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LETTER 171: SINGH, JAMIE (UNDATED; RECEIVED MARCH 21, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 171-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 172: SMITH, HOWARD J. AND PATRICIA 
 
Response to Comment 172-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 172-2 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 172-3 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 172-4 
 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the distribution of traffic as a result of the 
proposed access to Park Drive. This comment state’s the commenter’s opinions regarding 
the project and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. See Section 3 of Master 
Response 4 – Traffic. 
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LETTER 173: SOMERS, SUSAN 
 
Response to Comment 173-1 
 
This is an introductory comment which state’s the commenter’s opinions regarding the 
project and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 173-2 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 173-3 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 28-1. 
 
Response to Comment 173-4 
 
Section 1 of Master Response 2 -  Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 173-5 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 2 -  Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 173-6 
 
Impact discussion 4.8I-15 of the DEIR includes impacts that the proposed project would 
have in relation to potential impacts to steelhead. Though the biological assessment 
conducted for the proposed project concluded that downstream impediments would make 
it impossible for steelhead to have access upstream to the proposed project area, the 
impact was found to be potentially significant. The EIR determined that impacts to 
riparian and aquatic habitats would be less-than-significant after the implementation of 
suggested mitigation measures. See responses to comments 26-10, 26-13, 43-40, 43-131 
and 70-3 
 
Response to Comment 173-7 
 
For information regarding oak trees on the commercial portions of the proposed project 
site, see Response to Comment BR-1. 
 
As stated in Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-1(b), the oak tree mitigation strategy would be 
formulated “prior to recording of the final map.” The plan would abide by the City of 
Rocklin Oak Tree Ordinance and would require the approval of the Community 
Development Department. 
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Response to Comment 173-8 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 173-9 
 
The comment states that there will be a number of construction-phase related impacts and 
that all of the mitigation measures included in the DEIR should be implemented. Impact 
4.11I-3 includes a number of mitigation measures, which would be expected to reduce 
construction-phase impacts to less-than-significant levels. Because these mitigation 
measures are expected to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, the additional 
measures recommended by the applicant are not considered necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 173-10 
 
The proposed project is not a gated community and access to the valley will not be 
limited. For a discussion of concerns related to the 50-foot setback, see Section 1 of 
Master Response 2 -  Land Use. 
 
Response to Comment 173-11 
 
The noise analysis conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants determined that noise 
impacts related to the proposed project’s proximity to existing rail lines would be less-
than-significant because a ridgeline separates the residents from the rail lines (see Impact 
4.6I-3). Because of these natural features, the impact of rail noise is expected to be less-
than-significant. Financial impacts related to the proposed project would be offset by the 
collection of impact fees from the developer for public utilities as well as an increase in 
total tax revenue that would be collected from the residents of the proposed project area. 
 
Response to Comment 173-12 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinions regarding the project and does not address 
the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 174 SOUTHWICK, FRANK AND BETTY 
 
Response to Comment 174-1 
 
This comment states the commenter’s opinion regarding the connection of Park Drive 
and Sierra College Boulevard and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. The effects 
of additional traffic have been analyzed in Section 4.4 of the DEIR.  Increases in traffic 
on Park Drive will not cause degradation in operating conditions beyond the level of 
service “C” standard maintained by the City of Rocklin.  Please refer to the response to 
comment 28-1. 
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LETTER 175: SPRIGGS, RUBY 
 
Response to Comment 175-1 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 176: STARK, MICHAEL (UNDATED; RECEIVED FEBRUA
 
Response to Comment 176-1 
 
The residential units on the proposed project site would be in com
guidelines of the City of Rocklin, which allow for the construction
the area. The EIR analyzed potential aesthetic impacts from t
proposed project. See Master Response 3 – Aesthetics.  
 
In regard to the second part of this comment, the City of Roc
maintain any policies, which would enable the City to require th
power facilities for homes. However, this comment will be forwa
decision-making bodies. 
 
Response to Comment 176-2 
 
The proposed project is not a gated or walled community. A
proposed project is the trail system with access to Clover Valley C
RP-2). 
 
Response to Comment 176-3 
 
Upon approval of the final maps for the proposed project, th
responsible for the payment of fair-share fees for utilities, inclu
schools, which would help finance the expansion of public service
County Branch Library, we do not have a City library. Bus stops
final design of improvement plans. 
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LETTER 177: STARK, MICHAEL (MARCH 6, 2006) 
 
Response to Comment 177-1 
 
The transportation analysis included consideration of regional growth, including 
developments such as Bickford Ranch and office development in Lincoln.  Please refer to 
the response to comments 19-15 and 28-1. 
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LETTER 178: TAYLOR, MARISSA 
 
Response to Comment 178-1 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 179: TRITEL, CATHY 
 
Response to Comment 179-1 
 
The Cultural Resources chapter of the EIR did find impacts related to the loss of cultural 
resources to be potentially significant. However, the EIR found that the impacts would be 
mitigated through the implementation of the mitigation measures suggested within the 
Cultural Resources chapter of the EIR. This conclusion is based upon information from 
the Peak & Associates’ Cultural Resources Report for the Clover Valley project. The 
City agrees with the findings contained within the Peak & Associates’ Cultural 
Resources Report and the EIR. See Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 179-2 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 
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LETTER 180: VASILIJ, JOZO 
 
Response to Comment 180-1 
 
The commenter states that the EIR has addressed all necessary issues and expresses their 
support for the proposed project. 
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