
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:  August 10, 2017 

TO:  Planning Commission Members 

FROM:  David Mohlenbrok, Environmental Services Manager 

RE: Blue Memo # 1 for Rocklin Station Project – Comments Received on Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Responses 

 
 
The Rocklin Station Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated for a 
30-day public review period from July 6, 2017 to August 4, 2017. The IS/MND was also 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for the same time period to provide for a 30-day public 
review period for State agencies. The City received four comment letters as a result of the 
public review period from the State Clearinghouse, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the Lifehouse 
Church. Copies of those letters are attached to this memo, and a summary of the letters and 
responses thereto are provided below.  
 
SUMMARY OF STATE CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENT LETTER 
 
The State Clearinghouse provided comments acknowledging that the Rocklin Station IS/MND 
was sent to state agencies for their review. The comments also identified the closing date of the 
IS/MND comment period and included an enclosure from two responding state agencies 
(Regional Water Quality Control Board and Caltrans).  
 
RESPONSE TO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE LETTER 
 
The State Clearinghouse comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the 
IS/MND and is considered to be noted. Additional response or revisions to the IS/MND are not 
necessary. Please refer below for a summary of and responses to the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and Caltrans letters. 
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SUMMARY OF CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD COMMENT 
LETTER 
 
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) provided comments 
related to 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 Rocklin 
Station IS/MND. 
 
RESPONSE 
 
A general discussion of the CRWQCB permits applicable to the project and discussion of the 
project’s potential impacts to water quality is provided in the Rocklin Station Subdivision 
IS/MND. Otherwise, the comments from the CRWQCB do not affect the analysis or conclusions 
reached in the IS/MND and are considered to be noted; additional response or revisions to the 
IS/MND are not necessary. 
 
SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS) LETTER 
 
1) Project Access – Caltrans notes concerns with the project’s proposed signalized 
entrance at Sierra College Boulevard/Schriber Way due to project providing 400 feet of space 
between the freeway ramp intersection and the proposed signal (Highway Design Manual 
minimum distance allowed is 400 feet, preferred distance is 500 feet), the 50th percentile queue 
at the EB off-ramp right turn of 435 feet extends beyond the available storage of 200 feet 
yielding an LOS F for that approach, and a 95th percentile queue length for the ramp approaches 
was not done. 
 
2) Traffic Fee Payment – Caltrans notes the IS/MND discusses that the project will be 
subject to the payment of various traffic impact fees to provide fair share contribution to 
current and future local street and State facility improvement projects, and that they concur. 

 
3) Complete Streets – Caltrans notes that the IS/MND should address complete streets 
needs within the vicinity of the project and should explore multi-modal transportation 
opportunities, and there should be consideration whether there will be a reduction or increase 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) with the addition of the project. 

 
4) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) – Caltrans notes that due to a change in legislation they 
need to identify traffic impact in terms of VMT and traffic safety, the traffic analysis should 
identify possible mitigation to reduce VMT and consider possible impacts to public safety, and 
has the project proponent considered mitigation to potentially reduce VMT. 
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5) Hydraulics – Caltrans notes that the project will increase impervious surface area which 
will increase surface water runoff, and no net increase to the 100-year storm event peak 
discharge can occur within the highway right-of-way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities.  

 
6) Hydraulics – Caltrans notes that increases in peak runoff discharge for the 100-year 
storm event to the highway right-of-way or Caltrans drainage facilities must be reduced at or 
below the pre-construction levels.  

 
7) Hydraulics – Caltrans notes that project grading and/or drainage improvements must 
maintain or improve existing drainage pathways, may not result in adverse hydrologic or 
hydraulic conditions within the highway right-of-way or Caltrans drainage facilities, the 
developer must maintain or improve existing drainage patters and/or facilities affected by the 
project to the satisfaction of the State and Caltrans through use the storm water management 
Best Management Practices (BMPs), the property owner must properly maintain storm water 
management BMPs, and the project proponent may be held liable for future damage due to 
impacts from inadequate mitigation. 

 
8) Hydraulics – Caltrans notes that runoff from the proposed project that enters the 
highway right-of-way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities must meet regional water quality 
control board standards, appropriate storm water management BMPs may be applied, and the 
property owner must properly maintain BMPs in perpetuity. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
1) The Caltrans comment acknowledges that the project meets the Highway Design 
Manual’s (HDM) minimum distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections of 
400 feet, but the preferred distance per the HDM is 500 feet. It should be noted that on the 
opposite side of the freeway interchange, the distance between the I-80/Sierra College 
Boulevard WB off-ramp and Granite Drive is approximately 500 feet, a spacing that existed at 
the time that Caltrans approved the reconstruction of the Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 
interchange. 
 
In July of 2016 Caltrans provided comments on the Rocklin Station project in response to the 
City’s Request for Comment/Project Referral process. At that time they expressed concern 
about the project’s proposed signalized intersection being close to the I-80/Sierra College 
Boulevard eastbound off-ramp and requested that a traffic study be performed to identify any 
project impacts and mitigation. In response to that request, the City provided Caltrans with the 
project’s traffic study and associated SYNCHRO vehicle queueing models, including the 95th 
percentile queue length for existing and future plus project scenarios as is now being requested 
within this most recent comment letter. Upon review of the traffic study and SYNCHRO model 
files, in September of 2016 Caltrans noted that their concern regarding storage length for 
southbound Sierra College Boulevard has been confirmed and that the possibility of 
southbound traffic blocking the eastbound off ramp is high, and they recommended that the 
project’s driveway be a right-in/right-out access only. 
 



 

4 
 

In response to the portion of the comment noting that in the cumulative plus project p.m. peak 
period the 50th percentile queue at the eastbound off-ramp right turn of 435 feet extends 
beyond the available storage of 200 feet, yielding an LOS F for that approach, it should be noted 
that the traffic analysis showed that this queuing problem also occurs in the cumulative no 
project condition (i.e., it would occur regardless of whether or not the proposed project and its 
signalized intersection is approved). 
 
In response to the portion of the comment noting a 95th percentile queueing analysis was not 
done, that is not correct and such analysis was previously provided to Caltrans staff as 
discussed above. It should be noted that Nima Kabirinassab, Intergovernmental Review 
Coordinator referenced in the comment letter, recently contacted the traffic study’s author and 
requested a copy of the traffic study technical appendix (which was provided), but did not 
request SYNCHRO files or any additional information on queueing. Absent that information, it is 
not clear how an estimate of the 50th percentile queue at the eastbound off-ramp right turn of 
435 feet was made. Based on information provided by the traffic study author, the 50th 
percentile queue at the eastbound off-ramp right turn is forecast to be 115 feet (within the 200 
feet of available storage) and the 95th percentile queue is forecast to be 266 feet (meaning that 
the 66 feet of exceedance of the available storage equates to 2-3 cars, assuming 20 feet per car 
and 5 feet of spacing between cars). Furthermore, a traffic study performed for the Oak Vista 
subdivision also identified queueing problems at the I-80/Sierra College interchange eastbound 
off-ramp intersection, but noted that a modification to the Sierra College Boulevard/EB I-80 off-
ramp intersection by restriping the approach and converting one of the eastbound through 
lanes to a through plus right turn lane (such that there would then be two available right turn 
lanes) would yield LOS C if projected volumes do occur in the future. 
 
In recognition of Caltrans concerns as well as City staff concerns regarding potential congestion 
along the Sierra College Boulevard corridor due to the addition of a new signalized intersection, 
the proposed project has a condition of approval applied to it that would require the developer 
to pay their fair share towards the installation of any necessary infrastructure to allow the 
operation of the new signal to be coordinated with nearby traffic signals at the intersections of 
Sierra College Boulevard/Granite Drive, Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 on- and off-ramps, Sierra 
College Boulevard/Crossings Drive, Sierra College Boulevard/Commons Drive, and Sierra College 
Boulevard/Bass Pro Drive/Dominguez Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. In addition, 
the condition of approval also requires the following: 1) the preparation of a report by a traffic 
engineer with recommended signal timing to ensure that operations and level of service are 
optimized and 2) the monitoring of traffic movements and the preparation of quarterly reports 
on traffic operations for an eighteen month period or until such time as the City Engineer 
determines traffic from the project has stabilized, whichever occurs first, including any 
recommendations for adjustments to signal timing or other improvements needed to optimize 
traffic movements. 
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In conclusion, for the following reasons, the City supports the installation of a new signalized 
intersection in association with the Rocklin Station project: 
 

• The spacing between the new signalized intersection and the I-80/Sierra College 
Boulevard eastbound off-ramp meets the Highway Design Manual’s (HDM) minimum 
distance between ramp intersections and local road intersections of 400 feet, as 
acknowledged in the Caltrans comment letter. 
 

• The queueing exceedance beyond the available 200 feet at the eastbound off-ramp right 
turn that Caltrans is expressing concern about is projected to occur whether or not the 
proposed project and its signalized intersection are approved, and there appears to be a 
viable solution should such projections be realized. 
 

• The City has applied a condition of approval to the project and its new signalized 
intersection to allow for coordination with the adjacent signalized intersections and to 
monitor and recommend potential adjustments to ensure traffic movements are 
optimized.  

 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the IS/MND and additional 
response or revisions to the IS/MND are not necessary. 
 
2) The comment notes the concurrence of Caltrans with the discussion in the IS/MND 
regarding the project’s payment of traffic mitigation fees on a fair share basis. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND beyond those noted above are not necessary. 
 
3) The proposed project takes advantage of infill opportunities in the City of Rocklin by 
developing a vacant parcel that has long been designated for retail commercial uses. The 
proposed retail commercial uses would be in close proximity to other retail commercial uses 
and existing and newly developing residential areas. Streets in the project vicinity include 
sidewalks and bike lanes and as new properties such as the proposed project get developed 
those sidewalks and planned bike lanes are provided if they do not currently exist as a way to 
encourage alternative modes of transportation. The IS/MND noted that in the vicinity of the 
project there are existing Class II bike lane facilities and transit service along Sierra College 
Boulevard, with the nearest bus stops to the project site being at the Rocklin Commons and 
Rocklin Crossings shopping centers. In addition, the proposed project includes bicycle racks and 
storage lockers to encourage alternative modes of transportation. Finally, should the project be 
approved it will generate sales tax revenue for the City that can be used to support the City’s 
efforts in building and maintaining infrastructure such as sidewalks and bikeways which 
encourage alternative modes of transportation. 
 
Senate Bill 743 (SB743), which was signed by Governor Brown on September 27, 2013, created 
a process to change the way that transportation impacts are analyzed under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by shifting the focus of traffic analysis away from using 
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vehicle delay as a metric and placing an emphasis on the measurement of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). The State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has been charged with drafting 
guidelines to implement SB743 and in January of 2016 released a draft of those guidelines for 
public review; however the final guidelines have yet to be published. For the interim period, the 
City of Rocklin has been identifying in our CEQA documents the VMT that a project generates 
for informational purposes and not for purposes of impact identification. As such, mitigation 
measures to potentially reduce VMT are not identified. 
 
Although an analysis of whether the project reduced or increased VMT was not conducted, the 
placement of this project at this location allows great potential for reducing VMT by placing 
retail commercial uses in close proximity to residential uses and other complimentary retail 
commercial uses and by being located near existing transit routes and stops.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
4) See Response # 3 above regarding a discussion of Vehicle Miles Traveled and potential 
mitigation. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
5) The IS/MND noted that storm water runoff from the project site will be collected in 
storm water drainage pipes and then directed through water quality treatment devices/areas 
as Best Management Practices (BMPs) and/or Low Impact Development (LID) features and then 
into the City’s storm drain system. There will not be any storm water runoff from the project 
site that will enter the highway right-of-way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities. 
 
6) See Response 5 above regarding a discussion of the project’s storm water runoff.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
A7) See Response 5 above regarding a discussion of the project’s storm water runoff.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
8) See Response 5 above regarding a discussion of the project’s storm water runoff.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
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SUMMARY OF LIFEHOUSE CHURCH LETTER 
 
1) Project Description – Representatives of the Lifehouse Church note that the discussion 
in the IS/MND’s Project Description includes an incorrect statement about the Rocklin Station 
project having access to Dominguez Road through the adjacent Lifehouse Church property, they 
have never been approached by the owner/developer of Rocklin Station asking for access and 
there is no documentation or agreement in place to allow the statement to be made. 
 
2) Project Site Plan – Representatives of the Lifehouse Church note that the project site 
plan attached to the IS/MND’s Project Description portrays the Rocklin Station project having 
access to Dominguez Road through the adjacent Lifehouse Church property, they have never 
been approached by the owner/developer of Rocklin Station asking for access, there is no 
documentation or agreement in place to allow the statement to be made and the site plan 
must be revised by removing reference to a future road or access onto their property. A 
condition of approval for a reciprocal access agreement has been applied to the project. 

 
3) Project-Level Environmental Analysis – Representatives of the Lifehouse Church note 
that the project’s traffic study refers to a future road across the Lifehouse Church property in 
several locations and on several exhibits, which is misleading. 

 
4) Traffic Report – Representatives of the Lifehouse Church note that the project’s traffic 
study text and exhibits refer to a future road across the Lifehouse Church property, the 
frontage alignment and future lane configurations shown are incorrect, and what part of the 
analysis might change if the Dominguez Road overpass is never constructed. 

 
5) Representatives of the Lifehouse Church request that any and all statements relative to 
an access road and shown on plans in the Initial Study and Abrams traffic study be removed 
before final adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration so that claims cannot be made in 
the future regarding an agreement of the assumed road being an encumbrance on their 
property. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
1) The IS/MND’s and supporting traffic study’s discussion and exhibits correctly reflect the 
City’s desire to have a future roadway connection from the Rocklin Station project site through 
the Lifehouse Church property to Dominguez Road. The purposes of such a roadway would be 
to provide a future second point of access for the Rocklin Station project (given their limited 
ability to have a second point of access in any other direction due to adjacencies to I-80), and to 
allow traffic to circulate between adjacent properties rather than having to exit from Rocklin 
Station onto Sierra College Boulevard and then enter the Lifehouse Church property from Sierra 
College Boulevard. The Lifehouse Church property is designated in the Rocklin General Plan as a 
Retail Commercial land use and the idea of a future access road between the Rocklin Station 
project site and the Lifehouse Church property is considered to be practical and prudent 
planning. Such cross-access is a typical circulation pattern for adjacent properties that abut a 
major roadway such as Sierra College Boulevard, where the desire is to allow for internal 
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circulation rather than have traffic that wants to patronize adjacent sites travel on and off a 
major roadway. 

 
While the concept of a future roadway connection has been discussed with representatives of 
Lifehouse Church, it is correct that there is no documentation or agreement in place at this time 
between the Rocklin Station and Lifehouse Church property owners. It is not a requirement of 
the Rocklin Station project to build a future roadway connection. If and when the Lifehouse 
Church property is proposed for future development, the City would then examine the need, 
potential design, and appropriate location for such a connection and work with the developer 
of the Lifehouse Church property to integrate a connection into their proposal. To ensure that 
the Rocklin Station project does not preclude the possibility of a future connection between the 
two properties the project is being required to identify a potential future point of connection, 
provide for on-site access easements in favor of the Lifehouse Church property, and similar 
measures. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
2) See Response 1 above regarding the future roadway connection from the Rocklin 
Station through the Lifehouse Church property to Dominguez Road. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
3)  See Response 1 above regarding the future roadway connection from the Rocklin 
Station through the Lifehouse Church property to Dominguez Road. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
4) See Response 1 above regarding the future roadway connection from the Rocklin 
Station through the Lifehouse Church property to Dominguez Road.  
 
The City of Rocklin General Plan Circulation Element requires the improvement of Sierra College 
Boulevard to a six lane arterial, with three north bound and three south bound lanes.  Access to 
the Rocklin Station project is from Sierra College Boulevard and for this access to function safely 
and efficiently a right turn southbound deceleration lane into the project entrance is required.  
In the future this right turn deceleration lane will need to be extended to Dominguez Road.   
The frontage alignment and right-of-way configurations/improvements shown in Figures 11 and 
12 of the project’s traffic study conceptually depict how all of these improvements could be 
accommodated. The Rocklin Station project will be required to construct frontage 
improvements on the project site and pay their fair share of the cost of installation of future 
offsite improvements. The ultimate determination of frontage alignments and right-of-way 
configurations/improvements on Sierra College Boulevard will be determined by the City at 
such time that those improvements are deemed to be necessary. 
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If the Dominguez Road overcrossing were not built, the vehicle trips generated by the Rocklin 
Station project would be distributed differently than what was assumed in the cumulative 
conditions in the traffic analysis, but the conclusion regarding the project not having significant 
impacts at the project study intersections would not change based upon information from the 
project’s traffic engineer. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
 
5) See Responses 1 through 4 above. 
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions reached in the MND and additional 
response or revisions to the MND are not necessary. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – COMMENT LETTERS  
(STATE CLEARING HOUSE, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND LIFEHOUSE CHURCH) 
 


































