctable, 2 = poor, 3 = fair, 4 = good, and 5 = excellent), while the Sierra
College Center Draft EIR used four rating categories (poor, fair, good, and best). Such
differences can lead to the discrepancies noted, but ultimately the more important
consideration for mitigation purposes is the determination of healthy vs. unhealthy. See the
below table for a comparison of the total oak tree inventory and health characterizations
between the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR and the Sierra College Center Draft EIR:

Total Number of Protected Oak Trees
Total Number of Protected Oak Trees to be
Removed
Total Number of Protected Oak Trees to be
Removed Which are Considered Healthy
Total Number of Protected Oak Trees to be
Removed Which are Considered Unhealthy

Sierra Gateway
Apartments Draft EIR
368
321

Sierra College Center
Draft EIR
411
382

93
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It is not unreasonable to see the differences noted above when examining the same project site
twelve years apart and using slightly different health rating systems. The project arborist noted
that many of the trees on the site, including three of the largest visible oaks, have failed since
the Sierra College Center Draft EIR and this failure can be followed from a review of Google
historical photographic street views. The project arborist also noted that the drought and
associated insect/disease infestations may have played a role in addition to the failures.
Regarding the effects that increased rainfall may have on the recovery of the poorer rated
trees, it would be speculative and involve an unreasonable degree of forecasting to make any
such determinations.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
19-3 The comment notes that the Draft EIR’s findings were that the “Reduced Intensity” and
“Reduced Footprint” alternatives would result in reduced impacts to biological resources, that
the “Reduced Intensity” alternative was identified as the Environmentally Superior alternative,
and expresses an opinion that even the Environmentally Superior alternative results in a
significant loss of trees and habitat and there should be consideration for an alternative that
would preserve more oak woodland trees and habitat.
See Response to Comment 15-4 and 19-7.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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19-4 The comment expresses concern that the project will increase traffic on Rocklin Road
which is a primary route to and from south Loomis. The comment specifically requests that the
intersection of Rocklin Road and Barton Road be analyzed, because it is one mile from the
project, and because it is the opinion of the Town of Loomis that they anticipate there will be
significant impacts to this intersection.
The Rocklin Road intersection at Barton Road was analyzed as part of the General Plan EIR
(2012). Table 4.4-31, PM Peak Hour LOS – Town of Loomis Intersections Cumulative Conditions
with Buildout of Proposed General Plan reports a PM peak hour of LOS C for this intersection.
The threshold for concluding that a project related traffic impact is significant at an unsignalized
intersection such as Rocklin Road at Barton Road is if it is already operating at unsatisfactory
LOS, then the addition of more than 5 percent of the total traffic at the intersection would be
considered a significant impact. The Sierra Gateway Apartments project is expected to add
fifteen (15) AM peak hour trips and nineteen (19) PM peak hour trips to the segment of Rocklin
Road east of the project site. This additional traffic load translates to less than one vehicle every
three minutes of the peak hour. The amount of traffic added by the project, which would be the
same under the existing plus project and cumulative plus project conditions, is approximately
2% of the traffic that currently uses Rocklin Road destined to or from the Barton Road
intersection. Thus, even if the PM peak hour level of service at this intersection was shown to
be operating at an unsatisfactory LOS in either the existing plus project or cumulative plus
project condition (although extremely unlikely based on the EIR findings discussed above), the
project’s contribution of total traffic to the intersection would be below the threshold of an
increase of more than 5 percent of the total traffic at the intersection. Therefore, the impact
resulting from the Sierra Gateway Apartments project’s 2% increase in traffic load is considered
less than significant.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
19-5 The comment notes a disagreement with the Draft EIR’s characterization of the
surrounding area as having long been identified for urban development due to the land areas in
Loomis being intended for both residential and agricultural uses that maintain the existing
natural vegetation and topography to the maximum extent feasible, and the comment
expresses an opinion disagreeing with the Draft EIR’s less than significant conclusion for growth
inducing impacts because the project contributes to induced growth of the area and
subsequent demand for similar development within the Town of Loomis.
The purpose of the characterization of the surrounding areas as having long been identified for
urban development was to draw a distinction that the surrounding areas are not vacant areas
of land that have never been designated for any type or level of development or that the
surrounding areas do not constitute areas that will likely not be developed in the future such as
areas permanently protected as open space.
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Regardless of the nature of future possible development as being urban or
residential/agricultural uses, the point being made in the Draft EIR is that the surrounding area
is anticipated to be developed in some fashion and in anticipation of that future development
those areas are already served with infrastructure and other essential public services to
accommodate such future development. The Sierra Gateway Apartments project would not
remove an impediment to growth by extending infrastructure or other essential public services
to the surrounding area, would not provide new access to an area, would not result in a change
in zoning or general plan amendment and would not result in economic expansion or growth in
an area. It is not the City of Rocklin, but rather the Town of Loomis that regulates land use and
zoning within their boundaries, and should any subsequent demand for similar developments in
the Town of Loomis arise per the concern noted in the comment, the decision to change the
land use and zoning of the surrounding area within the Town of Loomis to not be consistent
with the residential/agricultural nature of the surrounding areas rests solely with the Town of
Loomis.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
19-6 The comment expresses a concern that the Draft EIR does not state nor sufficiently
define the region for its cumulative analysis and the comment expresses an opinion that the
Draft EIR did not adequately consider probable future projects to evaluate cumulative impacts,
including the Lincoln Villages project and the Loomis Costco project,
See Response to Comments 15-11 and 16-2.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
19-7 The comment expresses opinions that the project objectives are so tightly drawn as to
preclude other viable alternatives, two of the Draft EIR’s alternatives provide only minimal
change from the proposed project rather than a reconceptualization of the site plan, residential
projects may be designed to work with the existing topography and trees and still accomplish
the objectives of the project, and the comment requests an alternative that provides feasible
exploration of the project.
As discussed in Response to Comment 15-4 above, the comment is incorrect in its assumption
that the residential development could be significantly re-designed to further accommodate
tree preservation. The site presents only limited opportunities and options for preserving any
trees while still proceeding with a development consistent with the site’s high density
residential General Plan land use designation and zoning. Those options are actually reflected in
the two alternatives analyzed in the EIR. Specifically, the Reduced Density Alternative removes
building number 2 to preserve up to eighteen (18) oak trees on the south-eastern corner of the
site, while the Reduced Building Footprint/Increased Height Alternative clusters the
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development of the project to preserve an area containing fifty-seven trees (57) (although not
all of these trees would be expected to survive as some are either dead or in poor condition).
There is no feasible alternative that would preserve more trees on the project site while still
accomplishing the objectives of the project, and the range of alternatives analyzed were
designed to permit a reasoned choice. While the comment requests development and analysis
of an additional project alternative, it does not suggest any such alternative.
The City disagrees with the comment’s statement that the project objectives were “tightly
drawn.” The project objectives are in part a function of the site’s General Plan land use and
zoning designations for high-density residential development and the nature of the
discretionary approvals for which the applicant is applying (here, limited to design review and a
tree removal permit). The comment does not identify any particular aspect of the project
objectives that the commenter believes to be too narrow.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.

189

Letter 20

20-1

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

20. SCOTT MORGAN, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH (OPR), STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit provided
comments acknowledging that the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft EIR was sent to selected
state agencies for their review. The comment also identified the closing date of the Draft EIR
public comment period and included an enclosure from a responding agency (Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Letter 9 above).
20-1 The comment is a summary comment noting the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit’s role in the CEQA document review process
and forwarding a comment from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
Refer to Responses to Comments 9-1 through 9-13 for responses to the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board letter.
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21. DENISE GADDIS, EL DON NEIGHBORHOOD ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Denise Gaddis provided comments regarding the project description, air quality, traffic and
circulation, cultural and paleontological resources, aesthetics, biological resources, wildlife
corridor, loss of trees, and property values.
21-1 The comment is a summary comment expressing an opinion that some areas have not
been adequately addressed or mitigated in the Draft EIR.
The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments does not
specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis within the Draft EIR.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-2 The comment expresses an opinion regarding data that is misleading, missing or
inaccurate, using the Draft EIR’s project description and surrounding uses discussion as an
example.
The Draft EIR’s description of the surrounding area correctly notes that to the east of the
project site are single-family residential subdivisions within the Town of Loomis and the
discussion did not, nor need not, go into specifics regarding the applicable zoning designations
of surrounding uses. Under the Explanation and Analysis discussion of Impact 4.2-2, Cumulative
Impact of Substantially Degrading the Existing Visual Character of Quality of the Site and its
Surroundings, the complete sentence of “Future development in the City of Rocklin, including
the Sierra Community College campus, as well as in the Town of Loomis to the east of the
proposed project site could affect the same views analyzed for the proposed project.” is
considered to be an accurate statement.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR because the project description and surrounding uses discussion is
provided for context but does not include any analysis. Therefore, such a comment does not
affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-3 The comment expresses an opinion regarding air quality impacts from the proposed
project with the only way to mitigate such impacts is by denying the project, and the comment
is regarding the inclusion of the Sierra Villages project as part of the cumulative air quality
effects.
The comment includes no data to support the claims of air quality standard violations and
exposure to toxic air contaminants. On the contrary, the Draft EIR included an Air Quality
chapter that addressed the potential air quality impacts associated with the construction and
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operation of the proposed project. The analysis within the Air Quality chapter was developed
from information contained in an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Report. The
conclusions of the air quality analysis were: 1) the project’s operational emissions would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment
and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (Impact 4.3-1); 2) the project’s construction emissions
would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation and the project’s operational emissions, after implementation of the
identified mitigation measures, would not violate an air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation (Impact 4.3-2); 3) the project would
not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to localized concentrations of toxic air
contaminants (TACs) or any other substantial pollutant concentrations (Impact 4.3-3); 4) the
project would not result in the development of land uses associated with the creation of
unusual odors nor would the project locate sensitive receptors in the proximity of a known
odor source (Impact 4.3-4), and 5) the project, after implementation of the identified mitigation
measures, would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria air
pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard.
Because the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sierra Gateway Apartments Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published on March 24, 2016 and the application for
Sierra College’s planned development of its Sierra Villages project was subsequently made to
the City on January 9, 2017, the Sierra Villages project has not been included in the Sierra
Gateway Apartments DEIR. The Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s baseline condition for
analysis was established as March 24, 2016 with the issuance of the NOP. CEQA Guidelines
section 15125 (a) recognizes that the EIR process is a lengthy one and allows for the
establishment of a baseline condition, otherwise the preparation of an EIR could become a
never-ending process of constant updates if each time a new project were applied for the
analysis had to be updated to incorporate the new projects.
As suggested by several commenters, to describe Sierra College’s planned development of its
Sierra Villages project as a “reasonably foreseeable” project presumes the proposal will be
approved, and importantly, approved without mitigation or conditions of approval. The air
quality analysis performed for the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR’s cumulative scenarios
included the development of the properties that are included in Sierra College’s planned
development of its Sierra Villages project, but the assumed development of those properties
did not include development as is currently being proposed. The CEQA analysis that is to be
conducted for the Sierra Villages project will examine that proposed project’s potential air
quality impacts in a similar fashion as was done with the Sierra Gateway Apartments DEIR,
taking into account other reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects.
See Response to Comment 16-12 regarding cumulative air quality effects.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.

215

21-4 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the additional traffic generated by the
proposed project and expresses concerns regarding the use of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual to estimate the project’s generated trips.
The published ITE trip generation rates are based on decades of trip generation studies from all
across the United States and Canada. Page 332 of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th edition)
states “The sites were surveyed between the late 1960s and the 2000s throughout the United
States and Canada.” The ITE Trip Generation Manual is considered to be the “go-to” source by
the traffic consulting industry when establishing the number of trips generated by a proposed
project.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-5 The comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor traffic conditions on Rocklin
Road as a result of traffic from Sierra College and how more traffic from the proposed project
would add to congestion along Rocklin Road and at the Rocklin Road/Sierra College Boulevard
intersection.
The comment includes anecdotal information about traffic conditions along Rocklin Road and at
the Rocklin Road/Sierra College Boulevard intersection. It is recognized and understood that
any school creates traffic congestion in adjacent areas during school commute times. The City’s
current intersection LOS policy was adopted as part of the City’s General Plan Update in 2012
and the PM peak hour was selected for intersection LOS analysis because the evening rush hour
is typically the worst one-hour period during any particular day. While areas around schools
may be impacted outside of the typical PM peak hour, because the intersection LOS policy is
applied City-wide it has to be broad enough to be able to assess and address average traffic
conditions throughout the City. Rather than have an intersection LOS policy that is
area/location- or situation-specific, the City has taken the approach of having a General Plan
intersection LOS policy that can be applied City-wide, which is similar to other surrounding
jurisdictions such as the City of Roseville, the City of Lincoln and Placer County.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/Traffic chapter that addressed the potential
transportation/traffic impacts associated with the operation of the proposed project. The
analysis within the Transportation/Traffic chapter was developed from information contained
in a Transportation Impact Analysis Report (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The conclusions of the
transportation impact analysis were: 1) the project would not have significant
transportation/traffic impacts as an undeveloped site becomes developed and automobile trips
are generated under the Existing Plus Project and Short Term Plus Project Conditions (Impacts
4.5-1 and 4.5-2, respectively); 2) the project would not conflict with an applicable congestion
management program (Impact 4.5-3); 4) the project would not result in a change in air traffic
patterns (Impact 4.5-4); 5) the project would not result in a substantial increase in hazards due
to a design feature (Impact 4.5-5); 6) the project would not result in inadequate emergency
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access (Impact 4.5-6); 7) the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle or other pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities (Impact 4.5-7), and 8) the project would have a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact under the cumulative year
(2030) during the PM peak hour at the Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 EB and WB ramp
intersections (Impact 4.5-8). Mitigation measures were identified for this impact but it was
ultimately determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact for a number of reasons,
primarily because the City does not have the complete jurisdiction or authority to implement
improvements, would not be the sole source of funding and does not have the capability to
fully fund implementation of any of the identified alternative improvements to the highway
ramp intersections.
As noted in the Draft EIR, in support of examining alternatives to the Rocklin Road Interchange
Improvements, the City of Rocklin worked with Caltrans to develop a Project Study ReportProject Development Support (PSR-PDS) to request approval for a locally funded project and to
proceed to Project Approval and Environmental Document Phase (August 24, 2012). This
report identified several technically feasible alternatives for mitigating future, cumulative traffic
impacts at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange so that it will operate at acceptable levels of
service. Implementation of any of these alternatives would mitigate the significant and
cumulative impact of the Project, and the City anticipates reaching agreement with Caltrans to
implement one of them. However, until such agreement is in place and formal plans are
adopted, this EIR is conservatively treating the impact as significant and unavoidable. It would
not be feasible to require this Project to itself mitigate this cumulative impact given its
comparatively small contribution to this impact and for the other reasons discussed above. It
should be noted that the proposed project will be subject to the payment of applicable Traffic
Impact Mitigation (TIM) fees, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fees and
Highway 65 Interchange Improvement fees as applicable on a fair share basis; however, the
fees generated from this alone will not fund the necessary improvements that are needed to
remedy the anticipated cumulative unacceptable levels of service at the Rocklin Road/I-80
interchange.
Finally, while the comment expresses the opinion that the project site is not a preferred
location for an apartment complex, the City’s General Plan reflects a different policy
determination. As explained on pages 3-5 to 3-6 and 6-4 to 6-5 of the Draft EIR, the City’s
decision to designate the project site for high density development in its General Plan was
based in part on the site’s proximity to the Sierra Community College (as well as nearby
commercial areas), thereby providing additional housing opportunities to students and faculty
within walking and biking distance of the campus. While the EIR analyzes traffic impacts
making “worst case” assumptions, it should be noted that the location of such housing
opportunities near the campus may actually have a mitigating impact on the college’s existing
traffic impacts by reducing the need for students, faculties, and other employees at the college
to commute from longer distances.
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The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-6 The comment expresses an opinion regarding concerns about the proposed project’s
access onto Water Lily Lane as both an exit only access and as an emergency only access and
how that condition would create congestion and be dangerous.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/Traffic chapter that addressed the potential
transportation/traffic impacts associated with the operation of the proposed project. The
analysis within the Transportation/Traffic chapter was developed from information contained
in a Transportation Impact Analysis Report (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The conclusions of the
transportation impact analysis were: 1) the project would not have significant
transportation/traffic impacts as an undeveloped site becomes developed and automobile trips
are generated under the Existing Plus Project and Short Term Plus Project Conditions (Impacts
4.5-1 and 4.5-2, respectively); 2) the project would not conflict with an applicable congestion
management program (Impact 4.5-3); 3) the project would not result in a change in air traffic
patterns (Impact 4.5-4); 4) the project would not result in a substantial increase in hazards due
to a design feature (Impact 4.5-5); 5) the project would not result in inadequate emergency
access (Impact 4.5-6); 6) the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle or other pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities (Impact 4.5-7), and 7) the project would have a
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable impact under the cumulative year
(2030) during the PM peak hour at the Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 EB and WB ramp
intersections (Impact 4.5-8). Mitigation measures were identified for this impact but it was
ultimately determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact for a number of reasons,
primarily because the City does not have the complete jurisdiction or authority to implement
improvements, would not be the sole source of funding and does not have the capability to
fully fund implementation of any of the identified alternative improvements to the highway
ramp intersections.
The analysis of the proposed project’s traffic impacts included an examination of access to
Water Lily Lane as both an exit (egress) only condition and as an emergency access only
condition. The Draft EIR’s transportation/traffic impact conclusions noted above as they relate
to not resulting in an increase in hazards and not resulting in inadequate emergency access did
not differ between those two conditions.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-7 The comment is regarding the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed
development in the Draft EIR traffic analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project and how will
traffic from all development in the area be mitigated.
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See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
21-8 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the use of roundabouts and provides
statistical data regarding bicycle accidents and roundabouts.
It should be noted that the study that is cited was conducted in Flanders-Belgium, and it should
also be noted that studies by the Federal Highway Administration and the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety have determined that roundabouts lead to 37 percent fewer collisions, 75
percent fewer injury collisions, 40 percent fewer pedestrian collisions and 90 percent fewer
fatal collisions. If the future Rocklin Road/Interstate 80 interchange improvements project
includes the use of roundabouts, the City and Caltrans would collectively work to design a
project that provides a safe environment for all users, be they automobile, pedestrian, or
bicyclist.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
21-9 The comment recites a portion of the City of Rocklin General Plan Level of Service Policy
C-10 with an emphasis on the “interim” portion of item B and then expresses an opinion
regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road and how the proposed project and future projects
would have to have a finding of diminished level of service being “interim”.
See Response to Comment 21-5 regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road.
The comment contains no data to support the disagreement with findings in the Draft EIR, and
it should also be noted that the Draft EIR did not report levels of service for street segments.
Because the level of service on Rocklin’s arterial and collector roadway system is primarily
dictated by the capacity and operations of its signalized intersections, the City’s LOS policy is
specific to intersections and does not apply to street segments. Thus the analysis for the
proposed project analyzed potential impacts at study intersections and not street segments.
Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is
considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding disagreement with the Draft EIR’s report
of the level of service on Rocklin Road between Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 is currently at
level of service C and the Draft EIR’s report of level of service “C” at the I-80/Rocklin Road off
ramp intersections. The comment also expresses opinions regarding current traffic studies not
being performed, data in the traffic study not being current, level of service on Rocklin Road
being more like an E or F, and the proposed project should not be allowed until a
comprehensive study and plan are developed to resolve traffic circulation in the area.
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The comment is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR found that the level of service on Rocklin
Road between Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 is currently at level of service C; the traffic
analysis and Draft EIR only reported level of service for intersections, not roadway segments.
The comment is also partially incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR reported level of service C at
the I-80/Rocklin Road off ramp intersections. The Draft EIR noted that the existing level of
service at the I-80 and Rocklin Road WB ramp intersection is LOS B in the AM peak hour and
LOS D in the PM peak hour, and at the I-80 and Rocklin Road EB ramp intersection it is LOS C in
the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. See Master Response for Comments
Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned Development and Other Projects in the Traffic
Analysis for a discussion on the improvements that are needed to get to an acceptable level of
service C at the I-80/Rocklin Road ramp intersections.
The Draft EIR included a Transportation/Traffic chapter that addressed the potential
transportation/traffic impacts associated with the operation of the proposed project. The
analysis within the Transportation/Traffic chapter was developed from information contained
in a Transportation Impact Analysis Report dated March 2017 (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The
firm of Omni-Means Ltd., a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized expertise in
transportation, prepared the traffic impact analysis of the proposed project. City staff has
reviewed the documentation and is also aware that Omni-Means Ltd. has a professional
reputation that makes it conclusions presumptively credible and prepared in good faith. Based
on its review of the analysis and these other considerations, City staff accepts the conclusions in
the Omni-Means Ltd. report.
As noted in the Draft EIR on page 4.5-13, existing traffic counts for the study intersections were
collected on multiple days during both AM and PM peak hours. Existing AM and PM peak hour
turning movement counts at the Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road intersection and the
Rocklin Road/I-80 and Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 interchanges were collected in October
2015 and in May 2016, respectively, when local schools were in session. Traffic volumes for the
I-80 mainline were obtained from the 2014 published Caltrans data for I-80 mainline segments,
the most recent data available at the time the traffic study commenced.
Because the level of service on Rocklin’s arterial and collector roadway system is primarily
dictated by the capacity and operations of its signalized intersections, the City’s LOS policy is
specific to intersections and does not apply to street segments. Thus the analysis for the
proposed project analyzed potential impacts at study intersections and not street segments.
See Response to Comment 21-5 regarding congestion on Rocklin Road.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-11 The comment is regarding traffic studies not being conducted on Rocklin Road between
Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 and at the intersection of Rocklin Road and El Don Drive, and
the collection of traffic count data for 15 minute intervals.
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See Response to Comment 13-3 regarding traffic analysis of additional intersection locations.
Traffic counts were taken at the intersection of Rocklin Road and Sierra College Boulevard and
at the ramp intersections of Rocklin Road and I-80. The intersection of Rocklin Road and El Don
Drive is between these study intersections and it was not necessary to conduct traffic counts at
that intersection because El Don Drive is considered to be a collector street carrying lower
traffic volumes and any traffic traveling to and from El Don Drive to Rocklin Road, an arterial
street carrying higher traffic volumes, would have been accounted for with the traffic counts
that were conducted to the east and west of El Don Drive.
The traffic study’s reference to 15 minute intervals is in the context of how AM and PM peak
hours are determined. The traffic count data that is collected is evaluated to determine when
the AM and PM peak hours of traffic occur, based upon the highest total volume count over
four consecutive 15-minute count periods. The intersection traffic counts were collected during
the two hour AM peak period and the two hour PM peak period at each study intersection.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-12 The comment is regarding the definitions of level of service as provided in the Draft EIR
and from additional sources and the comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor
traffic conditions on Rocklin Road.
See Response to Comment 21-5 regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
21-13 The comment re-states traffic study information from the Draft EIR and also expresses
an opinion regarding intersections currently being at unacceptable levels of service.
The portion of the Draft EIR that is re-stated is the summary of the intersections that are
projected to operate at an unacceptable level of service in the Cumulative (Year 2030) No
Project and Cumulative (Year 2030) Plus Project conditions. The Draft EIR included information
regarding existing levels of service at the study intersections in Table 4.5-4 on page 4.5-17. For
the FEIR reader’s benefit, that table is duplicated below.
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Intersection

TABLE 4.5-4
EXISTING INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE (LOS)
Control
Type1, 2

Target
LOS

Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road
Signal
Sierra College Boulevard/Water Lily Lane Two Way
Stop
Rocklin Road/Rocklin Manor Drive
Two Way
(west)
Stop
Rocklin Road and I-80 WB Ramps
Signal
Rocklin Road and I-80 EB Ramps
Signal
Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 EB
Signal
Ramps
Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 WB
Signal
Ramps

C
C

AM PEAK HOUR
Delay or
LOS
Volume/C
apacity
0.64
B
14.0
B

PM PEAK HOUR
Delay or
LOS
Volume/C
apacity
0.78
C
14.3
B

C

13.3

B

12.9

B

C
C
C

16.6
26.9
18.8

B
C
B

37.9
39.9
29.2

D
D
C

C

22.7

C

27.3

C

Notes:
1. Delay based on worst minor street approach for Two Way Stop Control intersections, average of all approaches for
signalized intersections.
2. Unsignalized and Sierra College Boulevard interchange intersections analyzed using HCM 2000 methodologies
instead of Circular 212. Rocklin Road interchange intersections analyzed using Sim-Traffic.
BOLD = exceedance of LOS target.

See Response to Comment 21-10 regarding existing levels of service at study intersections.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-14 The comment expresses opinions regarding one of the Draft EIR’s conclusions of no
mitigation measures required and the subsequent discussion of the payment of applicable
traffic impact fee that would be applicable to the proposed project does not provide
assurances.
The Citywide Traffic Impact Fee Program, which includes a study of roadway improvement
needs, roadway improvement costs and the determination of a traffic impact fee through a
nexus study, was designed to and is being implemented by the City to mitigate for traffic
impacts. The Citywide Traffic Impact Fee Program was adopted by the Rocklin City Council as an
adequate means with which to have development projects compensate for their “fair-share”
payment towards city-wide roadway improvements, and is considered to be part of a
reasonable and enforceable plan that is tied to the actual mitigation for traffic impacts.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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21-15 The comment expresses an opinion about the historical character of a neighborhood
and its biological and cultural resources and how the development of the proposed project
would destroy neighborhood aesthetics, quality of life and wildlife habitat and result in a loss of
property values.
The Draft EIR included an Aesthetics chapter that addressed the potential aesthetics impacts
associated with the development of the proposed project. The conclusions of the aesthetics
impact analysis were: 1) the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings (Impact 4.2-1) and 2) the project would not
contribute to a cumulative impact relating to substantially degrading the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings and the impact was less than cumulatively
considerable and less than significant. The project’s Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR)
also addressed the subject area of aesthetics in terms of having a substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista, substantially damaging scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, and creating a new source of
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area and all
of those potential impacts were determined to be less than significant.
The conversion of the project site to urban uses was anticipated in the 2012 City of Rocklin
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) prepared for the City of Rocklin
General Plan. The City’s General Plan EIR addressed aesthetic impacts recognizing the
significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from building out a City where no City had
previously existed. Because feasible mitigation measures to completely eliminate those visual
impacts do not exist, the City of Rocklin made findings of fact and a statement of overriding
considerations accepting the significant and unavoidable impact on aesthetics due to buildout
of the City. Despite the proposed project site being designated for Retail Commercial land uses
at the time of the General Plan EIR analysis, the General Plan EIR is the fundamental starting
point of the discussion of aesthetic impacts from this multi-family family residential project
proposed for development on a wooded and grassland site.
City of Rocklin Resolution No. 2012-170 approved the General Plan EIR, and Exhibit B of that
resolution identifies those environmental impacts that are not capable of being mitigated to a
less than significant level. While the goals and policies contained in the General Plan Land Use
Element and Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element will assist in avoiding or
minimizing the visual impact of new development, the existing visual character will be
substantially degraded, new sources of light and glare will be created, and cumulative impacts
to scenic vistas, scenic resources, existing visual character and creation of light and glare will
still occur as mixed urban development occurs on presently vacant land. As a result, future
development is considered to be a significant impact with regard to aesthetics, which cannot be
mitigated to less than significant levels. This is the only reasonable outcome of building a City
where no City previously existed.
The Draft EIR included a Biological Resources chapter that addressed the potential biological
resources impacts associated with the development of the proposed project. The analysis
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within the Biological Resources chapter was developed from information contained in a
Biological Resources Assessment report (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) and an Arborist report
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR). The conclusions of the biological resources impact analysis were:
1) the project could affect candidate, sensitive or special status species but mitigation measures
were identified to reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than significant level
(Impact 4.4-1); 2) the project could affect riparian habitat and federally protected wetlands but
mitigation measures were identified to reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than
significant level (Impact 4.4-2); 3) the project would not interfere with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites (Impact 4.4-3); 4)
the project could result in the removal of oak trees that are regulated by the City of Rocklin Oak
Tree Preservation Ordinance but mitigation measures were identified to reduce the potentially
significant impact to a less than significant level (Impact 4.4-4); 5) the project would not conflict
with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans
(Impact 4.4-5), and 6) the project would contribute incrementally to the cumulative loss of
native plant communities, wildlife habitat values, special status species and their potential
habitat, and wetland resources but mitigation measures were identified to reduce the
potentially significant cumulative impact to less than cumulatively considerable and a less than
significant level (Impact 4.4-6).
City of Rocklin Resolution No. 2012-170 approved the General Plan EIR, and Exhibit B of that
resolution identifies those environmental impacts that are not capable of being mitigated to a
less than significant level. While the goals and policies contained in the General Plan Open
Space, Conservation and Recreation Element will assist in avoiding or minimizing the impacts to
biological resources as a result of new development, impacts to sensitive biological
communities, loss of native oak and heritage trees, loss of oak woodland habitat and
cumulative impacts to biological resources will still occur as mixed urban development occurs
on presently vacant land. As a result, future development is considered to be a significant
impact with regard to biological resources, which cannot be mitigated to less than significant
levels. This is the only reasonable outcome of building a City where no City previously existed.
The project’s Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR) addressed the potential cultural
resources impacts associated with the development of the proposed project and a Cultural
Resources Report for the project was prepared (Appendix H of the Draft EIR). The conclusions
of the cultural resources impact analysis was that project could affect unknown/undiscovered
historical, archaeological, and or paleontological resources or sites as development occurs but
mitigation measures were identified to reduce the potentially significant impact to a less than
significant level.
Page 1-20 of the Draft EIR’s Introduction and Scope of EIR chapter included a discussion
regarding concerns about the project’s potential impact on property values. For the FEIR
reader’s benefit, that discussion is repeated below in italics:
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11. Property Values – Several comments expressed concern regarding the proposed project’s
impacts on property values.
Per CEQA Guidelines section 15131 (a), “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting
from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The
intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than
necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis should be on the
physical changes.”
The proposed project’s potential impact on the value of adjacent or near-by properties is
considered to be an economic effect which would not result in any physical change, therefore it
does not require analysis within the EIR. It should be noted that the proposed project could
have a positive effect on near-by property values by adding to a customer base in close
proximity to the small retail commercial center located across Sierra College Boulevard that
struggles to maintain occupancies in its tenant spaces, thus better supporting the center and
reducing vacancies.
The prospective loss of property values is speculative and could be argued in the reverse as
well. CEQA Guidelines section 15145 (a) states “Economic or social effects of a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and
effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.
The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than
necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the
physical changes.” Potential changes to property value, upward or downward, would not lead
to physical changes and is a topic that is not required to be addressed by CEQA.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-16 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the conclusions reached and the accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR and Initial
Study regarding aesthetics and the description of the surrounding area.
Acknowledging that aesthetics is a very subjective topic of discussion, the CEQA Guidelines set
forth criteria by which a public agency shall measure the potential for impacts. The Initial Study
concluded some aspects of aesthetics need not be addressed further in the Draft EIR, while
another aspect did warrant further consideration and was addressed in the Draft EIR.
See Response to Comment 21-15 for a summary of the analysis of aesthetic impacts in the
Initial Study and Draft EIR.
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The description of the project’s surrounding area as “mostly developed with retail commercial
and residential uses” and as further elaborated upon in the Draft EIR is considered to be
accurate. The description correctly identifies that with the exception of several isolated single
family residences and vacant land designated for Mixed Use land uses under the General Plan
to the north of the project site, to the east, west and south of the project site are developed
retail commercial and residential uses. Whether or not the adjacent subdivisions within the
Town of Loomis are large parcel homes, they are still single family residential subdivisions as
described.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-17 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding the conclusions reached of the analysis in the Draft EIR regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-16 regarding the subjective natures of aesthetics. The Draft EIR’s
analysis of aesthetic impacts did acknowledge that the proposed project would result in an
alteration to the visual character of the project site and its surroundings, but such an alteration
was not considered to be substantial as further explained in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-18 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding there no being 3-story residential structures with 195 units in the area and
how adding a 3-story complex would not be harmonious.
The comment does not specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the
analysis within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or
conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decisionmakers.
21-19 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the project’s design and landscaping and consulting firms.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-20 The comment re-states aesthetics analysis from the Draft EIR and findings from the
General Plan EIR regarding aesthetics and also expresses opinions regarding the project
renderings not being realistic.
The findings from the General Plan EIR were discussed in the aesthetics analysis to provide
context from the General Plan EIR’s programmatic analysis which concluded that the full
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development or “build-out” of all the General Plan’s designated land uses and the conversion of
undeveloped land to developed land as part of the growth of the City of Rocklin would result in
significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts. The Draft EIR’s analysis of aesthetic impacts did
acknowledge that the proposed project would result in an alteration to the visual character of
the project site and its surroundings, but such an alteration was not considered to be
substantial as further explained in the Draft EIR.
Page 4.2-6 of the Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR’s notes and discloses that the artistic
renderings show landscape growth at maturity (15-20 years) of the development assuming that
a mix of sizes and varieties of plants and trees would be planted as part of project construction.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-21 The comment expresses opinions regarding the loss of oak trees, biological resources
and a wildlife corridor as a result of the project, and payment of fees into the City’s Oak Tree
Mitigation Fund as being insufficient.
See Response to Comment 21-15 regarding a summary of the Draft EIR’s biological resources
impact analysis.
The “panhandle” portion of the project site is adjacent to an open space preserve area that was
created when the subdivision to the south (“Reedy Subdivision/Brookfield Circle area) was
developed. Consistent with the City’s General Plan policies, that project was required to
preserve areas along a tributary to Secret Ravine Creek as open space. That designated open
space area, like many designated open space areas in the City, does provide habitat for wildlife,
but it should also be noted that Sierra College Boulevard is a five-lane facility in that area which
limits wildlife movement (with the exception of the drainage culverts beneath Sierra College
Boulevard). As noted in the Biological Resources chapter, the General Plan EIR’s programmatic
analysis concluded that the full development or “build-out” of all of the General Plan’s
designated land uses and the conversion of undeveloped land to developed land as part of the
growth of the City of Rocklin would result in significant and unavoidable biological resources
impacts.
The Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, and the mitigation requirements therein, as well as the
mitigation fees that have been established for oak tree removal, were designed to and are
being implemented by the City to mitigate for oak tree removal impacts. The Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance and the established oak tree mitigation fees were adopted by the
Rocklin City Council as adequate means for compensating for the loss of oak trees as a result of
development projects, and are considered to be part of a reasonable and enforceable plan that
is tied to the actual mitigation for oak tree removal impacts.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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21-22 The comment depicts the “wildlife corridor” noted in Comment 21-21 and also re-states
portions of the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
See Response to Comment 21-21 regarding the “wildlife corridor”. The project’s arborist report
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR) provides an inventory, health assessment and removal status of
the oak trees on the project site and Impact 4.4-4 on pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-25 of the
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR provides information relevant to the proposed project’s
removal of oak trees. The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR,
is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-23 The comment expresses an opinion regarding violation of the Open Space chapter of the
City of Rocklin General Plan, re-states portions of the Introduction section of the Open Space
chapter of the City of Rocklin General Plan, and then provides information from the arborist
Report.
The discussion of oak trees on page 4.4-24 in the Biological Resources chapter of the Draft EIR
notes that 108 of the oak trees are considered healthy, rated as a 3, 4 or 5 in the arborist
report. Those 108 oak trees represent 29.35% of the 368 oak trees on the site, not the 64%
noted in the comment. The remaining 260 oak trees are considered unhealthy (dead, dying,
diseased or of poor quality), rated as 0, 1 or 2 in the arborist report, and represents 70.65% of
the 368 oak trees on the site, not the 36% noted in the comment.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
21-24 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of potential
impacts on property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15 regarding loss of property values.
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is considered to be
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
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22. SUSAN HOPPE, HIDDEN CREEK HOMEOWNER’S ASSOCIATION
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER
Susan Hoppe of the Hidden Creek Homeowner’s Association provided comments regarding
their homeowners being the most affected by the project and concerns with aesthetics, safety,
invasion of privacy, traffic hazards and blight, and attached a copy of the Denise Gaddis
comment letter (Comment Letter 21).
22-1 The comment is an introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional
comments and expresses opinions regarding their homeowners being the most affected by the
project, and concerns with aesthetics, safety, invasion of privacy, traffic hazards and blight.
The comment does specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
22-2 The comment suggests that those involved in the decision making process should
consider the reasons that have been cited for not going forward with the project and the need
to consider all of the residents of Rocklin and Loomis in the surrounding area.
The comment does specifically focus on the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the analysis
within the Draft EIR. Therefore, such a comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.
22-3 The comment is a summary comment expressing an opinion that some areas have not
been adequately addressed or mitigated in the Draft EIR.
See Response to Comment 21-1.
22-4 The comment expresses an opinion regarding data that is misleading, missing or
inaccurate, using the Draft EIR’s project description and surrounding uses discussion as an
example.
See Response to Comment 21-2.
22-5 The comment expresses an opinion regarding air quality impacts from the proposed
project with the only way to mitigate such impacts is by denying the project, and the comment
is regarding the inclusion of the Sierra Villages project as part of the cumulative air quality
effects.
See Response to Comment 21-3.
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22-6 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the additional traffic generated by the
proposed project and expresses concerns regarding the use of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual to estimate the project’s generated trips.
See Response to Comment 21-4.
22-7 The comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor traffic conditions on Rocklin
Road as a result of traffic from Sierra College and how more traffic from the proposed project
would add to congestion along Rocklin Road and at the Rocklin Road/Sierra College Boulevard
intersection.
See Response to Comment 21-5.
22-8 The comment expresses an opinion regarding concerns about the proposed project’s
access onto Water Lily Lane as both an exit only access and as an emergency only access and
how that condition would create congestion and be dangerous.
See Response to Comment 21-6.
22-9 The comment is regarding the lack of inclusion of Sierra College’s proposed
development in the Draft EIR traffic analysis as a reasonably foreseeable project and how will
traffic from all development in the area be mitigated.
See Master Response for Comments Regarding Inclusion of Sierra College’s Planned
Development and Other Projects in the Traffic Analysis.
22-10 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the use of roundabouts and provides
statistical data regarding bicycle accidents and roundabouts.
See Response to Comment 21-8
22-11 The comment recites a portion of the City of Rocklin General Plan Level of Service Policy
C-10 with an emphasis on the “interim” portion of item B and then expresses an opinion
regarding traffic conditions on Rocklin Road and how the proposed project and future projects
would have to have a finding of diminished level of service being “interim”.
See Response to Comment 21-9.
22-12 The comment expresses an opinion about the level of service on Rocklin Road and the
Draft EIR’s report of level of service “C” at the I-80/Rocklin Road off ramp intersections being
false. The comment also expresses an opinion about current traffic studies not being
performed, data in the traffic study not being current, level of service on Rocklin Road being
more like an E or F, and the proposed project should not be allowed until a comprehensive
study and plan are developed to resolve traffic circulation in the area.
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See Response to Comment 21-10.
22-13 The comment is regarding traffic studies not being conducted on Rocklin Road between
Sierra College Boulevard and I-80 and at the intersection of Rocklin Road and El Don Drive, and
the collection of traffic count data for 15 minute intervals.
See Response to Comment 21-11.
22-14 The comment is regarding the definitions of level of service as provided in the Draft EIR
and from additional sources and the comment expresses an opinion regarding existing poor
traffic conditions on Rocklin Road.
See Response to Comment 21-12.
22-15 The comment re-states traffic study information from the Draft EIR and also expresses
an opinion regarding intersections currently being at unacceptable levels of service.
See Response to Comment 21-13.
22-16 The comment expresses opinions regarding one of the Draft EIR’s conclusions of no
mitigation measures required and the subsequent discussion of the payment of applicable
traffic impact fee that would be applicable to the proposed project does not provide
assurances.
See Response to Comment 21-14.
22-17 The comment expresses an opinion about the historical character of a neighborhood
and its biological and cultural resources and how the development of the proposed project
would destroy neighborhood aesthetics, quality of life and wildlife habitat and result in a loss of
property values.
See Response to Comment 21-15.
22-18 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the conclusions reached and the accuracy of the analysis in the Draft EIR and Initial
Study regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-16.
22-19 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding the conclusions reached of the analysis in the Draft EIR regarding aesthetics.
See Response to Comment 21-17.
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22-20 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses an
opinion regarding there no being 3-story residential structures with 195 units in the area and
how adding a 3-story complex would not be harmonious.
See Response to Comment 21-18.
22-21 The comment re-states aesthetic analysis from the Draft EIR and also expresses opinions
regarding the project’s design and landscaping and consulting firms.
See Response to Comment 21-19
22-22 The comment re-states aesthetics analysis from the Draft EIR and findings from the
General Plan EIR regarding aesthetics and also expresses opinions regarding the project
renderings not being realistic.
See Response to Comment 21-20.
22-23 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the loss of oak trees, biological resources
and a wildlife corridor as a result of the project, and also expresses an opinion regarding
payment of fees into the City’s Oak Tree Mitigation Fund as being insufficient.
See Response to Comment 21-21.
22-24 The comment depicts the “wildlife corridor” noted in Comment 21-21 and also re-states
portions of the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance.
See Response to Comment 21-22.
22-25 The comment expresses an opinion regarding violation of the Open Space chapter of the
City of Rocklin General Plan, re-states portions of the Introduction section of the Open Space
chapter of the City of Rocklin General Plan, and then provides information from the arborist
Report.
See Response to Comment 21-23
22-26 The comment expresses an opinion regarding the Draft EIR’s discussion of potential
impacts on property values.
See Response to Comment 21-24.
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3.0 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR (ERRATA)
This section contains changes to the text of the Draft EIR. These revisions are minor
modifications and clarifications that do not change the significance of any of the environmental
impact conclusions with the Draft EIR. The changes are presented in the order in which they
appear in the Draft EIR and are identified by Draft EIR page number. The text that has been
revised is generally replaced in their entirety by the revisions identified below. The text
deletions are shown in bold strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in bold underline
(underline).
1) To reflect the project applicant’s correct name, the following changes are hereby made
to the Notice of Availability that was issued in association with the Draft EIR:
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Ezralow Company LLC Rocklin Sierra Apartments II, LLC (Applicant)
is requesting the City of Rocklin’s approval of Design Review and Oak Tree Preservation Plan
entitlements to develop a 195-unit apartment complex and associated infrastructure, parking
and landscape (Proposed Project or Project) on a 10.2 +/- acre site currently designated by the
Rocklin General Plan as High Density Residential (HDR) and currently zoned as Planned
Development Residential, 20 dwelling units per acre (PD-20) (project site
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
2) To reflect that a hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR during the 45-day review
period was not held, the following changes are hereby made to the Introduction and
Scope of EIR chapter on page 1-2:
Initially this EIR is being published as a Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will be subject to review and
comment by the public, as well as responsible agencies and other interested jurisdictions,
agencies, and organizations for a period of 45 days. During the public review period, a hearing
will be held before the City of Rocklin Planning Commission at a date to be determined to
receive comments on the Draft EIR. The public may comment on the Draft EIR by testifying at
the public hearing, or may submitting written comments at any time during the 45-day public
review period.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
3) To reflect that the project’s traffic study did not examine Level of Service for road
segments, the following change is hereby made to the Air Quality chapter on page 4.325:
The Sierra Gateway Apartments Project Level of Service Analysis (Omni Means 2017) examined
Level of Service (LOS) for the road segments and intersections affected by the proposed
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project. The traffic study indicates that the Sierra College Blvd/Rocklin Road intersection would
operate at an LOS of D under the Short Term No Project and Short Term Plus Project conditions
during the PM peak hour, but would deteriorate to an LOS E under the Short Term Plus Project
with Outbound Access from Water Lily Lane condition during the PM peak hour. Therefore, this
intersection would cause the proposed project to not screen out under the CO screening
approach outlined in the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s CEQA Air Quality
Handbook Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts for Projects Under CEQA (2012).
The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
4) To reflect the correct inventory of trees on the project site and the correct number of
trees that are proposed for removal by the project, the following changes are hereby
made to the Biological Resources chapter on page 4.4-2:
Trees
The project area includes 384 385 total trees, of which 367 368 are oak trees within the
boundaries of the project that qualify as “protected trees” by the standards of the City of
Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines. Composition of the 367 368 oak trees includes 308
309 interior live oaks, 53 blue oaks, 5 valley oaks and 1 oracle oak. Of the 367 368 oak trees, 5
are rated 0 (dead), 132 133 are rated 1 (dangerous/non-correctable), 122 are rated 2 (poor),
107 are rated 3 (fair) or 4 (good), and 1 is rated 5 (excellent). 320 321 trees will likely be
removed for the Project, but mitigation will be required for the removal of 108 93 of those
healthy trees with “fair” to “excellent” ratings pursuant to the Oak Tree Preservation
Guidelines.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
5) To eliminate a duplicative statement, the following change is hereby made to the
Biological Resources chapter on page 4.4-19:
Mitigation Measures:
To address the potentially significant impact to riparian habitat and federally protected
wetlands, the following mitigation measure is being applied to the project and should be
incorporated as notes on the grading and/or improvement plans and shall be incorporated as
notes on the grading and/or improvement plans:
The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
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6) To reflect the correct project name and the correct number of trees that are proposed
for removal by the project, the following changes are hereby made to the Biological
Resources chapter on pages 4.4-21 through 4.4-24:
The firm of Abacus, a Sacramento area consulting firm with recognized expertise in
arboriculture, prepared an arborist report for the Sierra College Gateway Apartments project.
Their report, dated October 19, 2016 is included as Appendix G to this Draft EIR. Per the
arborist report, the project area includes 385 total trees, of which 368 are oak trees within the
boundaries of the project that qualify as “protected trees” by the standards of the City of
Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines. Composition of the 368 oak trees includes 309
interior live oaks, 53 blue oaks, 5 valley oaks and 1 oracle oak. Of the 368 oak trees, 5 are rated
0 (dead), 133 are rated 1 (dangerous/non-correctable), 122 are rated 2 (poor), 107 are rated 3
(fair) or 4 (good), and 1 is rated 5 (excellent). As explained further below, the project proposes
to remove 320 321 of the 368 protected trees. (See Figure 4.4-2 Oak Tree Removal)
As discussed above, the City of Rocklin has recognized the value of native trees through the
adoption of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, Chapter 17.77 of the City of
Rocklin Municipal Code. The ordinance contains policies which regulate both the removal of
protected trees and the encroachment of construction activities into the protected zones of
these trees. Sections 17.77.030 and 17.77.050 prohibit the removal of oak trees without the
issuance of a permit and require that preservation and removal of healthy oak trees from
undeveloped property shall be addressed in the development application review process, and
shall be governed by the guidelines adopted under Section 17.77.100.
Prior to removal of any native oak tree, the property owner must submit an application to the
City of Rocklin for an Oak Tree Removal Permit. The application will provide the species, size
and condition of the tree(s) proposed for removal, and include a site plan indicating the
location of the tree(s) proposed for removal and the proximity of the tree(s) to structures or
other manmade improvements. Additionally, if deteriorating health or the tree is a factor for
removal, the applicant may be required to provide a certified arborist report on the health of
the tree(s). Mitigation for the removal of healthy oak trees (those rated 3, 4 or 5 in the arborist
report) will be required, and can either be by tree replacement or by payment into the City of
Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Fund.
Of the 368 total “protected” oak trees on the project site, the proposed project will remove 321
of the oak trees as a result of the grading that is necessary to accommodate structures, access,
handicap accessibility, drainage, sewer and other infrastructure requirements. Mitigation for
the removal of the 108 93 healthy oak trees rated 3, 4, and 5 will be required pursuant to the
Ordinance. Mitigation will not be required for the remaining 260 trees that are rated 0, 1, or 2,
as the arborist’s report has identified them as being poor quality (i.e. diseased) or as dead or
dying (Of the 260 trees that are rated 0, 1 or 2, 228 will be impacted by the project and 32
trees, which are located in the panhandle area, will not be impacted by the project).
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The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
7) To reflect that the City’s General Plan Update is now adopted, the following change is
hereby made to the Biological Resources chapter on page 4.4-26:
Cumulative impacts to biological resources were analyzed in the City of Rocklin General Plan
EIR. The General Plan EIR noted that the cumulative setting condition includes proposed and
approved projects, planned development under the proposed General Plan Update, and
planned and proposed land uses in the region, as well as consideration of development
patterns on communities in western Placer County, the Central Valley and the Sierra foothills.
The General Plan EIR analyzed the anticipated impacts that would occur to the biological
resources of the Planning Area as a result of the future urban development that was
contemplated by the General Plan, including the development of the proposed project site. It
was recognized that continued development in the City and in the region could directly and
indirectly affect biological resources, and the development of natural areas could cause loss of
wildlife habitats or plant communities. The implementation of the proposed General Plan
Update would contribute incrementally to the cumulative loss of native plant communities,
wildlife habitat values, special-status species and their potential habitat and wetland resources
in the western Placer County region, and the growth and urbanization of the City of Rocklin and
other communities in western Placer County cumulatively contribute to the loss of these
resources. The proposed General Plan Update and its associated project components, along
with other development in the region, would result in adverse impacts on special-status
species, biologically sensitive habitat, native oak trees, heritage trees and oak woodland, and
jurisdictional features (wetlands and waters of the U.S.)(City of Rocklin General Plan Update
Draft EIR, 2011, pages 4.10-1 through 4.10-47). Mitigation measures to address these impacts
are incorporated into the General Plan in the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation
Element, and include policies that encourage the protection and conservation of biological
resources and require compliance with rules and regulations protecting biological resources,
including the City of Rocklin Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance. Implementation of these
policies would ensure that impacts to special-status species are mitigated by requiring
replacement of habitat lost as well as maintenance of special-status species viability. However,
complete offset of the habitat loss in the City cannot be ensured in every circumstance. The
City specifically noted that balancing the needs of the City may result in some modification of
existing undeveloped land and natural resources.
The above change is for clarification purposes and does not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
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8) To reflect that the City’s Level of Service (LOS) policy is specific to only the p.m. peak
hour, the following changes are hereby made to the Transportation/Traffic chapter on
page 4.5-9:
Intersections
Intersections analyzed in the traffic study are under the jurisdiction of two public agencies: the
City of Rocklin and Caltrans. Impacts to the roadway system are considered significant if the
traffic generated by the proposed project would cause any study location LOS operations to
deteriorate past the identified LOS thresholds or if any of the following criteria are met:
Cause intersection operations to deteriorate to levels below the p.m. peak hour LOS C
threshold (based on General Plan Policy C-10). If an intersection already operates below
the LOS standard, an impact is considered significant if the proposed project would
cause intersection operations to deteriorate by volume-to-capacity increases of at least
0.05, or average delay increases of at least 5 seconds for highway ramp intersections
and unsignalized intersections.
Based on the City’s significance threshold identified above, if an intersection is already
operating at an unsatisfactory level of service in the p.m. peak hour, an increase of 5 percent
(addition of 0.05) to the v/c ratio would be considered a measurable worsening of the
intersection operations and therefore would constitute a significant project impact. If an
unsignalized intersection is already operating at unsatisfactory LOS, then the addition of more
than 5 percent of the total traffic at the intersection would be considered a significant project
impact. The City has determined, based on the expert opinions of the City’s traffic consultants
and the City’s traffic engineering staff that a 5 percent threshold is appropriate in determining
that a measurable adverse change has occurred to an intersection. This threshold applies even
where project traffic will be added to existing or projected conditions that are already
unacceptable or are projected to be unacceptable under cumulative conditions without the
project. To mitigate a significant impact at an intersection over the LOS threshold, the project’s
direct incremental impact must be mitigated.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.

249

9) To reflect that the City’s Level of Service (LOS) policy is specific to only the p.m. peak
hour, the following changes are hereby made to the Transportation/Traffic chapter on
page 4.5-10:
Level of Service (LOS) Thresholds
Consistent with the City of Rocklin (General Plan Policy C-10) and Caltrans policies (Interstate 80
and Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan), this analysis will consider LOS “C”
as the standard acceptable threshold for all City of Rocklin signalized and unsignalized
intersections in the p.m. peak hour and LOS “E” for all freeway mainline segments and all ramp
intersections with the freeway mainline.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
10) To reflect the correct word, the following change is hereby made to the fourth sentence
of the Selection of Alternatives discussion in the Alternatives Analysis chapter on page
6-3:
Selection of Alternatives
The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives to the
location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives analysis is
to disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained while reducing the
magnitude of, or avoiding, the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Alternatives
that are included and evaluated in an EIR must be feasible alternatives. However, the Public
Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines direct that the EIR needs to “set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The CEQA Guidelines provide definition
for “a ranger of reasonable alternatives” and, thus, limit the number and type of alternatives
that may need to be evaluated in a given EIR. According to the CEQA Guidelines section
151265.6(f), “The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in
detail only the ones that the lead agency determined could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project.”
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11) To reflect the project applicant’s and property owner’s correct names, the following
changes are hereby made to the Appendix A (Notice of Preparation and Initial Study) on
page A-12:

APPLICANT/OWNER:
The applicant is Ezralow Company LLC and the
property owners are Rocklin Sierra Apartments II, LLC Richard and Melba Resch.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
12) To reflect the project applicant’s and property owner’s correct names, the following
changes are hereby made to the Appendix A (Notice of Preparation and Initial Study) on
page A-15:
Project Sponsor’s Name:
The applicant is Ezralow Company LLC, and the property owners are Rocklin Sierra Apartments
II, LLC Richard and Melba Resch.
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
13) To reflect the project applicant’s correct name, the following changes are hereby made
to the Appendix C (Distribution List) on page C-2:
Applicant
• Ezralow Company Rocklin Sierra Apartments II, LLC
The above changes are for clarification purposes and do not alter any of the conclusions
included in the Draft EIR.
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN
INTRODUCTION
Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all state and local
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public
agency whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or
specified environmental findings related to environmental impact reports.
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (“Plan”) for the Sierra Gateway
Apartments project. The Plan includes a description of the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act and a compliance checklist. The project as approved includes
mitigation measures. The intent of the Plan is to prescribe and enforce a means for properly
and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified within the Environmental
Impact Report for this project. Unless otherwise noted, the cost of implementing the mitigation
measures as prescribed by this Plan shall be funded by the applicant.
COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (“Plan”) contained herein is intended to satisfy
the requirements of CEQA as they relate to the Environmental Impact Report for Sierra
Gateway Apartments project prepared by the City of Rocklin. This Plan is intended to be used
by City staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this Plan were
developed in the Environmental Impact Report and Initial Study prepared for the proposed
project.
The Sierra Gateway Apartments project Environmental Impact Report presents a detailed set of
mitigation measures that will be implemented for the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA as
a measure which does one or more of the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.
Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating or restoring the impacted environment.
Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the project.
Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.
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The intent of the Plan is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted
mitigation measures and permit conditions. The Plan will provide for monitoring of construction
activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of environmental concerns.
Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated
by the City of Rocklin. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the
monitoring action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action,
and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding
and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the Plan. The City of
Rocklin will be responsible for ensuring compliance.
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN
The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is
designed to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and
an area for sign-off indicating compliance.
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TABLE 4-1: SIERRA GATEWAY APARTMENTS
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

EIR 4.3-2
Violation of
Air Quality
Standards

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring
Agency

Air Quality
MM 4.3-2(a) (AIR QUALITY) - Prior to the start of any City of Rocklin
grading or construction activity, the project applicant shall
include the following standard notes on all Improvement
and Building Plans approved in association with this
project and shall implement the notes during all grading
and construction activities:
1.
No wood burning fireplaces/hearths shall be
allowed. Only natural gas or propane fired fireplace
appliances are permitted. These appliances shall be
clearly delineated on the Building Plans submitted in
conjunction with the Building Permit application. (Based
on PCAPCD Rule 225, section 302.2).
2.
Install Energy Efficient (Energy Star rated)
appliances, including fans, refrigeration, and clothes
washers and dryers in all of the apartment units.
3.
Install a total of eight electric vehicle charging
stations within the project site. The location of all eight
charging stations shall be identified on maps provided to
the City of Rocklin. In year one, all eight locations shall
have conduit installed and available for installation of the
charging stations. Additionally, in year one, four electric
vehicle charging stations shall be fully connected and
actively available to residents. At the end of year one, the
applicant shall evaluate the demand for the four active
charging stations and determine whether additional
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Implementation Schedule

4.3-2 (a) and (b): Prior to
the start of any grading or
construction activity, the
applicant shall demonstrate
the inclusion of the
standard notes from
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2
(a) and (b) on all
Improvement Plans and
Building Plans approved in
association with the
project, and shall
implement the notes during
all grading and construction
activities.
Annual demand evaluations
regarding electric vehicle
charging stations shall be
submitted to the City of
Rocklin until such time that
all eight charging stations
are fully installed and
active.

Sign-off

TABLE 4-1: SIERRA GATEWAY APARTMENTS
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring
Agency

charging stations are warranted based on the demand by
the residents. The evaluation shall continue annually until
all eight charging stations are fully installed and active.
The demand evaluation shall be based on a combination
of physical observations, electric usage (i.e., bills) and
resident surveys. The annual demand evaluations shall be
provided to the City of Rocklin until such time that all
eight charging stations are fully installed and active.
4.
Low Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) paint shall
be utilized for both the interiors and exteriors of the
buildings. To limit the quantity of VOCs in architectural
coatings supplied, sold, offered for sale, applied, solicited
for application, or manufactured for use within the
PCAPCD boundaries, all projects must comply with
PCAPCD Rule 218. (Based on PCAPCD Rule 218).
MM 4.3-2 (b) (AIR QUALITY) – Prior to the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy, the project applicant shall
provide certification from a sustainability energy
consultant that Energy Star rated fans, refrigerators, and
clothes washers and dryers have been installed in all of
the apartment units.
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Implementation Schedule

Sign-off

TABLE 4-1: SIERRA GATEWAY APARTMENTS
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

EIR 4.4-1
SpecialStatus
Species

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring
Agency

Biological Resources
MM 4.4-1 (a) (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) – A pre- City of Rocklin
construction botanical survey for Big-scale balsamroot California
shall be conducted by a qualified botanist during the
appropriate blooming period (March to June) to Department
determine presence of absence of this species on the of Fish and
project site. If no Big-scale balsam root is found, no Wildlife
further mitigation is required. If the species is found, the
botanist shall establish an approximately 10-foot buffer
around the individuals and the project should avoid
impacts to the plants. If avoidance is not feasible, a plan
should be developed prior to the commencement of
construction activities that includes measures for
preserving and enhancing existing populations, creating
off-site populations through seed collection or
transplantation, and/or restoring or creating suitable
habitat to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or
individuals. The plan should also include monitoring and
reporting requirements for populations to be preserved
on the project site or protected or enhanced off site. The
plan shall be approved by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW).
MM 4.4-1 (b) (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) – A preconstruction survey for western pond turtle shall be
conducted by a qualified biologist within 14 days prior to
start of any grading or construction activities to determine
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4.4-1 (a): Prior to the start
of grading or construction
activities, the applicant
shall submit documentation
of a survey for Big-scale
balsamroot to the City’s
Public Services Department.
If the survey results are
negative, no further
mitigation is required. If the
survey results are positive,
the botanist shall
implement the steps
specified in the mitigation
measure.
4.4-1 (b): Prior to the start
of grading or construction
activities, the applicant
shall submit documentation
of a survey for western
pond turtle to the City’s
Public Services Department.
If the survey results are
negative, no further
mitigation is required. If the
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presence of absence of this species on the project site. If
no western pond turtles are found, no further mitigation
is required so long as construction commences within 14
days of the preconstruction survey and, once construction
begins, it does not halt for more than 14 days. If western
pond turtles are found, the biologist shall relocate the
species to suitable habitat away from the construction
zone to similar habitat outside of the construction
footprint, but within the project area.
MM 4.4-1 (c) (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) – The
applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of
potential nesting habitat for raptors and migratory birds
to avoid the nesting season (February 1 – August 31).
If vegetation removal and/or project grading or
construction activities occur during the nesting season for
raptors and migratory birds (February 1-August 31), the
applicant/developer shall hire a qualified biologist
approved by the City to conduct pre-construction surveys
no more than 14 days prior to initiation of development
activities. The survey shall cover all areas of suitable
nesting habitat within 500 feet of project activity and shall
be valid for one construction season. Documentation of
the survey shall be provided to the City and if the survey
results are negative, no further mitigation is required and
necessary tree removal may proceed. If there is a break in
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survey results are positive,
the biologist shall relocate
the turtles and provide
documentation of such to
the City.
4.4-1 (c): Prior to the start
of grading or construction
activities, the applicant
shall submit documentation
of a survey for nesting
raptors and migratory birds
to the City’s Public Services
Department. If the survey
results are negative, no
further mitigation is
required. If the survey
results are positive, the
developer shall consult with
the City and the California
Department of Fish and
Wildlife as detailed in the
mitigation measure.
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construction activity of more than 14 days, then
subsequent surveys shall be conducted.
If the survey results are positive (active nests are found),
impacts shall be avoided by the establishment of
appropriate buffers. The biologist shall consult with the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the
City to determine the size of an appropriate buffer area
(CDFW guidelines recommend implementation of 500foot buffers). Monitoring of the nest by a qualified
biologist may be required if the activity has the potential
to adversely affect an active nest.
If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the
non-breeding season (September- January), a survey is not
required and no further studies are necessary.
EIR 4.4-2
Wetlands
and
Riparian
Habitat

MM 4.4-2 (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) – Prior to any grading
or construction activities, the appropriate Section 404
permit will need to be acquired for any project-related
impacts to waters of the U.S. Any waters of the U.S. that
would be lost or disturbed should be replaced or
rehabilitated on a “no-net-loss” basis in accordance with
the Corps’ mitigation guidelines. Habitat restoration,
rehabilitation, and/or replacement should be at a location
and by methods agreeable to the Corps of Engineers. In
association with the Section 404 permit and prior to the
issuance of improvement plans, a Section 401 water
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City of Rocklin Prior to any grading or
construction activities, the
U.S. Corps of
applicant shall submit
Engineers
documentation to the
Public Services Department
U.S. Fish and
that they have obtained an
Wildlife
Army Corps of Engineers
Service
Section 404 permit, a
Regional Water Quality
Central Valley Control Board Section 401
Regional
water quality certification,
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quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Water Quality
Control Board shall be obtained. All terms and conditions Control Board
of said permits shall be complied with.
If it is determined through consultation efforts between
the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) that a Biological Opinion is required, the
applicant shall obtain one and all terms and conditions of
the Biological Opinion shall be complied with.
For potential impacts to riparian habitat, the project shall
obtain a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement
(SAA) from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
and all terms and conditions of the SAA shall be complied
with.
Prior to any grading or construction activities, the
applicant shall submit documentation to the City of
Rocklin that they have obtained an Army Corps of
Engineers Section 404 permit, a Regional Water Quality
Control Board Section 401 water quality certification, a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement, and if applicable, a
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion.
The applicant shall also demonstrate to the City of Rocklin
that they have implemented habitat restoration,
rehabilitation, and/or replacement as stipulated in their
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and if applicable, a USFWS
Biological Opinion and
California Department of
Fish and Wildlife Section
1600 Streambed Alteration
Agreement. The applicant
shall also demonstrate that
they have implemented
habitat restoration,
rehabilitation, and/or
replacement as stipulated
in their Section 404 permit.
The applicant shall also
demonstrate how they
have, or intend to, comply
with the terms and
conditions of the Section
404 permit, the Section 401
water quality certification,
and if applicable, the
Biological Opinion and the
Section 1600 Streambed
Alteration Agreement.
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Mitigation Measures

Monitoring
Agency

Section 404 permit. The applicant shall also demonstrate
to the City of Rocklin how they have complied with the
terms and conditions of the Section 404 permit, the
Section 401 water quality certification, the Section 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement, and if applicable, the
Biological Opinion.
MM 4.4-4 (BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) - Prior to the
issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the
applicant shall:
1)
Clearly indicate on the construction documents
that oak trees not scheduled for removal will be protected
from construction activities in compliance with the
pertinent sections of the City of Rocklin Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance.
2)
Mitigate for the removal of oak trees on the
project site consistent with the requirements of the City’s
Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Rocklin Municipal Code
Section 17.77.080.B). The required mitigation shall be
calculated using the formula provided in the Oak Tree
Preservation Ordinance and to that end the project
arborist shall provide the following information:
•
•
•

The total number of surveyed oak trees;
The total number of oak trees to be removed;
The total number of oak trees to be removed that
are to be removed because they are sick or dying,
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Prior to any grading or
construction activity, the
applicant/developer shall
prepare, subject to
approval by the City’s
Community Development
Director, an oak tree
mitigation plan which
incorporates the steps
noted in the mitigation
measure, including
payment of necessary fees
into the City’s Oak Tree
Mitigation Fund.
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and
The total, in inches, of the trunk diameters at
breast height (TDBH) of all surveyed oak trees on
the site in each of these categories.

3)
The protection of oak trees not scheduled for
removal shall comply with the pertinent sections of the
City’s Oak Tree Protection Guidelines.
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Cultural Resources
MM V.-1 (CULTURAL RESOURCES) If an inadvertent City of Rocklin
discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts of
shell, charcoal, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, Native
burned soil, structure/building remains) is made during American
project-related
construction
activities,
ground Heritage
disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted and a Commission
qualified
professional
archaeologist,
the
City’s
Environmental Services Manager and the Native American Placer County
Heritage Commission shall be notified regarding the Coroner
discovery. The archaeologist shall determine whether the
resource is potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e.,
whether it is a historical resource, a unique archaeological
resource, or a unique paleontological resource) and shall
develop specific measures to ensure preservation of the
resource or to mitigate impacts to the resource if it cannot
feasibly be preserved in light of costs, logistics,
technological considerations, the location of the find, and
the extent to which avoidance and/or preservation of the
find is consistent or inconsistent with the design and
objectives of the project. Specific measures for significant
or potentially significant resources would include, but are
not necessarily limited to, preservation in place, in-field
documentation, archival research, subsurface testing, and
excavation. The specific type of measure necessary would
be determined according to evidence indicating degrees
of resource integrity, spatial and temporal extent, and
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If evidence of
undocumented cultural
resources is discovered
during grading or
construction operations,
ground disturbance in the
area shall be halted and a
qualified professional
archaeologist, the City’s
Environmental Services
Manager and the Native
American Heritage
Commission shall be
notified regarding the
discovery. Other
procedures as specifically
noted in the mitigation
measure shall also be
followed and complied
with.
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cultural associations, and would be developed in a manner
consistent with CEQA guidelines for preserving or
otherwise mitigating impacts to archaeological and
cultural artifacts.
In the event of the inadvertent discovery or recognition of
any human remains, there shall be no further excavation
or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains, until
compliance with the provisions of Sections 15064.5 (e) (1)
and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines, as well as Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98, has occurred. If any
human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the
immediate vicinity of the find and the County Coroner
shall be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code. The City’s
Environmental Services Manager shall also be notified. If
the remains are Native American, the Coroner will notify
the Native American Heritage Commission, which in turn
will inform a most likely descendant. The descendant will
then recommend to the landowner appropriate
disposition of the remains and any grave goods, and the
landowner shall comply with the requirements of AB2641
(2006).
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Noise

MM XII.-1 (NOISE)
The 2 and 3 floor windows of the City of Rocklin
first row of buildings facing Sierra College Boulevard shall
include windows with a minimum STC rating of 32 (this
only applies to the building facades which are parallel to
Sierra College Boulevard). As an alternative, the applicant
can have a professional acoustical engineer calculate
interior noise levels when construction plans, floor plans
and building elevations are available.

264

Prior to the issuance of
building permits, the
applicant shall demonstrate
on their building plans that
the 2nd and 3rd floor
windows of the first row of
buildings facing Sierra
College Boulevard are fitted
with windows with a
minimum STC rating of 32.
Alternatively, once
construction plans, floor
plans and building
elevations are available the
applicant can have a
professional acoustical
engineer calculate interior
noise levels and submit a
report to the City
demonstrating compliance
with the City’s interior noise
level standard.
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with Level
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Transportation/Traffic
MM 4.5-8 (TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC) The proposed City of Rocklin
project will be subject to the payment of applicable Traffic
Impact Mitigation (TIM) fees, South Placer Regional
Transportation Authority (SPRTA) fees and Highway 65
Interchange Improvement fees as applicable on a fair
share basis; however, payment of these fees alone will not
fund the necessary improvements that are needed to
remedy the anticipated cumulative unacceptable levels of
service at the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange.
While the City has policies and traffic impact fees
currently in place that are expected to help reduce
impacts to freeway ramp intersections, the City does not
have the complete jurisdiction or authority, would not be
the sole source of funding and does not have the
capability to fund implementation of any of the identified
alternative improvements to the highway ramp
intersections. Since mitigation of this impact is outside of
the City’s control, the impact is considered to be
significant and unavoidable.
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Prior to the issuance of
Building Permits, the
applicant shall pay the
appropriate Traffic Impact
Mitigation (TIM), South
Placer Regional
Transportation Authority
(SPRTA) and Highway 65
Interchange Improvement
fees.

Sign-off

