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The Proposed Project would result in 7.62 5.09 pounds per day of ROG and 4.77 3.06 
pounds per day of NOx, which would be below the cumulative thresholds (see Initial 
Study page 19 FEIR Appendix A, Table 4). 

 
Page 6-6 The third sentence under Population and Housing is revised to read: 
 

The Proposed Project would construct 64 74 units, a small fraction of the units 
anticipated under the City’s General Plan. 
 

7.  REFERENCES 
 
Page 7-1 The following references are added: 
 

KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Quarry Row Project Revised Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Analysis, July 22, 2019, 

 
 KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Quarry Row Subdivision:  Traffic Study Update, July 

24, 2019. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 
If significant new information is added to an EIR after public review, the lead agency is required 
to recirculate the revised document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).  Significant new 
information includes, for example, a new significant environmental impact or a substantial 
increase in the severity of an impact. New information is not considered significant unless the 
document is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon a substantial adverse environmental impact of the project or comment on a feasible 
mitigation measure that the proponent has declined to implement.  As discussed in more detail 
below, the proposed changes to the Proposed Project would result only in minor revisions to the 
analysis provided in the Draft EIR.  No new impacts or substantial increases in the severity of 
impacts have been identified. No new mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been 
proposed and/or rejected by the application.  For these reasons, recirculation of the DEIR is 
therefore not warranted. 
 
For those impacts that are based on the area to be graded and/or disturbed, impacts would be 
unchanged because the amount of disturbance would be the same.  These include the loss of 
biological resources (Section IV of the Initial Study), damage to and/or loss of archaeological, 
historical and/or paleontological resources (Draft EIR Chapter 4, Cultural Resources), soil 
erosion and landslides or similar occurrences (Items VI.a.iv, b, and c of the Initial Study), 
flooding and stormwater runoff, including water quality degradation, and alterations to 
groundwater (Section IX and Item XVIII.a and c of the Initial Study), and loss of or damage to 
tribal cultural resources (Section XVII of the Initial Study),  
 
The Proposed Project as revised would have more units and residents that could be exposed to 
seismic and geology/soils-related risks, such as fault rupture, ground shaking and expansive 
soils (Initial Study Items VI.a.i-iii, c and d)  and  hazardous materials (Initial Study Section VIII).  
However, in all of these cases, the application of laws and regulations would ensure that these 
risks would continue to be less than significant. 
 
The importation of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of fill would occur during construction.   The 
associated effects would be consistent with typical construction activities and would be 
temporary.  There would be a relatively small increase in truck trips associated with the 
additional fill, which would increase air and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As discussed in 
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more detail below, project construction emissions would be well below the applicable GHG and 
air quality thresholds, so these impacts would remain less than significant. 
 
Impact areas where the proposed increase in the number of units would affect the 
environmental analysis are discussed below. As indicated, none of these impacts would be 
significant under either the project analyzed in the Draft EIR or as proposed to be revised. 
 
Aesthetics (Initial Study Section I):  The visual impacts described on pages 11 and 12 of the 
Initial Study would be unchanged because the same area would be graded, the homes would 
be of similar size, and they would be subject to the same height maximums and lighting 
requirements. The architectural character would be the same as the 64-unit project.  For these 
reasons, the addition of 10 homes to the Proposed Project would not substantially alter the 
visual effects of the project. 
 
Air Quality (Initial Study Section III):  Air emissions from the Proposed Project would differ 
slightly from those described in the Initial Study, although both construction and operation 
emissions would be below the applicable thresholds.  A revised analysis of air emissions was 
prepared in July 2019 to address the proposed increase in units.  The 2019 study, which is 
included in Appendix A of this Final EIR, found that both construction and operational emissions 
(under both existing and cumulative conditions) would be well below the applicable thresholds. 
The applicable thresholds for construction emissions are 82 pounds per day (ppd) each of 
reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and inhalable particular matter (PM10).  
The construction of the Proposed Project with the increased number of units would be 66.99 
ppd of ROG, 42.47 ppd of NOx and 20.41 ppd of PM10, all of which are below 82 ppd.   The 
applicable thresholds for operational emissions are 55 ppd of ROG or NOx and 82 ppd of PM10.  
The revised project emissions are estimated to be 5.09 ppd of ROG, 3.32 of NOx and 4.73 of 
PM10.  Cumulative project emissions would be similar.1, 2 Because the project emission levels 
would continue to be below the applicable standards, the impact would remain less than 
significant. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Initial Study Section VII):  The change in the number of units 
would alter the estimated emissions of greenhouse gasses, but the levels would remain below 
the applicable threshold of 1,100 metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent units per year 
(MTCO2e/year).  A revised analysis was prepared in 2019 for the Proposed Project as revised.  
The study estimates that the Proposed Project would generate approximately 902.5 
MTCO2e/year.2,3 Because greenhouse gas emissions would continue to be below 1,100 
MTCO2e/year, the impact would remain less than significant. 
 
Land Use (Initial Study Section X):  As with the project analyzed in the Draft EIR, the project as 
currently proposed would require a General Plan Amendment to revise the land use designation 
on the site and a revision to the zoning.  No other inconsistencies with the City’s General Plan 
have been identified.  Further, the increase in units would better aid the City in achieving its 
affordable housing goals and policies (see for example, Housing Element Policies 2.3 and 3.4, 
and Land Use Policies LU-21 and LU-72) than the 64-unit project, because seven homes 
(approximately 9 percent) would be set aside for low income home buyers.  The provision of 
                                                
1    KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Quarry Road Project Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis, July 

22, 2019, Tables 1, 2 and 3.  Note that this study assumed 76 units, rather than the 74 units that are currently 
proposed. Therefore, the emissions estimates are slightly overstated and can be considered conservative. 

2    In several cases, the emissions levels estimated in the 2019 study are lower than those reported in the 2017 
report and the Initial Study, even though the number of units have increased.  This is because the 2019 study 
used the most recent available model, which has changed since the 2017 analysis was prepared (see pages 1 
and 2 of the study in Appendix A).  

3    KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Quarry Road Project Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis, July 
22, 2019, Table 5.   
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these units would in particular promote Policy 3.4 of the Housing Element, which states: 

Continue to work with developers requesting General Plan Amendments converting 
nonresidential designation to residential uses or from a higher density residential category to a 
lower density residential category to incorporate affordable housing as a component of the overall 
development. As an objective, target up to ten percent of the units as affordable, depending on 
the level of affordability or other amenities provided. Pursue the inclusion of extremely low income 
units in the negotiated target number of affordable units.  

In addition to setting aside approximately nine percent of project units for low-income 
homebuyers, the Proposed Project would convert land designated mixed use, which allows for 
non-residential uses, to residential-only land. 

Noise (Initial Study Section XII):  Construction noise impacts would not change because daily 
construction activities and proximity to sensitive receptors would be the same whether 64 or 74 
units are constructed.  The noise study prepared for the Proposed Project assumed that 72 
units would be built4, only two fewer units than currently proposed.  The increase in units would 
increase traffic levels somewhat (see discussion under “Traffic” below), but not enough to 
substantially alter the noise levels of the project. As discussed on page 54 of the Initial Study, 
the 2nd floors of units along Pacific Street would be exposed to noise levels that exceed City 
standards.  The units on this segment would continue to be subject to Mitigation Measures XII-1 
through -3, which would ensure that interior noise levels are within applicable standards.   
 
Population (Initial Study Section XIII):  The increase in population would be slightly higher with 
the additional 10 units.  However, the increase would be within the growth levels assumed for 
the Citywide, representing approximately 0.25% of the number of anticipated units Citywide. 
 
Public Services and Recreation (Initial Study Sections XIV and XV):  Because the location of the 
project would be unchanged, and because new development would contribute to financing of 
fire and police services through taxes, the project would be adequately served even with the 
increase in units.  The number of school children generated by the project would increase from 
approximately 37.5 to 43.4, for which there would be adequate capacity at local schools.  For 
example, Rocklin Elementary School had an enrollment of 534 students in 2015/16, and has a 
capacity of 605 students.  The project with 74 units would result in 22 new K-6 students 
(compared to 19 with 64 units), which would be within the capacity of Rocklin Elementary 
School as discussed in the Initial Study.  The middle and high schools also have enough 
capacity to accommodate the seven additional 7th and 8th graders and 14 high school students 
that would result from development of 74 dwelling units.  The project would not substantially 
increase the use of or demand for recreation facilities, and would contribute park fees based on 
the number of units to be constructed. Therefore, there would not be a substantial impact on 
parks and recreation with the increased number of units. 
 
Transportation/Traffic (Initial Study Section XVI): A revised traffic study was prepared to address 
the increase in the number of units for the Proposed Project.  The new traffic study is provided 
in Appendix B of this Final EIR.  The traffic study assumed that there would be 76 units, rather 
than the 74 units that are currently proposed.  Therefore, the findings of the study can be 
considered conservative.  The study finds that there would be 115 more daily trips, with 9 more 
trips in the a.m. peak hour and 12 more trips in the p.m. peak hour.5  All study intersections 
would operate within the City’s level of service (LOS) standards of LOS C or better with the 

                                                
4  j.c.brennan & associates, Environmental Noise Assessment, Coker Property Residential, November 17, 2015, 

page 1. 
5     KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., Quarry Road Subdivision Project: Traffic Study Update, July 24, 2019, page 1 

and Table 1. 
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addition of project traffic.  Therefore, the impact on traffic would continue to be less than 
significant. 
 
Utilities (Initial Study Section XVIII):  As discussed in Initial Study Section XVIII, there is 
adequate wastewater treatment capacity, water supply and landfill capacity to serve the 64 
dwelling units originally proposed for the project.  The service areas for these facilities are 
regional in nature, serving development beyond the City of Rocklin.  The 74 units now proposed 
would not require substantially more capacity than 64 units, so there would be no change in the 
ability of utility service providers to accommodate the additional units. 
 



 
 

3. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
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 3.  Comments and Responses 
 

LETTER 1:    STEPHANIE TADLOCK, ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL 
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

 
Response to Comment 1-1: 
 
The comment acknowledges the CVRWQCB’s review of the document and area of purview.   
Comment noted. 

 
Response to Comment 1-2: 

 
The comment provides a summary of the Basin Plan.  Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 1-3: 
 
The comment provides an overview of the antidegradation considerations for the discharge of 
wastewater.  As discussed on page 76 of the Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the 
Proposed Project would connect to the public sewer, and project wastewater would be treated 
at one of the South Placer Wastewater Authority’s two wastewater treatment plants.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Project does not require an antidegradation analysis. 
 
Response to Comment 1-4: 
 
The Proposed Project would disturb approximately 7.4 acres, and so must obtain coverage 
under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. 
As discussed on pages 46 and 47 of the Initial Study, the Proposed Project must implement a 
number of measures to reduce construction impacts on water quality.  In addition, as part of the 
Construction General Permit, the Proposed Project will prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

 
Response to Comment 1-5: 

 
The comment provides information on the MS4 Permit process. The City is subject to the 
conditions of the MS4 Phase 2 permit, so the Proposed Project must comply with these 
conditions.  Toward that end, the Proposed Project will incorporate best management practices 
(BMPs) and low impact development measures (LIDs) to minimize degradation of water quality, 
as discussed on page 46 of the Initial Study. 

 
Response to Comment 1-6: 
 
The project uses are not industrial, so the Industrial Storm Water General Permit does not 
apply. The Proposed Project will not discharge to waters of the State, involve dredging and/or 
install a septic system, so Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) do not apply. 
 
Response to Comment 1-7: 
 
As stated on page 26 of the Initial Study, there are no wetlands on the site, so Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act does not apply. 

 
Response to Comment 1-8: 
 
As stated in Response to Comment 1-7, there are no wetlands on the site.  Therefore, a 
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USACOE permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification would not be required. 
 
Response to Comment 1-9: 
 
The Proposed Project would not discharge to Waters of the State, or involve dredging.  Therefore, 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) would not apply. 

 
Response to Comment 1-10: 

 
Construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to require dewatering because no deep 
excavation is proposed, but if groundwater is encountered during construction, any discharge of 
such groundwater would comply will all City and State regulations. 
 
Response to Comment 1-11: 

 
The project is not agricultural, so the Regulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated 
Agriculture does not apply.   
 
Response to Comment 1-12: 
 
The Proposed Project would connect to a community sewer system, and would not discharge 
groundwater to waters of the United States.  Therefore, no National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit would be required. 
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LETTER 2:   SCOTT MORGAN, DIRECTOR, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF 

PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
 
Response to Comment 2-1: 
 
The comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to state 
agencies for review, and that the City has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements.  Comment noted. 
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4.  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This section provides the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Quarry 
Row Subdivision project, pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code 
and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, which require that public agencies adopt a 
reporting and monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project 
approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. A MMRP 
is required for the proposed project because the Environmental Impact Report identified 
significant adverse impacts, and mitigation measures have been identified to reduce those 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
The Proposed Project would develop 74 single-family homes on the project site.  The project 
site would be re-designated Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) and re-zoned Planned 
Development, 10.5 units per acre (PD-10.5).  Access to the Proposed Project would be provided 
by connections to Pacific Street and Grove Street. 
 
Adoption of the MMRP must occur prior to, or concurrently with, adoption of the proposed 
project for which the program has been developed. 
 
PURPOSE OF THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
The purpose of the MMRP is to: 
 

! Ensure that mitigation measures are implemented; 
 
! Provide feedback to agency staff and decision makers about the effectiveness of 

mitigation measures; 
 
! Provide learning opportunities for improving mitigation measures on future projects; and 
 
! Identify the need for enforcement action before irreversible environmental damage 

occurs.   
 

The components of the MMRP are addressed briefly below. 
 
Mitigation Measure: The mitigation measures are taken verbatim from Table 2-1 of the Draft 
EIR, and include all measures identified in the Draft EIR and the Initial Study. The numbering of 
the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence found in the Draft EIR.  
 
Monitoring Agency: The City of Rocklin will have ultimate and legal responsibility for 
implementation of all mitigation measures.  This column indicates which department within the 
City will conduct the actual monitoring and reporting, as well as take corrective actions when a 
measure has not been properly implemented.    
 
Implementation Schedule:  Each action must take place during or prior to some part of project 
development or approval.  
 
Monitoring Compliance Record:  Provides space for the name of the City staff person who 
verifies compliance with the mitigation measure, the date of verification and any associated notes. 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 

4.1 Cultural Resources 
 
4.1-1(a) If an inadvertent discovery of cultural materials (e.g., unusual amounts 

of shell, charcoal, animal bone, bottle glass, ceramics, burned soil, 
structure/building remains) is made during project-related construction 
activities, ground disturbances in the area of the find shall be halted 
and a qualified professional archaeologist, the Environmental Services 
Manager and the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall determine 
whether the resource is a historical resource or a unique 
archaeological resource (as defined by CEQA) 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 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 cultural 
associations, and would be developed in a manner consistent with 
CEQA guidelines for preserving or otherwise mitigating impacts to 
archaeological and cultural artifacts.  

 
        (b) In the event of the accidental 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, to request the 
names of the most likely descendant. The descendant will then 
recommend to the landowner appropriate disposition of the remains 

 
ECDD 
PSD 

 
 
 
 
 

 
During site 

preparation and 
construction 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 
and any grave goods, and the landowner shall comply with the 
requirements of AB 2641 (2006). 

 
 
4.1-2    Prior to issuance of a demolition permit for the Pleasure Hall, the 

building’s use and history shall be documented in a Historic American 
Building Survey (HABS), including photographs, plans, drawings, 
interviews and written documentation, to preserve a definitive history of 
the building and its uses. The HABS report shall be provided to the 
appropriate depository or depositories (e.g., the Rocklin Historical 
Society). 

 

 
CDD 

 
Prior to issuance of 
a demolition permit 

for the existing 
building 

 
 

 
 

 
4.1-3  If paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are discovered during 

construction, the contractor shall immediately cease all work activities in 
the vicinity (within approximately 100 feet) of the discovery. After 
cessation of excavation the contractor shall immediately contact a 
qualified paleontologist and the City of Rocklin Environmental Services 
Manager. The potential paleontological resource(s) discovered during 
construction shall be evaluated by the qualified paleontologist. If it is 
determined that the project could damage a unique paleontological 
resource (as defined pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall 
be implemented in accordance with PRC Section 21083.2 and Section 
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. If avoidance is not feasible, the 
paleontologist shall develop a treatment plan in consultation with the 
City’s Environmental Services Manager. If determined appropriate by the 
paleontologist, the find shall be deposited at an appropriate repository, 
such as Sierra College or the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology.  The contractor shall not resume work until authorization is 
received from the City’s Environmental Services Manager. 

 

 
CDD 
PSD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
During site 

preparation and 
construction 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

4.1-4     Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. See Mitigation Measure 4.1-1.* 

4.1-5     Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-2. See Mitigation Measure 4.1-2.* 

4.1-6     Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-3. See Mitigation Measure 4.1-3.* 
*Impacts 4.1-4 through 4.1-6 address the cumulative impacts on archeological, historical and paleontological resources, respectively.  The mitigation measures to 
address the project contribution to those cumulative impacts are the same as the mitigation measures for the project-specific impacts. 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 

INITIAL STUDY 

IV.  Biological Resources 
 
IV.-1(a) The applicant/developer shall attempt to time the removal of potential 

nesting habitat for raptors, migratory birds and bat species to avoid the 
nesting season (February – September 15).  

 
               If tree and vegetation removal would occur during the nesting season for 

raptors and/or migratory birds (February-September 15), the developer 
and/or contractor shall hire a qualified biologist approved by the City to 
conduct pre-construction surveys no more than 14 days prior to initiation 
of demolition 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. Prior to the start of removal activities, 
documentation of the survey shall be provided to the City of Rocklin 
Building Department and if the survey results are negative, no further 
mitigation is required and necessary structure removal may proceed. If 
there is a break in demolition 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 500-foot 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 demolition activities are scheduled to occur during the non-breeding 

season (September 16-January), a survey is not required and no further 
studies are necessary. 

 

 
CDD 
PSD 

 
Survey site within 14 

days prior to 
beginning site 

preparation activities 
 
 

Maintain buffers as 
needed during site 

preparation and 
construction 

 

       
       (b) Prior to removal of the existing building, a survey for bats shall be 

prepared by a qualified biologist. If bat roosting sites are identified within 
the survey area, then they shall be avoided during the nursery season 
(April 1st through August 31st). The bats may be evicted from the building 

 
CDD 
PSD 

 
Prior to removal of 

the existing building 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 
between September 1 and March 31, which is outside of the nursery 
season. Eviction of bats shall be conducted using bat exclusion 
techniques, developed by Bat Conservation International (BCI) and in 
consultation with the CDFW, that allow the bats to exit the roosting site 
but prevent re-entry to the site. This would include, but not be limited to 
the installation of one way exclusion devices. The devices shall remain in 
place for a minimum of seven days and then the exclusion points and any 
other potential entrances shall be sealed immediately following the 
removal of the devices. This work shall be completed by a BCI 
recommended exclusion professional. 

 
 
IV.-2 Prior to the issuance of improvement plans or grading permits, the 

applicant shall: 
 
      (a) 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. 

 
      (b) 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, 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.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
CDD 

 
Prior to improvement 
plan and/or grading 

permit approval 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 
XII.  Noise 

 
XII.-1 All windows or glass doors with a view of Pacific Street shall be fitted with 

Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating 35 minimum rated assemblies. 
This would apply specifically to the first row of units closest to Pacific 
Street, including facades with a perpendicular view of Pacific Street. This 
conclusion assumes the use of a 3-coat stucco building construction and 
carpeted room. As an alternative to this blanket requirement, a detailed 
analysis of interior noise control measures may be conducted when 
project building plans and flooring types are available. The detailed 
analysis shall outline specific window, door, and building façade noise 
control measures utilized to achieve compliance with the 45 dB Ldn 
interior noise level standard. 
 

 
CDD 

 

 
Comply with blanket 

requirements or 
prepare noise 

analysis prior to 
building permits 

 
 

Install appropriate 
windows and doors 
prior to occupancy 

consistent with 
blanket 

requirements or 
noise analysis 

 

 

 
XII.-2 Air conditioning or mechanical ventilation shall be provided for all 

residences constructed within this development to allow occupants to 
keep doors and windows closed for acoustical isolation. 

 
CDD 

 
Incorporate air 

conditioning and/or 
mechanical 

ventilation into 
project plans prior to 

building permits 
 
 

Install equipment 
during construction 

 

 

 
XII.-3 Mechanical ventilation penetrations for bath fans shall not face towards 

Pacific Street. Where feasible these vents shall be routed towards the 
opposite side of the building (away from Pacific Street) to minimize sound 
intrusion to sensitive areas of the building.               

 
Where vents must face towards Pacific Street, the duct work shall be 
increased in length and make as many “S” turns as feasible prior to 
exiting the dwelling. Flexible duct work is the preferred ducting for this 
noise mitigation. Where the vents exit the building, a spring loaded flap 

 
CDD 

 

 
Incorporate vent 

locations as 
specified in project 

plans prior to 
building permits 

 
 

Install equipment as 
specified during 

 



   4.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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Table 4-1 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Monitoring Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 
with a gasket shall be installed to reduce sound entering the duct work 
when the vent is not in use. 

construction  

 
Notes: 
CDD = Community Development Department 
PSD = Public Services Department 
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