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LETTER 61: BARTYLLA, JAMES G. AND MARY L. 
 
Response to Comment 61-1 
 
This comment opposes more traffic along Park Drive. With regard to traffic, as described in 
EIR Chapter 4.4, the impact from increased traffic on local streets in project site vicinity will 
be less-than-significant with no Mitigation Measures required. The project applicant shall 
include in the project design receiving lanes for northbound and westbound right-turn lanes 
at intersection of Valley View Parkway and Park Drive. 
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LETTER 62: BASKIN, JACK 
 
Response to Comment 62-1 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 63: BATES, CHARLES AND JENNIFER 
 
Response to Comment 63-1 
 
The commenter’s opinions as to the value of the proposed project and their opposition to 
the development are noted. The noise analysis conducted for the proposed project 
determined that the impacts related to temporary increases in noise levels due to 
construction impacts would be potentially significant (See Impact 4.6I-5.) However, 
these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
implementation of suggested mitigation measures. See mitigation measure 4.4MM-4. 
Because the mitigation measures would restrict construction to daytime hours, impacts 
related to increased noise levels are not expected to create a significant impact. In 
addition, these impacts will be short-term and would be limited to the construction phases 
of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 63-2 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, but asks city officials to 
minimize the development’s impact on city’s existing residents. 
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