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Letter 

53 
Response 

 

Keith Wagner, Kenyon Yeates on behalf of Rocklin Residents for Responsible Growth 
1/23/08 

 

53-1  The commenter refers to Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 and states that the CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(D), requires that if a mitigation measure incorporated into a project 
may have significant adverse effects on the environment, then the Draft EIR must analyze such impacts as 
an integral part of the whole project. That provision provides as follows:  

If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that 
would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be 
discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. 

Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2, however, require the project applicant to pay a traffic impact fee in 
an amount that constitutes the project’s fair share contribution to the construction of improvements to the 
Rocklin Road/1-80 Westbound and Eastbound Ramps necessitated in part by the project impacts. The 
CEQA Guidelines clearly recognize the use of fee payment as mitigation for a project’s otherwise 
“cumulatively considerable” incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts. If a project is 
required to fund its fair share of a mitigation measure designed to alleviate the cumulative impact, a 
project’s contribution to that impact is considered less than cumulatively considerable. (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15130, subd. (a)(3); Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of 
Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 140.) Furthermore, where an agency has an existing program by 
which mitigation measures such as traffic improvements can be funded on a fair-share basis through the 
collection of fees, an EIR’s discussion of traffic mitigation is adequate if it explains how the fee program 
will address the impact. (Save Our Peninsula Committee, 87 Cal.App.4th at p. 141.) Mitigation Measures 
4.2-1 and 4.2-2 require fair-share contributions to the City of Rocklin Capital Improvement Program 
(CIP) and South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA), and the Draft EIR adequately details 
the CIP and SPRTA programs and how these programs will address the impacts at the Rocklin Road/I-80 
interchange. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.2-11 through 4.2-13, 4.2-44.)  

The Draft EIR therefore need not specifically analyze the impacts of the proposed improvements which 
will be partially funded through the fees required by Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2, because such 
improvements are not a “part” of the Rocklin Crossings project (in “whole” or otherwise), but represent a 
separate, independent project that will someday benefit, the Rocklin Crossings project. CEQA does not 
require a lead agency, in preparing an EIR for a discrete development project, “to consider a mitigation 
measure which itself may constitute a project at least as complex, ambitious, and costly as project itself.” 
(Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (2d Dist. 1994) 
24 Cal.App.4th 826, 842.)  

Here, the improvements discussed under Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 refer to major 
improvements arguably within the vicinity of the proposed project that will be initiated by the City as part 
of its Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The CIP defines the roadway and intersection improvements 
needed to maintain the Level of Service (LOS) policy adopted in the City’s General Plan. (See Rocklin 
General Plan Circulation Element, Policy 13.). The City determined, prior to the proposed project, that the 
improvements will be necessary and that these improvements are appropriately part of a municipal capital 
improvement project, and not a part of a discreet private project. (See Plan for Arcadia, Inc. v. City 
Council of Arcadia (1974) 42 Cal.App.3d 712, 724.) As such, any improvement initiated as part of the 
CIP will be separately subject to CEQA. Furthermore, Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 do not make 
the construction of this improvement a condition of the proposed project’s approval. (Cf. id. at p. 723, fn. 
5.) The project is only conditioned on the payment of the traffic impact fee. For these reasons, the Draft 
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EIR was not required to analyze the impacts of the proposed improvements at the Rocklin Road/I-80 
westbound and eastbound ramps.  

Regardless of this lack of any legal obligation to address such impacts, the following is a general 
summary of the impacts typically associated with the kinds of improvements anticipated: establishment of 
Construction Zone traffic conditions such as temporary detours, lane closures, temporary restrictions on 
intersection turn movements, temporary diversion of traffic to parallel facilities and traffic movements 
controlled by flagmen. These conditions could typically last more than a year depending on the scope of 
the interchange improvements. In addition, traffic on both Rocklin Road as well as I-80 could be 
impacted during construction.  

While specific plans for anticipated improvements have not yet been developed, the northeast, northwest, 
and southwest corners of the Rocklin Road/I-80 intersection have all been previously developed. Those 
surfaces that are not paved support only roadside landscaping; thus, no impacts to natural resources are 
anticipated to result from potential roadway/intersection improvements at these locations. If 
improvements involve excavation, potential impacts to cultural resources may be anticipated, but could be 
mitigated through prior investigation (i.e., literature search, field survey, and data recovery (if 
necessary)). The southeast corner of this intersection still supports some natural resource values, 
including non-native grassland, native oak trees, Secret Ravine Creek and other potentially jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S./wetlands. Potential impacts to natural resources could involve a minor amount of non-
native grassland conversion, direct impacts to native oaks, and direct impacts to Secret Ravine creek or 
other water/wetlands. Wetland/water impacts (depending upon jurisdictionality) may require 
permitting/mitigation administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of 
Fish and Game, and/or the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. All of these, and 
consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service, would be required for potential impacts to Secret 
Ravine creek. Should roadway improvements in this area involve excavation, potential impacts to cultural 
resources also may be anticipated, but could be mitigated through prior investigation (i.e., literature 
search, field survey, and data recovery (if necessary)). 

53-2  The commenter refers to Mitigation Measures 4.2-3 and states that the CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, 
subdivision (a)(1)(D), requires that if a mitigation measure incorporated into a project may have 
significant adverse effects on the environment, then the Draft EIR must analyze such impacts as an 
integral part of the whole project. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(D), states: 

If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that 
would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be 
discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 requires the applicant to build an additional northbound left-turn lane at the 
intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin Road. As this Mitigation Measure acknowledges, 
however, another project, the Sierra College Center project, also calls for the same improvement: 

4-3MM-1 The following improvements shall be implemented as part of the project. 

These improvements would ensure that the Sierra College/Rocklin Road intersection would 
continue to operate at an acceptable level of service: 

Sierra College Boulevard/Rocklin Road 

► Eastbound approach- One (1) left-turn lane, two (2) through lanes, and one (1) right turn lane. 

► Westbound approach- Two (2) left-turn lanes, one (1) through lane, and one (1) through 
right-turn lanes. 
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► Northbound approach- Two (2) left-turn lanes, three (3) through lanes, and one (1) right-turn 
lane. 

► Southbound approach- One (1) left-turn lane, three (3) through lanes, and one (1) right turn 
lane. 

 (See Sierra College Center, Draft EIR, p. 4.3-35 (emphasis added).) 

The Sierra College Center project was approved and its EIR was certified on March 20, 2007. Therefore, 
it is likely that the northbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard and Rocklin 
Road will be constructed in conjunction with the Sierra College Center project prior to the proposed 
project, and that the intersection improvement will not need to be constructed in conjunction with the 
proposed project. If the additional northbound left-turn lane does in fact need to be constructed with the 
proposed project, however, any impacts resulting from the construction of such improvement will be 
temporary and less than significant with the application of already incorporated mitigation.  

Construction of the additional northbound left-turn lane at the intersection of Sierra College Boulevard 
and Rocklin Road, per Mitigation Measure 4.2-3, would require the following physical improvements: 

► a reduction in the median width on the north bound approach from four to two feet 

► restriping the northbound approach with four 11.5 foot lanes, two lefts, one thru and one thru/right 
plus a four foot bike lane. 

► restriping the northbound lanes approaching start of left turn pocket. 

► replacing the traffic signal pole and mast arm and adding loop detection modifications. 

These improvements can all be constructed within the existing right-of-way. Further, with the exception 
of the replacement of a single traffic signal pole to be located at the northeast corner of the intersection, 
all required improvements may be accomplished within the limits of existing paved surfaces. Given that 
the signal pole is to be replaced, it is anticipated that all potential deleterious environmental effects to 
natural or cultural resources would have already been experienced (and presumably mitigated) with the 
installation of the original signal pole. Thus, any impacts associated with the improvements called for 
under Mitigation Measure 4.2-3 would be less than significant. 

This Final EIR has been revised to reflect this additional information. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
not required. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further 
review and comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. New information added to an 
EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way 
to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project proponent declines to implement. The CEQA 
Guidelines provide the following examples of significant new information under this standard:  

► A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented.  

► A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
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► A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents 
decline to adopt it. 

► The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game 
Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. As the additional information on the intersection 
improvement merely supplements the existing project analysis, the changes do not constitute “significant 
new information” triggering recirculation because the changes do not result in any new significant 
environmental effects, any substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant 
effects, or otherwise trigger recirculation. Instead, the information shows that the impacts associated with 
the improvements at issue are environmentally neutral or trivial. 

53-3  The commenter correctly identifies that the Sierra College Boulevard and Taylor Road intersection is 
within the jurisdiction of the Town of Loomis. Upon further review of the mitigation measure, since the 
identified impacts are project-related traffic at Existing-Plus-Project conditions, it is appropriate to revise 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-6. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 on page 4.2-49 of the Draft EIR is hereby 
revised as follows:  

 Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 Sierra College Boulevard/Taylor Road Intersection (Loomis)  

 The Project applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Town of Loomis to 
construct the following intersection improvements: restripe the intersection to provide for 
both southbound and northbound directions, one left-turn lane, one exclusive through lane, 
and one through/right-turn lane. In addition, the westbound approach shall be restriped to 
provide two exclusive left turn lanes, one through lane, and one right-turn only lane, and an 
additional southbound receiving lane shall be provided. The proposed improvements shall 
be designed to the satisfaction of the Town of Loomis Public Works Director/Town 
Engineer. 

 In the alternative, if the Town of Loomis has a pending improvement project scheduled for 
this intersection, the Project applicant shall pay the costs of the improvements to the Town 
of Loomis to fund their share of the Town of Loomis intersection improvement project. This 
payment of construction costs in lieu of improvements shall be at the sole discretion of the 
Town of Loomis.  

► Prior to the issuance of building permits for the project, the project applicant shall pay the 
SPRTA fee.  

Explanation: The SPRTA is a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) comprised of the Cities of Lincoln, 
Rocklin, Roseville and the County of Placer. The SPRTA was formed for the purpose of 
implementing a regional transportation and air quality mitigation fee to fund specified regional 
transportation projects. The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) is 
designated as the entity to provide administrative, accounting, and staffing support for the 
SPRTA. PCTPA adopted a Regional Transportation Funding Strategy in August 2000, which 
included the development of a regional transportation impact fee program and a mechanism to 
implement the impact fee. The Sierra College Boulevard/Taylor Road intersection improvement 
project, one of the many improvement projects identified by SPRTA, is currently in the final 
design stage by the City of Rocklin. 
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 With the implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the intersection would operate at an 
acceptable level of service, and this impact would be considered less than significant. 

 The commenter refers to Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 and states that the CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, 
subdivision (a)(1)(D), requires that if a mitigation measure incorporated into a project may have 
significant adverse effects on the environment, then the Draft EIR must analyze such impacts as an 
integral part of the whole project. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(D), states: 

If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that 
would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be 
discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. 

 All required improvements set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 may be accomplished within the limits 
of existing paved surfaces. It is anticipated that all potential deleterious environmental effects to natural or 
cultural resources would have already been experienced (and presumably mitigated) with the construction 
of the existing intersection and no new significant impacts would result from the identified intersection 
restriping plan. Any impacts associated with the improvements called for under Mitigation Measure 4.2-6 
would be less than significant. 

 This Final EIR has been revised to reflect this additional information. Recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
not required. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further 
review and comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. New information added to an 
EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way 
to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project proponent declines to implement. The CEQA 
Guidelines provide the following examples of significant new information under this standard:  

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented.  

• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and 
Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

 Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. As the additional information on the intersection 
improvements merely supplements the existing project analysis, the changes do not constitute “significant 
new information” triggering recirculation because the changes do not result in any new significant 
environmental effects, any substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant 
effects, or otherwise trigger recirculation. Instead, the information shows that the impacts associated with 
the improvements at issue are environmentally neutral or trivial. 

53-4  Short-term construction-generated criteria air pollutant (e.g., PM10) and ozone precursor emissions (ROG 
and NOX) were assessed in accordance with PCAPCD-recommended methods. Emissions were modeled 
using the URBEMIS 2007 Version 9.2 computer model, and other emission factors and recommended 
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methodologies from PCAPCD. Modeling was based on project-specific data (e.g., estimated duration of 
construction, size and type of proposed land uses) and URBEMIS default settings for the SVAB. 

The air quality modeling is conducted to determine whether mitigation measures will be required. If the 
modeling determines that the Air District’s significance thresholds are exceeded, then mitigation 
measures are applied and the appropriate emission reductions are calculated. The emission reduction that 
can be expected from implementation of a mitigation measure is identified as that measure’s control 
efficiency and is expressed as a percentage of total emissions. For example, 25% control efficiency 
implies that a mitigation measure or series of measures results in emissions that are 75% of uncontrolled 
emissions. Efficiencies may differ for each pollutant depending on the mitigation measure, emission 
source, and specific process affected. 

The SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment (July 2004) identifies control efficiencies for specific 
construction mitigation measures. The Placer County Air Pollution Control District assumes similar 
control efficiencies with implementation of their fugitive dust control requirements identified in Rule 228. 
For exposed surfaces and grading areas, the application of water on exposed soils with adequate 
frequency to keep soil most at all times results in 75% control efficiency. The implementation of 
additional fugitive dust mitigation measures would further reduce PM10 construction emissions generated 
from the project site. Therefore, the control efficiency of 50% assumed in the Draft EIR for fugitive dust 
emissions would be considered conservative.  

53-5  The commenter expresses concern regarding Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 that, although the measure 
required that “emission control measures” be incorporated into the project, the measure did not require 
that any specific measure be adopted. As discussed in the Master Response on Energy Conservation and 
Air Quality Mitigation included at the beginning of the comment responses, after further reflection 
regarding the structure and wording of the original measure, and based on this comment and suggestions 
by PCAPCD, the City has modified Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 to be more specific, to insert flexibility 
where desirable and necessary, and to include additional obligations. As revised, the mitigation requires 
the project applicant to incorporate specific measures; thus, it does not constitute a deferral of mitigation. 
For a discussion and analysis of the additional mitigation measures suggested by the commenter, please 
see the Master Response on Energy Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation.  

53-6  The commenter claims that the Draft EIR impermissibly compares the project’s growth impacts to the 
City’s General Plan, rather than the existing environment. As the basis for this claim, the commenter 
quotes the “Growth Inducing Impacts” section of the Draft EIR, which notes that the “proposed project is 
generally consistent with the City’s General Plan and by extension, the employment, commercial 
development, and housing assumptions evaluated in the City’s General Plan EIR.” The fact that the 
proposed project is generally consistent with the General Plan, however, does not mean that the 
conditions at General Plan buildout were used as the baseline for the growth inducing impacts analysis. 
Rather, the growth inducing impact section specifically describes the how the project will increase 
employment approximately 3.2% from existing conditions, and describes the corresponding need for 
housing. (See Draft EIR, p. 6-54, paragraph 3.) The paragraph on the General Plan consistency was 
merely intended to illustrate that, because the growth induced by the project is within the range of growth 
anticipated by the General Plan, the project would not induce substantial unplanned population. (See 
Draft EIR, p. 6-54, paragraph 2.) The paragraph was not meant imply that growth inducing impacts 
analysis was based on General Plan buildout conditions, which is why the case cited by the commenter, 
Environmental Planning and Information Center v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, is 
inapplicable to this matter.  

In Environmental Planning, the court found that the EIRs prepared for projects requiring amendments to 
the El Dorado County General Plan were inadequate because the analysis of the significance of the 
projects’ impacts was based on a comparison against what was hypothetically allowed under general plan 
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buildout rather than a comparison against current environmental conditions existing on the ground. This 
case does not even implicate the Growth Inducing Impacts section of an EIR. Instead, Napa Citizens for 
Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342 sets forth the 
standard for an adequate growth inducing impacts discussion in an EIR. Pursuant to Napa Citizens, 
growth-inducing effects of proposed projects should be acknowledged, but in less detail than other, more 
direct effects resulting from projects. The analysis of growth inducing impacts, therefore, is unique and 
distinct from the analysis in the individual impact chapters in which the existing conditions baseline is 
more overtly applied. Importantly, it is within these individual impact chapters (including the cumulative 
analysis section) that the actual impacts of the growth are analyzed. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR’s analysis of growth inducing impacts is not internally inconsistent. The Draft 
EIR acknowledges that the project will cause an increase in employment, which in turn will require 
additional housing. The Draft EIR describes the housing that will be built within the City that could 
accommodate this new growth, but also recognizes that this housing may be out of the affordability range 
for the new employees. The Draft EIR, therefore, describes how the density of urban development along 
the Interstate 80 corridor in both Placer and Sacramento counties will provide a wide variety of housing 
options for project employees. Thus, despite the possible unavailability of affordable housing within the 
City, the proposed project would not be expected to be growth inducing due to the wide availability of 
affordable housing outside the City. A detailed analysis of induced growth in areas outside the City is not 
required, however; it is enough that the EIR warns interested persons and governing bodies of the 
probability that additional housing will be needed so that they can take steps to prepare for or address that 
probability. (See Napa Citizens, 91 Cal.App.4th at pp. 369-371.) Thus, because this induced growth 
would occur in areas outside of the City’s control and jurisdiction, and because it would be speculative to 
predict where such growth would occur, the Draft EIR properly limited its analysis to a general discussion 
of probable housing needs. (See Napa Citizens, 91 Cal.App.4th at 369-71; Marin Municipal Water 
District v. KG Land California Corporation (1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1660-1663.)  

53-7  This comment questions the Draft EIR’s Economic Impact Analysis on two broad points: impacts on 
existing Roseville retailers; and the potential for such impacts to induce urban decay in Roseville. These 
points are addressed in this response. However, first we wish to correct certain erroneous statements that 
appear in comment 53-7. 

► On page 11, the bottom paragraph states that “...the DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed project 
will have no impacts on other retailers in Rocklin and the immediately adjacent Town of Loomis 
economy is impossible to believe, given the fact that Rocklin and Loomis shoppers can (and 
certainly must be) expected to cross Highway 80 to shop at the proposed Wal-Mart, Home Depot 
and other ancillary retail stores that are proposed for the Rocklin Crossing project.” In fact, the 
DEIR does not say that Rocklin Crossing will have no impacts on existing Rocklin and Loomis 
retailers. Section 5.2.3 of the DEIR identifies the potential for Rocklin Crossings to divert sales from 
some existing businesses in the Home Furnishings and Appliances category and the “Other Retail 
Stores” category. The same section also acknowledges that some of the diverted sales may result in 
putting some existing retailers at risk of closure. In addition, Section 5.2.4 of the DEIR notes that 
when Rocklin Crossings is considered together with the five other planned retail projects in the 
market area, “...there would be a significant increase in diverted sales from primary market area 
retailers in the home furnishings and appliances and “other retail categories.” It also states that there 
would be a “substantial effect on apparel store sales.” Although the DEIR acknowledges these likely 
impacts, it goes on to conclude that such impacts, including possible vacancies, are unlikely to result 
in urban decay.4 

                                                      
4 Also see CBRE Consulting, Inc., Ibid, p. 36. 
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► On page 13, the third full paragraph states: “On its own terms, the DEIR misses the mark by 
asserting that no impacts could possibly occur in Roseville because Roseville residents will 
continue to shop in Roseville.” In fact, the DEIR does not make such an assertion. The Economic 
Impact Analysis points out that, especially in the home furnishings and appliances category, stores in 
Roseville located along the Highway 65 retail corridor, are likely to be more impacted than the stores 
located in the City of Rocklin. This is because most of the home furnishings stores located in Rocklin 
are small and therefore not directly competitive with the types of stores planned for Rocklin 
Crossings and because Rocklin and Loomis residents who currently patronize stores of this type in 
Roseville will likely shift some of their future purchases to Rocklin Crossings. The Roseville stores 
along the Highway 65 corridor are for the most part larger national brand stores that will compete 
directly with the types of stores at Rocklin Crossings.5 

The DEIR evaluated the impact of Rocklin Crossings on existing primary market area retailers (i.e. 
Rocklin and Loomis) for the purpose of determining if the proposed project is likely to result in 
significant physical deterioration of properties or structures and, thereby, lead to urban decay. Comment 
53-7 asserts that the DEIR should have also considered the impact on existing Roseville retailers because 
the Economic Impact Analysis relies heavily on the fact that there is currently significant retail sales 
leakage from Rocklin and Loomis to areas outside the primary market area and that Roseville is the most 
likely area capturing those “leaked sales.” It further asserts that if Rocklin Crossings is going to recapture 
some of the leakage, then there will be an impact on the sales of existing Roseville retailers, particularly 
the two Wal-Marts, two Home Depots and the one Lowe’s Home Improvement store. The DEIR did not 
address impacts on these large Roseville retailers to the same extent that it addressed impacts on primary 
market area retailers because economic impact analyses are typically limited to impacts on businesses in 
the same market area as the subject property. And because Roseville is not included in the Rocklin 
Crossings’ primary or secondary market area, impacts on its existing retailers were noted in only an 
abbreviated manner. 

For the purpose of responding to the comment, additional analysis was conducted to assess the likely 
impact of Rocklin Crossings on the five Roseville big-box stores identified above. Findings are presented 
below. 

Roseville Retail Sales Leakage Analysis. A retail sales leakage analysis was completed for the City of 
Roseville using the most recent 2006 California Board of Equalization sales data. As shown in Exhibit R-
1 (included in Appendix E of this Final EIR), the City of Roseville attracts a very large proportion of its 
retail sales in all categories. In total, 60.7% of sales in Roseville are estimated to originate from outside 
the city. Given Rocklin’s proximity to Roseville, and the retail sales leakage evident in Rocklin and 
Loomis, it is logical to assume that some of the sales attraction in Roseville comes from residents of 
Rocklin and Loomis. Roseville is probably also attracting residents from other areas including Lincoln to 
the north, portions of Sacramento County to the south and west, and portions of Placer County. Some of 
the sales leakage from Rocklin and Loomis may also be due to its residents traveling to Sacramento to do 
some of their comparison shopping. 

In order to quantify potential impacts on Roseville retailers, Exhibit R-2 (included in Appendix E of this 
Final EIR) was prepared to show the leakage assumed to be recaptured by Rocklin Crossings compared to 
total estimated 2009 retail sales by category in Roseville. Of course, not all of the leakage recaptured 
would be expected to come at the expense of Roseville retailers. However, the exhibit presents a worst 
case look at what the impact would be if all leakage were to come from Roseville retailers.  

Overall, the retail sales leakage estimated to be recaptured from Roseville represents only 3.7% of total 
estimated sales in Roseville in 2009. The sales impacts by category range from 1.6% in the eating and 

                                                      
5 CBRE Consulting, Inc, Ibid, pp. 25-26. 
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drinking category to 12.2% in the building materials category. Sales at Wal-Mart, Home Depot and 
Lowe’s are concentrated in the general merchandise, home furnishings and appliances, and building 
materials categories, where the sales impacts of recapture of sales by Rocklin Crossings are estimated at 
4.2%, 8.7%, and 12.2%, respectively.  

Displaying impacts in this manner is useful in interpreting findings. Historic fluctuations in retail sales 
nationally suggest that a 3+/–% variation in sales is common. This 3% figure is representative of industry 
trends, particularly during recessionary periods, as documented by Retail MAXIM’s “Perspectives on 
Retail Real Estate and Finance,” September-August 2006. This publication tracked retail sales by store 
type on a per square foot basis for three time periods: 1995–1999 (Late Boom), 2000–2003 (Recovery), 
and 2003–2005 (Transition). As detailed in Exhibit R-3, retail is a dynamic industry with periodic 
fluctuations in sales performance, which are common and vary significantly by sector. Sales declines of 
up to 5 and 6% on an annual basis were common during recessionary periods (the Retail MAXIM 
Recovery period), while sales increases averaging 3 to 5% were common for prosperous periods (the 
Retail MAXIM Late Boom period). For example, teen brand stores had an average annual sales increase 
of 2.8% between 1995 and 1999, followed by a 2.9% annual sales decline between 2000 and 2003, but 
rebounded with a 4.1% annual sales increase between 2003 and 2005. 

Based on the Retail Maxim data, it is most relevant to evaluate the percentage impacts above the 3.0% 
threshold. Exhibit R-2 shows that the percentage sales impacts in the eating and drinking categories are 
within the range of sales variation retailers should expect given the dynamic nature of the retail industry, 
with new retailers constantly entering the market and older retailers leaving, and annual fluctuations in the 
economy. The percentage sales impacts in general merchandise and “other retail stores” are about 1% 
above typical variation. Clearly the most vulnerable categories are those with estimated percentage sales 
impacts above 5%. These categories are apparel, food stores, home furnishings and appliances, and 
building materials. 

Sales Cannibalization in Roseville. Comment 53-7 also makes the assertion that urban decay may result 
if Wal-Mart, Home Depot, or Lowe’s close their Roseville stores due to sales impacts from the new stores 
at Rocklin Crossings. These big box stores in Roseville are the ones most likely to experience sales 
diversions due to new stores at Rocklin Crossings, but it is unlikely that any of these stores will close as a 
result of Rocklin Crossings. When chain stores deliberately open new stores that are likely to divert sales 
from existing stores in the chain, this retail strategy is called sales cannibalization.  

The retail strategy of sales cannibalization is well known and has been documented in many articles. For 
example, one article on Wal-Mart noted that Wall Street analysts consider the effects of sales 
cannibalization when they make sales estimates for the company.6 The article also mentioned that Wal-
Mart has acknowledged the effects of sales cannibalization. Another article written in 2003 notes that a 
Lowe’s spokesperson stated that sales cannibalization has a 1 to 1.5% effect on total sales at Lowe’s 
stores.7 The same article mentions that in 2002, one in five existing Home Depot stores experienced 
cannibalization of sales from new stores. This strategy is used in order to alleviate crowds at popular 
stores, assure cleanliness, offer adequate stock on hand, and serve as a convenience for customers. Sales 
cannibalization does not necessarily lead to store closures, and in fact, Home Depot and Wal-Mart have 
no plans at this time to close their Roseville stores. 

Conclusion Regarding Impacts on Existing Roseville Retailers. As noted above, the magnitude of the 
leakage that might be recaptured by Rocklin Crossings at the expense of the five Roseville big-box 
retailers is not likely to cause the closure of any of these five stores. It is also helpful to note what often 
happens in retail markets when a large amount of new development is proposed. If all of the retail square 

                                                      
6 “Taking Aim at Wal-Mart: Under fire, the world’s No.1 retailer tries to soothe its critics and update its strategy,” by Curt Hazlett, Retail Traffic, February 
2005. 
7 “Cannibalization feeds Home Depot growth,” by Lisa R. Schoolcraft, Atlanta Business Chronicle, May 9, 2003. 
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footage in Rocklin Crossings and the five planned projects is built and occupied by 2009, there will likely 
be an oversupply of space in several categories. Development surges of this type are not uncommon. They 
occur during periods of: (a) strong population growth; (b) strength in market demand; and (c) retailer 
confidence in the desirability of a market area and its long term potential as a desirable place to do 
business. Such surges, often lead to one or more of the following: slower than anticipated absorption 
(leasing) of new space; lower initial sales volume; and a longer than anticipated period of time to reach 
stabilized sales. In addition, in the face of projected overbuilding in a market area, some developers and 
lenders may decide to delay or cancel projects that do not have strong anchor tenants or are otherwise 
having difficulty preleasing space. Surges do not necessarily, or typically, result in “urban decay,” but 
rather reflect expected business cycles that prudent entrepreneurs anticipate and plan for. In an otherwise 
healthy economy, if a center owner keeps up the maintenance and exterior appearance of its property, 
urban decay should not result from short term vacancies. 

In conclusion, it is expected that the Rocklin Crossings project will result in some diverted sales for the 
five big-box retailers in the City of Roseville. However, these stores are unlikely to close due to Rocklin 
Crossings for the reasons noted above and, therefore, the development of Rocklin Crossings is unlikely to 
induce urban decay in Roseville.  

53-8  The commenter’s objections to the proposed project are noted. In addition, please see the Responses to 
Comments 53-1 through 53-7 for explanation regarding the adequacy of the disclosure, analysis and 
mitigation of impacts for the project. Furthermore, while some clarifications or amplifications have been 
made to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 in response to this commenter and PCAPCD, recirculation of the EIR 
is not required. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further 
review and comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. New information added to an 
EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way 
to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project proponent declines to implement. The CEQA 
Guidelines provide the following examples of significant new information under this standard:  

► A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented.  

► A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

► A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents 
decline to adopt it. 

► The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game 
Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

In this case, the changes to Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 proposed mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
EIR were made based on suggestions by commenters were determined to be appropriate and feasible and 
such changes do not change the significance of any conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  

Notably, CEQA case law emphasizes that “‘[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the 
ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may 
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emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.’” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. 
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. 
Metropolitan Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11.) “‘CEQA compels an 
interactive process of assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which 
must be genuine. It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the 
scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen 
insights that emerge from the process.’ [Citation.] In short, a project must be open for public discussion 
and subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. 
v. 33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.) Here, the changes made to the mitigation 
measure are exactly the kind of project improvements that the case law recognizes as legitimate and 
proper, thus recirculation is not required. 
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Letter 

54 
Response 

 

Deborah West 
1/23/08 

 

54-1  The intersection of Horseshoe Bar Road/Taylor Road operates at LOS E and F in the morning and 
evening peak hours respectively in the existing conditions. This intersection is already operating below 
acceptable standards. The project does not add significant traffic (less than 4% of total traffic at the 
intersection) to the intersection and does not significantly deteriorate its operating condition.  

The City of Rocklin is the sole jurisdiction for approval of the Rocklin Crossings project, because the 
project site is located in Rocklin. Under the system of government in place in California and most, if not 
all, other states, cities do not get formal votes with respect to projects located in adjacent cities. In 
California, however, cities such as the City of Rocklin are required under CEQA to impose all feasible 
mitigation necessary to mitigate the significant environmental effects of projects they approve, including 
impacts occurring outside their borders, to the extent that such mitigation is feasible and to the extent that 
affected jurisdictions are willing to cooperate. The CEQA process, however, allows the members of the 
public who feel they may be affected by the project the opportunity to comment on the project and to 
have those comments considered by the decision-making body, in this case the Rocklin City Council. As 
such, the commenter’s concerns are noted. 
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Letter 

55 
Response 

 

Mr. and Mrs. Delbert R. Wofford 
1/8/08 

 

55-1  The commenter raises a number of concerns regarding development of the proposed project. The 
commenter’s concerns and opposition to the proposed project are noted. The project would incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce the project’s environmental impacts in the areas of traffic air quality, water 
quality, biological resources, noise and safety. For a detailed discussion of these issues and mitigation, the 
commenter is referred to; Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation; Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.12, Biological Resources; Section 4.4, Noise; and Section 4.6, 
Public Services and Utilities of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the commenter is also referred to 
the Master Response on Water Quality. (See also, Responses to Comments 12-1, 33-1 and 51-1, the 
Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek 
prepared by ECORP [Appendix A].) As the commenter does not raise any specific substantive comments 
on the contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary. 
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Letter 

56 
Response 

 

Delbert R. Wofford  
1/22/08 

 

56-1  The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and concern regarding the project’s effect on the 
environment is noted. The project would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce the project’s 
environmental impacts in the areas of air quality, water quality, and biological resources. For a detailed 
discussion of these issues and mitigation, the commenter is referred to; Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 
4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.12, Biological Resources; of the Draft EIR. For water 
quality issues, the commenter is also referred to the Master Response on Water Quality. Additional 
discussion of the current status of special-status fish in Secret Ravine Creek and the project’s effect on 
Central Valley steelhead, Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in Secret Ravine Creek, see 
Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek 
prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). As the commenter does not raise any specific substantive comments 
on the contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary. 



JewD
Line

Sacramento
Line

LaneG
Text Box
Rocklin Crossings Final EIR                                                                                                                                                                     EDAW
City of Rocklin                                                                                   2-629             Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR




EDAW  Rocklin Crossings Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 2-630 City of Rocklin 

Letter 

57 
Response 

 

Sunny K. Wofford 
1/9/08 

 

57-1  The commenter raises a number of concerns regarding development of the proposed project. The 
commenter’s concerns and opposition to the proposed project are noted. The project would incorporate 
mitigation measures to reduce the project’s environmental impacts in the areas of traffic air quality, water 
quality, biological resources, noise and safety. For a detailed discussion of these issues and mitigation, the 
commenter is referred to; Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation; Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality; Section 4.12, Biological Resources; Section 4.4, Noise; and Section 4.6, 
Public Services and Utilities of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the commenter is also referred to 
the Master Response on Water Quality. (See also, Responses to Comments 12-1, 33-1 and 51-1, the 
Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek 
prepared by ECORP [Appendix A].) As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the 
contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary. 
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Letter 

58 
Response 

 

Sunny K. Wofford 
Rec’d 1/22/08 

 

58-1  The commenter’s statements regarding the corporate behavior of Wal-Mart and opposition to the 
proposed project are noted. The commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the contents of 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional response is necessary. 
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Letter 

59 
Response 

 

Carolyn Wolsey 
1/23/08 

 

59-1  Please refer to the response to comment 28-1 
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Letter 

60 
Response 

 

Illegible name 
1/23/08 

 

60-1  The project applicant is responsible for implementing the traffic improvement mitigation measures 
identified in Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. For a discussion of police protection 
services, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 33-1. In addition, the project would generate 
sales tax revenues that could support city services deemed necessary by the City Council. 
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Letter 

61 
Response 

 

Illegible name 
Rec’d 1/22/08 

 

61-1  For a discussion of the Rocklin 60 project, the commenter is referred to page 3-5 of the Draft EIR. As 
stated in the Draft EIR, the Rocklin 60 project includes the subdivision of approximately 57 acres located 
directly east of the Rocklin Crossings project to accommodate a maximum of 179 single-family 
residential units. The western portion of the Rocklin 60 project is identified in Exhibit 3-2 on page 3-3 of 
the Draft EIR.  

The impacts of the Rocklin 60 project as they relate to the Rocklin Crossings project were included in the 
Draft EIR, where appropriate. For example, in the noise analysis (Section 4.4, Noise, of the Draft EIR), 
the noise effects on future residents within the Rocklin 60 project were specifically identified. In addition, 
a detailed discussion of the cumulative development impacts associated with the Rocklin 60 project and 
other proposed projects within the region is provided in Section 6, Cumulative and Growth Inducing 
Impacts, of the Draft EIR.  

The Rocklin Crossings and Rocklin 60 projects are being proposed by two separate applicants and the 
Rocklin Crossings project could be constructed, if approved by the Rocklin City Council, regardless of 
whether the Rocklin 60 project is constructed.  
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Letter 

62 
Response 

 

Rocklin Crossings Public Hearing Meeting Minutes 
1/16/08 

 

62-1  The project site has been zoned by the City for commercial uses and the project proposes to develop the 
site with commercial uses. Individual store sizes are typically determined based on the individual needs of 
the anticipated building tenants and the site’s specific zoning restrictions. As long as the size of individual 
buildings is consistent with the specified zoning restrictions, the City does not dictate to anticipated site 
tenants the size of their individual buildings. Regarding the ability of Wal-Mart and Home Depot to 
increase their energy efficiency in building operations and thus reduce their carbon footprints, the 
commenter is referred to the Master Response on Energy Conservation and Air Quality Mitigation 
included at the beginning of the comment responses.  

62-2  The traffic study has analyzed study intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed 
improvements to mitigate project impacts at locations where the project significantly impacts operating 
condition of the intersections and roadway segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the 
project impacts to less-than-significant levels per City standards.  

62-3  For a discussion of open space considerations on the project site, please see Response to Comment 9-2.  

62-4  For a discussion of open space considerations and wetland mitigation, please see Responses to Comments 
9-2 and 9-3. 

62-5  For a discussion of the Eastside Canal, please see Response to Comment 4-3. 

62-6  Please see Response to Comment 44-2. 

62-7  For a discussion of the timing for construction of the sound wall, please see Response to Comment 44-3. 

62-8  For a discussion of public safety and crime, please see Responses to Comments 33-1 and 51-1. For a 
discussion of public safety and the emergency/pedestrian access in the sound wall, please see Responses 
to Comments 10-2 and 44-8. 

62-9  For a discussion of mitigation to prevent overnight RV parking, please see Response to Comment 44-7. 

62-10  The commenter statement that he believes that the Town of Loomis will fold up with project 
implementation is noted. For a discussion of the project and small businesses in the Rocklin/Loomis area, 
please see Response to Comment 28-1. As the commenter does not raise any substantive comments on the 
contents of the Draft EIR, no additional response is necessary.  

62-11  Comment noted. The improvement of Sierra College Boulevard I-80 interchange was planned and funded 
based on anticipated traffic growth in the region, including development of the project site as planned and 
zoned for many years for commercial uses. Once completed, this improvement of the Sierra College 
Boulevard interchange will add capacity to the ramp intersections, sufficient for not only project specific 
traffic, but for the traffic generated by other development in the vicinity, all contemplated in the City’s 
and other jurisdiction’s General Plans. The construction of the Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 interchange 
is projected to complete by November 2008.  

62-12  The Rocklin Crossings and Rocklin 60 projects are being proposed by two separate applicants. Which 
project is constructed first will depend upon whether they are both approved by the Rocklin City Council, 
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the timing of the approvals and whether the market conditions at the time of approval are conducive to 
their development; the City does not dictate the timing.  

62-13  For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish and their habitat in Secret Ravine Creek and the 
project’s effect on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in 
Secret Ravine Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum 
on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). 

62-14  The commenter raises concerns regarding the project’s effects on the maintenance of Dias Lane, existing 
retailers, noise, police protection, lights and traffic. These concerns are noted. Please see Responses to 
Comments 10-2, 12-1, 15-4, 28-1, 33-1 and 51-1. For a detailed discussion of these impact issues, the 
commenter is referred to Chapter 5, Economic Impacts and Urban Decay Analysis; Section 4.4, Noise; 
Section 4.6, Public Services and Utilities; Section 4.7, Aesthetics; and Section 4.2, Traffic and 
Circulation; of the Draft EIR.  

62-15  The cost for clean up referenced by the commenter is noted. The commenter does not raise any 
substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional response is necessary. 

62-16  The commenter’s opinion that a 300-foot setback from Secret Ravine Creek is not enough is noted. For a 
discussion of the project’s effect on water quality in Secret Ravine Creek and the mitigation measures 
implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, see Master Response regarding Secret 
Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix 
A). As the commenter does not raise any specific substantive comments on the contents of the Draft EIR, 
no additional response is necessary. 

62-17  The commenter raises concerns regarding runoff, noise and air quality. These concerns are noted. Please 
see Responses to Comments 12-1, 15-4, the Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the 
technical memorandum on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). For a detailed 
discussion of these impact issues, the commenter is referred to Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water 
Quality; Section 4.4, Noise; and Section 4.3, Air Quality; of the Draft EIR. For water quality issues, the 
commenter is also referred to the Master Response on Water Quality. 

62-18  For a discussion of the current status of special-status fish and their habitat in Secret Ravine Creek and the 
project’s effect on Central Valley steelhead and Chinook salmon and their habitat and water quality in 
Secret Ravine Creek, see Master Response regarding Secret Ravine Creek and the technical memorandum 
on Secret Ravine Creek prepared by ECORP (Appendix A). 

62-19  The commenter raises concerns regarding cultural resources. These concerns are noted. For a discussion 
regarding cultural resources and mitigation, see Response to Comment 7-1. For a detailed discussion of 
the project’s impacts on cultural resources, the commenter is referred to Section 4.13, Cultural Resources, 
of the Draft EIR. 

62-20  The commenter raises concerns regarding biological resources. These concerns are noted. While the 
implementation of the proposed project would result in the removal of common plant and wildlife species, 
these effects would not substantially reduce the habitat of any common species, cause a species to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, or threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community. Annual grassland is 
considered a common community both locally and regionally. Moreover, mobile wildlife currently using 
the project site, such as those species mentioned by the commenter, could potentially move into adjacent 
rural residential and undeveloped areas. Therefore, the project’s impact on common plant and wildlife 
species is considered less than significant. For a detailed discussion of the project’s impacts on biological 
resources, the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 
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62-21  The commenter raises concerns regarding biological resources. These concerns are noted. As stated on 
page 4.12-22 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in the removal of all of the native oak 
trees on the site, including two heritage trees. In the short-term, the removal of these trees would be 
considered a significant and unavoidable impact because the removed trees would not be immediately 
replaced with mature oak trees. However, in the long-term, the trees removed with site development 
would be replaced at a minimum of a 2:1 ratio and/or the project applicant would be required to 
contribute to the City of Rocklin’s Oak Tree Preservation Fund, consistent with the City’s Oak Tree 
Preservation Ordinance. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 9-4 for more information 
regarding the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and its applicability to the proposed project.  

With respect to wetlands, the project applicant would be required to compensate for the acreage of 
wetlands filled with project implementation in order to ensure no net loss of wetland resources. The 
project applicant proposes to compensate for wetland removal through the purchase of appropriate 
wetland credits (i.e., 0.426 acre of seasonal wetlands) from an agency-approved mitigation bank or 
through a contribution to an In-lieu Fee Fund. By replacing the wetland resources removed with site 
development, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s wetland protection policies, and 
the impact to wetlands will be less than significant. For a detailed discussion of the project’s impacts on 
biological resources, the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 

62-22  The traffic study has analyzed the effects of additional traffic produced by the Rocklin Crossings project 
(including the employee and patrons) on existing roadway infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the 
project as well as at the regional level. The Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 interchange intersections 
operate at acceptable level of service in the short term as well and long term (2025) analysis. Installation 
of traffic signals along Sierra College Boulevard will provide for the orderly and safe movement of 
traffic. These signals will operate in a coordinated manner which will reduce traffic delays and increase 
safety along Sierra College Boulevard. 

62-23  The commenter raises concerns regarding biological resources. These concerns are noted. Please see 
Response to Comment 62-21. For a detailed discussion of the project’s impacts on biological resources, 
the commenter is referred to Section 4.12, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 

62-24  The commenter raises concerns about the ability to sell her home. The condition of the real estate market 
and the ability to sell an individual home is outside of the scope of this EIR. (See Hecton v. People of the 
State of California (1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 653, 656 (possible decline in property values is not an 
environmental issue under CEQA).) Please also see Response to Comment 43-2. 

62-25  The commenter raises concerns regarding air quality. These concerns are noted. The project is not 
anticipated to contribute to increased health effects. (See Response to Comment 43-2.) For a detailed 
discussion of the project’s air quality impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of 
the Draft EIR. 

62-26  The future 2025 analysis (included in the traffic study) is based on traffic volumes which were generated 
based on General Plan traffic model. The General Plan traffic model takes into account the anticipated 
traffic growth (based on new development) in the region (including Lincoln, Penryn, Loomis and 
Rocklin) and distributes it over a street network. The analysis of these 2025 conditions shows the Sierra 
College Boulevard/I-80 interchange intersections operate at acceptable level of service. The traffic study 
has analyzed study intersections consistent with city standards and has proposed improvements to 
mitigate project impacts at locations where the project significantly impacts operating condition of the 
intersections and roadway segments. The proposed improvements would mitigate the project impacts to 
less-than-significant levels per City standards. For a detailed discussion of the project’s traffic impacts, 
the commenter is referred to Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.  
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62-27  The commenter’s desire for a resort development on the project site is noted. Section 15126.6(a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “... a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or 
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of 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. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 
project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation. Based on this direction, six alternatives to the 
proposed project were evaluated in the Draft EIR. These included a No Project Alternative, a Reduced 
Size Alternative, a Building Realignment Alternative, Offsite Alternative #1, Offsite Alternative #2, and 
Offsite Alternative #3. Therefore, because the alternative uses proposed by the commenter would not 
attain the basic project objectives, a similar alternative was not considered as an alternative in the Draft 
EIR. For a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR.  

62-28  Please see Responses to Comments 15-2 and 23-10.  

62-29  The commenter raises concerns regarding the project’s effects on traffic, pollution, wildlife, noise and 
lights. These concerns are noted. Please see Responses to Comments 12-1 and 15-4. For a detailed 
discussion of these impact issues, the commenter is referred to Section 4.2, Traffic and Circulation; 
Section 4.3, Air Quality; Section 4.12, Biological Resources; Section 4.4, Noise; and Section 4.7, 
Aesthetics; of the Draft EIR.  

62-30  The operation of the proposed Rocklin Crossings Center has been specifically compared with operation of 
the Natomas Marketplace. The results of this comparison indicate significant, operational, physical and 
forecasted differences between the Rocklin Crossings Center and the Natomas Marketplace. 

The two separate site maps included in Appendix F of this Final EIR illustrate the site plans for both the 
Rocklin Crossings and Natomas Marketplace projects. There are significant differences between the mix 
of retail uses and the circulation plans, resulting in improved performance for the Rocklin Crossings 
project. 

First, from a traffic generation standpoint, the Natomas project, which includes theaters, has higher traffic 
generation as shown on the attached table. The Natomas project generates approximately 9% more traffic 
than the Rocklin project. 

Second, the access for the two projects is significantly different. Natomas Marketplace has only one full 
access point, whereas Rocklin Crossings has two full access points. Natomas Marketplace’s design results 
in 92% of the total p.m. peak-hour traffic (Fehr & Pears Report, August 29, 2000) forced through the 
primary access compared to 71% of the total Rocklin Crossings retail only traffic through the primary 
access. (This 71% should not be confused with the 70/30% criteria because the 70/30 criteria assumes 
both retail and residential traffic demand.) 

Third, the primary access intersection for Rocklin Crossings also incorporates a modern roundabout 
compared to a stop sign controlled intersection at Natomas. The roundabout is intended to maintain 
smooth, uninterrupted traffic flow at approximately 10 miles per hour, compared to the stop-and-go 
condition at Natomas, resulting in delays and traffic queuing.  

Fourth, it is important to note that the Rocklin primary on-site intersection is spaced 400 feet from Sierra 
College Boulevard compared to 250 feet from Truxel Road for the Natomas project. 

Fifth, the forecast conditions at the primary off-site intersections are also significantly different. At the 
Sierra College Boulevard/I-80 eastbound on- and off-ramps, the forecast conditions are LOS C for both 
a.m. and p.m. conditions (23.4 seconds/25.8 seconds delay, respectively) compared to LOS F for both 
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a.m. and p.m. at the Truxel Road/Gateway Park Boulevard intersections (81.6 seconds/201.9 seconds, 
respectively) (Promenade EIR, December 2003). This congested condition at Natomas contributes to on-
site queuing of traffic, which is not forecast for the Rocklin project. 

These five points highlight the differences between the Natomas and Rocklin projects and show how the 
Rocklin design has addressed these concerns. 
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