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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review 
period for the Draft EIR, which began on August 11, 2011 and concluded on September 
26, 2011. This section also includes the oral comments received during the Rocklin City 
Council and Rocklin Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on September 6, 
2011 to receive comments on the Draft EIR. In conformance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088 (a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received 
from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared and are provided in this document. The 
responses address both written and oral comments. 
 
2.1 LIST OF COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
Table 2-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the 
comment letter, the comment letter date, and the comment topic. 
 

Table 2-1 
Written and Oral Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Letter 
Number 

 
Commenter 

 
Date 

Comment 
Number 

 
Comment Topic 

1 State of California, Native 
American Heritage 
Commission, Katy Sanchez 

8/17/11 1-1 
1-2 
1-3 
1-4 

Cultural Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Cultural Resources 
Cultural Resources 

2 South Placer Municipal 
Utility District, Richard 
Stein 

8/31/11 2-1 Utilities and Service Systems 

3 Friends of Rocklin Open 
Space, Frank Geremia 

9/6/11 3-1 Open Space 

4 Placer County Association 
of Realtors, Dean Anderson 

9/6/11 4-1 
4-2 

Climate Action Plan 
General 

5 State of California, Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Valley 
Region, Genevieve Sparks 

9/15/11 5-1 
5-2 
5-3 
5-4 
5-5 
5-6 
5-7 
5-8 

General 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
Hydrology/Water Quality 
General 

6 Rocklin Area Chamber of 
Commerce, Dave Butler 

9/20/11 6-1 
6-2 
6-3 
6-4 

Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
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7 City of Roseville, 

Community Development 
9/23/11 7-1 

7-2 
7-3 
7-4 
7-5 
7-6 
7-7 
7-8 
7-9 

General 
Transportation/ Circulation 
Transportation/Circulation 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
General 

8 Ken Yorde 9/25/11 8-1 
8-2 
8-3 
8-4 

Transportation/Circulation 
Transportation/Circulation 
Biological Resources 
Hydrology/Water Quality 

9 Yankee Hill Estates 
Homeowners Association, 
Franklin Burris 

9/26/11 9-1 
9-2 
9-3 
9-4 
9-5 
9-6 
9-7 
9-8 
9-9 

9-10 
9-11 
9-12 
9-13 
9-14 
9-15 
9-16 
9-17 
9-18 

General 
Noise 
Transportation/Circulation 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise 
Noise (Vibration) 
Transportation/Circulation 
General 

10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Western Placer Waste 
Management Authority, 
Chris Hanson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9/26/11 10-1 
10-2 
10-3 
10-4 
10-5 
10-6 
10-7 
10-8 
10-9 

10-10 
10-11 
10-12 
10-13 
10-14 
10-15 

Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
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10 
(cont.) 

Western Placer Waste 
Management Authority, 
Chris Hanson (cont.) 

10-16 
10-17 
10-18 

Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Utilities and Service Systems 

11 Placer County Association 
of Realtors, Dave Johnson 

9/26/11 11-1 
11-2 
11-3 
11-4 
11-5 
11-6 
11-7 
11-8 
11-9 

11-10 
11-11 
11-12 
11-13 
11-14 
11-15 
11-16 
11-17 
11-18 
11-19 
11-20 
11-21 
11-22 
11-23 
11-24 
11-25 

General 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
General 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 

12 Rediscover Rocklin, Dan 
Gayaldo 

9/26/11 12-1 
12-2 
12-3 
12-4 

General 
Land Use 
Noise 
Land Use/General 

13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District, Angel 
Green 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9/26/11 13-1 
13-2 
13-3 
13-4 
13-5 
13-6 
13-7 
13-8 
13-9 

13-10 
13-11 
13-12 
13-13 
13-14 
13-15 
13-16 

General 
General 
General 
General 
Air Quality 
Air Quality  
Air Quality  
Air Quality 
Air Quality 
Air Quality 
Air Quality 
Air Quality 
Air Quality 
Climate Change 
Climate Change 
Climate Change 
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13 
(cont.) 

Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District, Angel 
Green (cont.) 

13-17 
13-18 
13-19 
13-20 
13-21 
13-22 
13-23 
13-24 
13-25 
13-26 
13-27 
13-28 
13-29 
13-30 
13-31 
13-32 
13-33 
13-34 
13-35 
13-36 
13-37 
13-38 
13-39 
13-40 
13-41 
13-42 
13-43 
13-44 
13-45 
13-46 
13-47 
13-48 
13-49 

Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan  
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 
Climate Action Plan 

14 State of California, Office of 
Planning and Research, 
Scott Morgan 

9/27/11 14-1 General 

15 State of California, 
Department of 
Transportation, District 3, 
Richard Helman 

11/2/11 15-1 
15-2 
15-3 
15-4 
15-5 

General 
Transportation/ Circulation 
Transportation/Circulation 
Transportation/Circulation 
General 

16 Oral Comments from 
Rocklin City Council and 
Rocklin Planning 
Commission Joint Meeting 
held on September 6, 2011, 
Frank Geremia 

9/6/11 16-1 Open Space 
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2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
The comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are 
provided in this section commencing with master responses. Following the master 
responses, each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the 
response(s) to the letter. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each 
comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the 
comment letter. In cases where multiple comments are made on the same topic, cross-
references to prior responses are made. 
 
2.3 MASTER RESPONSES 
 
MASTER RESPONSE FOR CLIMATE ACTION PLAN (CAP) COMMENTS 
 
While the City is committed to reducing greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the 
direction of AB32 and Executive Order S-03-05, the City has determined that 
implementation of its draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) should be temporarily suspended 
at this time. The General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be 
modified accordingly to reflect this decision. 
 
In absence of an adopted CAP, the City will continue to address the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions through a multitude of City-wide programs, through the 
application of General Plan goals and policies and with project-level assessments for 
greenhouse gas emission impacts as a part of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) process.  
 
The determination to temporarily suspend the CAP was made for a number of reasons, 
as discussed below: 
 
 The City received a substantial number of comments on its draft Climate Action 

Plan when it was circulated for a public review period. Responding to these 
comments, some of them being very technical in nature, will require significant 
effort in terms of both time and finances. 

 The topic of greenhouse gas emissions is subject to ever-evolving methods and 
approaches used to examine, analyze, predict and quantify greenhouse gas 
emissions, including reductions thereof. There are new modeling techniques and 
new sources of data and information to help determine greenhouse gas 
emissions inventories and reduction efforts that were not previously available to 
the City when it conducted its initial efforts to inventory greenhouse gas 
emissions and determine the effectiveness of proposed reduction measures. In 
particular, it is the City’s understanding that the Placer County Air Pollution 
Control District (PCAPCD) desires the use of the CalEEMod modeling tool for 
performing greenhouse gas emission analyses. 
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 For overall City budgetary reasons, the financial resources that are necessary to 
continue CAP-related efforts are unavailable. The State of California’s recent 
decision to dissolve Redevelopment Agencies further exacerbates the situation 
by committing the City to rely solely on General Fund finances for all of its 
functions, thus forcing the City to re-evaluate and re-prioritize use of the General 
Fund and limiting the scope of efforts (such as a CAP). In addition, there is a lack 
of readily available and non-encumbered outside funding sources that would 
allow the City to continue its work on the draft CAP. 

 The topic of greenhouse gas emissions is subject to an ever-evolving regulatory 
environment at the federal, state and local level. Examples include SACOG’s 
SB375 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Plan; 
anticipated federal greenhouse gas regulations under the Clean Air Act following 
the endangerment finding that greenhouse gases pose a threat to public health 
and welfare; Executive Order S-3-05’s requirement for the Secretary of CALEPA 
to submit biannual reports to the governor and state legislature through the 
Climate Action Team (CAT); the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 
Advanced Clean Cars Program; CARB’s Cap and Trade program as part of AB32 
and potential additional legal challenges to that program, and pending CARB 
determination of the amount of greenhouse gas reductions it will be 
recommending from local government operations. 

 A goal for the City’s General Plan Update EIR and the CAP was to address future 
development of the City at a programmatic level to help streamline the process 
for the future review of projects. Given the current economy which has resulted 
in a reduction in the number of development projects, the immediate value of 
providing such streamlining has been diminished. 

 
As discussed above, further development and implementation of the CAP is currently 
suspended. However, the draft CAP is intended to be a flexible document that is re-
evaluated and updated on a regular basis. The draft CAP includes a recommended 
timeline for activation of each greenhouse gas emissions reduction measure, with three 
concurrent phases going out to the year 2030. The City plans to update its greenhouse 
gas emissions inventory at the beginning of each phase to see how emissions have 
changed over time. As a result of the updated inventories, the CAP and its 
corresponding reduction measures will be revisited such that attention can be shifted 
towards emission generators reflecting faster growth rates than others and to the 
emission reduction measures that are having greater success at reducing emissions with 
less cost than other measures. If an energy conservation ordinance remains a part of the 
CAP’s reduction measures, then prior to such an ordinance going forward, the City will 
re-inventory emissions and re-assess the steps necessary to meet the City’s greenhouse 
gas emissions reduction goals. Available emission reduction measures will be evaluated 
for their economic impacts and consistency with actions taken by surrounding 
jurisdictions, and they will be discussed through the public hearing process required for 
ordinance adoption. Should the City choose not to implement a form of energy 
conservation ordinance, alternative emission reduction measures will have to be 
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identified that will allow the City to meet its greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals. 
There are no reasons to believe that the above-stated processes and protocol and 
would not be the same at such time that the City re-initiates its efforts towards the 
completion of the CAP. 
 
The CAP included an Appendix A, the City of Rocklin 2008 Community-Wide Baseline 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory. Although the CAP is being temporarily suspended, 
the City still has an obligation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 to quantify 
emissions resulting from a project. Appendix A has been amended to respond to 
comments received on it from the public review process and is now included as 
Appendix C as a part of this Final EIR.  
 
To further demonstrate the City’s commitment towards reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions consistent with the direction of AB32 and Executive Order S-03-05, the City 
has utilized the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) June 2009 
document titled “Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans”, to incorporate 
the following additional goal and policies into its General Plan document (subject to City 
Council approval): 
 
Goal for Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction: Promote land use strategies that 
decrease reliance on automobile use, increase the use of alternative modes of 
transportation, maximize efficiency of services provision and reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 
 

LU-68 Adopt and implement land use strategies that utilize existing 
infrastructure, reduce the need for new roads, utilities and other public 
works in newly developing areas, and enhance non-automobile 
transportation. 

 
LU-69 Encourage high-density, mixed-use, infill development and creative use 

of brownfield and under-utilized properties. 
 
LU-70 Increase densities in core areas to support public transit. 
 
LU-71 Add bicycle facilities to City streets and public spaces. 
 
LU-72 Promote infill, mixed-use, higher density development and the creation 

of affordable housing in mixed use zones. 
 
LU-73- Identify sites suitable for mixed-use development within existing service 

areas and establish appropriate site-specific standards to accommodate 
the mixed uses. 

 



 

9 

LU-74 Promote greater linkage between land uses and transit, as well as other 
modes of transportation. 

 
LU-75 Promote development and preservation of neighborhood characteristics 

that encourage walking and bicycle riding in lieu of automobile-based 
travel. 

 
In addition, at such time that the City re-initiates its efforts towards the completion of 
the CAP, the City will take all of the comments related to the CAP that were made 
through the Draft EIR public review process and address them as necessary and 
appropriate.  
 
Comments that have been addressed through this master response include 4-1, 6-1, 6-2, 
6-3, 6-4, 11-2, 11-3, 11-4, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, 11-11, 11-12, 11-13, 11-14, 11-15, 11-16, 11-
17, 11-18, 11-19, 11-20, 11-21, 11-22, 11-23, 11-24, 11-25, 13-1, 13-3, 13-4, 13-5, 13-8, 
13-14, 13-15, 13-16, 13-17, 13-18, 13-19, 13-20, 13-21, 13-22, 13-23, 13-24, 13-25, 13-
26, 13-27, 13-28, 13-29, 13-30, 13-31, 13-32, 13-33, 13-34, 13-35, 13-36, 13-37, 13-38, 
13-39, 13-40, 13-41, 13-42, 13-43, 13-44, 13-45, 13-46, 13-47, 13-48, and 13-49. 
 
MASTER RESPONSE FOR REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY AND REDEVELOPMENT PLAN 
REFERENCES 
 
The Draft EIR contains numerous references to the City’s Redevelopment Agency and 
the Sixth Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan. As of February 2012, the City of 
Rocklin Redevelopment Agency no longer exists. Because it is uncertain at this time 
whether Redevelopment Agencies will be re-established, the decision has been made to 
keep all such references in the Draft EIR. The discussion of the City’s Redevelopment 
Agency and the Sixth Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan has no bearing on the 
impact analysis or conclusions made within the Draft EIR, and this Draft EIR is not a draft 
environmental impact report being prepared by a Redevelopment Agency in conflict 
with the prohibition on such activities set forth in the new Cal. Health and Safety Code 
subsection 34165(h). Any future Redevelopment Area activities, including the future 
activities of the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Rocklin 
and all land uses are required by law to be consistent with the General Plan.  
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2.4 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENT LETTERS 
 
1. NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION (NAHC), KATY SANCHEZ 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER: 
 
The NAHC letter provided four categories of recommendations for determining impacts 
to cultural resources, as summarized below. 
 
1. NAHC recommended that the appropriate Information Center be contacted for a 
records search to determine whether or not the project area has been surveyed and 
whether or not recorded archaeological sites are located within or adjacent to the 
project area. 
 
2. NAHC recommended that if the project area had not been previously surveyed, 
then a professional archaeologist should prepare a confidential survey report to be 
submitted to the Information Center. 
 
3. NAHC recommended that it be contacted to perform a sacred lands file check 
and for a list of Native American community members who may have comments about 
the project. 
 
4. NAHC recommended that the lead agency include, as part of its mitigation plan, 
provisions for unanticipated discovery and monitoring of sensitive areas by an 
archaeologist and tribal monitor. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
1-1. A records search for the Draft EIR focusing on the entire City was conducted with 
the North Central Information Center (NCIC) at California State University, Sacramento 
on October 15, 2008. The records search results indicated that 72 archaeological sites 
and 22 points of historic interest have been recorded within the project area.  
 
1-2. As noted above, a records search was conducted for the entire City. Further 
efforts to survey the project area are considered unnecessary at this time because the 
General Plan Update Draft EIR does not propose any specific development or ground 
disturbance and is considered to be a program level EIR (an EIR which is prepared on a 
series of actions that can be characterized as one large project). Consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168 (Program EIR), subsequent activities in the program must be 
examined in light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental 
document must be prepared. Consistent with that direction, the City will utilize the 
records search results and other criteria to determine when and if additional cultural 
resource studies are necessary as subsequent development activities within the City are 
proposed. 



 

142 

 
1-3. As a part of the October 15, 2008 NCIC records search noted above, a sacred 
lands search and a list of Native American contacts was also requested from the NAHC. 
The results of the sacred lands search were received on October 16, 2008 and they did 
not identify any sacred lands within the City of Rocklin Planning Area. The NAHC 
provided a list of tribal representation groups and those groups were contacted through 
written correspondence, but to date, no comments regarding the updated General Plan 
or EIR have been received. 
 
1-4. The General Plan Update Draft EIR references policy OCR-65 as a General Plan 
policy that would assist in avoiding or minimizing potential destruction or damage to 
prehistoric resources, including human remains. Policy OCR-65 states “Preserve 
significant archaeological resources (including Native American remains) and 
paleontological resources in place if feasible, or provide mitigation (avoidance, 
excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or other appropriate measures) 
prior to further disturbance.” 
 
In addition to the policy above, it should also be noted that the City has the following 
standard condition that is applied to development projects – “If evidence of an 
archaeological or paleontological site is uncovered during grading or other construction 
activities, work shall be halted within 100 feet of the find and the City of Rocklin 
Community Development Department shall be immediately notified.  A qualified 
archaeologist or paleontologist shall be retained at the expense of the developer to 
conduct an on-site evaluation and provide recommendations for removal and/or 
preservation.  Work on the project site shall not resume until the archaeologist or 
paleontologist has had a reasonable time to conduct an examination and implement 
mitigation measures deemed appropriate and necessary by the Community 
Development Department to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.” 
 
In summary, the assessment of cultural resource impacts included in the Draft EIR was 
conducted consistent with the above-noted requirements identified by the commenter. 
For more information regarding the cultural resources evaluation conducted for the 
Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to Section 4.8, Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources. 
 
2. SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (SPMUD), RICHARD STEIN 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER  
 
SPMUD provided comments that were general in nature on the subject area of utilities 
and service systems regarding wastewater. The specific comments consisted of the 
following: 1) the provision of wastewater service by SPMUD and necessary compliance 
with SPMUD requirements for such provisions; 2) the requirement that as development 
under the City’s General Plan Update occurs, the design and construction of all sewer 
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facilities will be the responsibility of the respective developers/owners and all work will 
shall conform to SPMUD Standard Specifications, 3) regional wastewater treatment 
service is provided through a series of regional agreements between the South Placer 
Wastewater Authority, SPMUD, the City of Roseville and Placer County, and such 
agreements provide that capacity at the regional plant is available on a first come first 
serve basis, and 4) SPMUD may be rendered unable to provide service due to specific 
circumstances and prohibitions and/or restrictions may be imposed at the regional 
water treatment plant. 
 
RESPONSE 
 
2-1 The comments, which do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
are considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
3. FRIENDS OF ROCKLIN OPEN SPACE, FRANK GEREMIA 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
Friends of Rocklin Open Space provided comments related to a concern that the 
proposed General Plan Update includes modifications to goal and policy language for 
the protection of open space that would diminish and degrade the protection of open 
space lands currently afforded by existing General Plan goals and policies. The 
comments include reasoning for the support of the current General Plan goal and policy 
language regarding protection of open space, the identification of a 500 signature 
petition objecting to the proposed revised goals and policies which protect open space, 
and specific suggestions for deletions and additions to the General Plan goals and 
polices related to the protection of open space. 
 
RESPONSE 
 
3-1 The comments, which do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
are considered to be noted. The Rocklin Planning Commission, and ultimately the 
Rocklin City Council, will consider and determine if they support the proposed goals and 
policies that are a part of the General Plan Update, or if they wish to consider the 
suggested edits made by the commenter. The comments will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration, and additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
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4. PLACER COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS, DEAN ANDERSON 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Placer County Association of Realtors provided comments related to the draft 
Climate Action Plan (CAP). The comments expressed concerns regarding a proposal in 
the CAP for a mandatory point of sale energy efficiency upgrade requirement, also 
known as an energy conservation ordinance, and how such a requirement does not 
work in the current economy. The comments also requested that the City conduct 
discussions of the proposal with affected property owners and interest groups and 
consider alternative and less onerous measures, and to notify them of future meetings 
regarding the subject.  
 
RESPONSES 
 
4-1 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
4-2 The commenter has been added to the City’s mailing list for the General Plan 
Update project and will receive future notices regarding the project as requested  
 
5. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, GENEVIEVE SPARKS 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) 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 CRWQCB, including a description of the purpose of 
the permits, how/when the permits are required and where to find additional 
information regarding the permits. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
5-1 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
5-2 A general discussion of the Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-009-
DWQ) is provided in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR on pages 
4.9-14, 4.9-15, 4.9-18 and 4.9-19. More specific discussion of the Construction General 
Permit is included in Draft EIR within Impact 4.9.1 (Surface Water Quality Impacts) on 
pages 4.9-21 through 4.9-25, Impact 4.9.2 (Groundwater Quality Impacts) on pages 4.9-
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25 and 4.9-26, and Impact 4.9-7 (Cumulative Water Quality Impacts) on pages 4.9-33 
and 4.9-34.  
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. For more information regarding the hydrology and 
water quality evaluation conducted for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to 
section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
5-3 A general discussion of the Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System (MS4) Permits is provided in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the 
Draft EIR on pages 4.9-14, 4.9-15, 4.9-18 and 4.9-19. More specific discussion of the MS4 
Permits is included in Draft EIR within Impact 4.9.1 (Surface Water Quality Impacts) on 
pages 4.9-21 through 4.9-25, Impact 4.9.2 (Groundwater Quality Impacts) on pages 4.9-
25 and 4.9-26, and Impact 4.9-7 (Cumulative Water Quality Impacts) on pages 4.9-33 
and 4.9-34.  
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. For more information regarding the hydrology and 
water quality evaluation conducted for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to 
section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
5-4 Discussion regarding the Industrial Storm Water General Permit was not 
included in the Draft EIR. As noted by the comment, the federal storm water regulations 
require a broad range of industrial facilities to be permitted, including manufacturing 
facilities, mining operations, disposal sites, recycling yards, transportation facilities, and 
others. The operators of such facilities are required by United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) regulations to obtain a storm water permit. 
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. For more information regarding the hydrology and 
water quality evaluation conducted for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to 
section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
5-5. A general discussion of the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit is provided in the 
Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR on page 4.9-13 and in the 
Biological Resources section on pages 4.10-24, 4.10-36 and 4.10-44.  
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
considered noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) process is not necessary. For more information regarding the hydrology and water 
quality and biological resources evaluations conducted for the Draft EIR, the commenter 
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is referred to section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality and section 4.10, Biological 
Resources, respectively. 
 
5-6 A general discussion of the Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit – Water Quality 
Certification is provided in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR on 
page 4.9-13.  
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is 
not necessary. For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality 
evaluation conducted for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to section 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
5-7 A general discussion of the Waste Discharge Requirements and the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act is provided in the Biological Resources section of the 
Draft EIR on page 4.10-26 and 4.10-27.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR; additional 
response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted 
for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. For more information regarding Waste Discharge Requirements and the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the commenter is referred to section 4.10, Biological 
Resources. 
 
5-8 The City appreciates the availability of additional information on the Water 
Quality Certification and WDR processes on the Central Valley Water Board website and 
the opportunity to follow-up with the commenter regarding their comments.  
 
The comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR; additional 
response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
For more information regarding the hydrology and water quality evaluation conducted 
for the Draft EIR, the commenter is referred to section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. 
 
6. ROCKLIN AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, DAVE BUTLER 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Rocklin Area Chamber of Commerce provided comments related to the draft 
Climate Action Plan (CAP). The comments expressed concerns regarding a proposal in 
the CAP for a mandatory point of sale energy efficiency upgrade requirement, also 
known as an energy conservation ordinance, and the potential negative aspects of such 
a requirement. The comments also suggested alternatives to an energy conservation 
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ordinance, considerations that should be given if an energy conservation ordinance 
were to go forward, and a suggestion that the energy conservation ordinance proposal 
be eliminated from the CAP altogether. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
6-1 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
6-2 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP. 
 
The draft CAP includes several efforts aimed towards promoting increased public 
awareness and education regarding greenhouse gas emissions reductions and voluntary 
measures that are available to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Specifically, there 
is a public outreach component as a part of the energy efficiency goal whereby the City 
would work with PG&E and other partners to promote residential and commercial 
energy efficiency and conservation through such efforts as bill inserts, public service 
announcements, recognition programs and other forms of public outreach. As another 
example, although the draft CAP does not include monetary incentives directly from the 
City, it does include measures for promoting renewable energy and infill development 
where the City has proposed the consideration of incentives such as permit streamlining 
and fee reductions and/or waivers. 
 
6-3 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP. 
 
As discussed in the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments, at such 
time that the City re-initiates its efforts towards the completion of the CAP, the City will 
take all of the comments related to the CAP that were made through the Draft EIR 
public review process, including the suggestion for a cost ceiling on CAP-related policy, 
and address them as necessary and appropriate. 
 
As discussed in the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments, the 
process for consideration of an energy conservation ordinance and other greenhouse 
gas emission reduction measures would include an evaluation of its economic impacts 
and consistency with actions taken by surrounding jurisdictions. If such an ordinance 
were to go forward, it will be discussed through the public hearing process required for 
ordinance adoption. 
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6-4 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and Responses to Comments 6-1 through 6-3 above. 
 
7. CITY OF ROSEVILLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, MARK MORSE 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The City of Roseville provided comments on the subject areas of 
transportation/circulation and wastewater. The transportation/circulation comments 
consisted of a request to re-analyze the intersections of Pleasant Grove 
Boulevard/Fairway Drive and Sierra College Boulevard/Secret Ravine Parkway due to 
updates to the Roseville 2025 CIP base model, and a suggested correction to one of the 
DRAFT EIR tables due to a completed roadway improvement project. The wastewater 
comments consisted of a request to include the 2005 South Placer Wastewater 
Authority Service Area Boundary as it relates to the General Plan Update boundaries, a 
suggested correction to discussion regarding the permitted capacity of wastewater 
treatment plants, a request for assurance that Rocklin’s land use information contained 
in the General Plan Update is consistent with that which was analyzed in the Systems 
Evaluation Report, and a comment related to additional flow generated in the Dry Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant sewer shed area and the fact that the SPWA Partners plan 
to establish a project to evaluate all intensification and rezoning areas identified in the 
Systems Evaluation Report for the purpose of CEQA compliance. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
7-1 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
7-2 As noted in the Introduction to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions 
Used, section and specifically on page 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR, Approach to Cumulative 
Impact Analysis, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that EIRs include an analysis of 
the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s effect is considered cumulatively 
considerable. The analysis of cumulative impacts for each environmental factor can 
employ one of two methods to establish the effects of other past, current and probable 
future projects. A lead agency may select from a list of projects, including those outside 
the control of the agency, or alternatively, a summary of projects. These projects may 
be from an adopted general plan or related planning document, or from a prior 
environmental document that has been adopted or certified, and they may describe or 
evaluate regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. The 
Draft EIR utilized both approaches for the cumulative impact analysis. The Introduction 
to the Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used section also specifically identifies 
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the Creekview and Sierra Vista projects on page 4.0-6, as Large-Scale Development 
Projects in Unincorporated Western Placer County. 
 
As noted under Development Assumptions: Cumulative (2030) Conditions on page 4.4-
53 of the Draft EIR, the development assumptions for the cumulative traffic analysis 
scenarios are based on a collaborative effort between DKS Associates and City of Rocklin 
staff. The cumulative scenarios are based on a 2030 time horizon, and a number of 
major development plan areas (including Regional University, Placer Ranch, Riolo 
Vineyards, Creekview and Sierra Vista) are estimated to be 60 percent built out. 
 
Although the comment requests that Rocklin re-analyze the intersections of Pleasant 
Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive and Sierra College Boulevard/Secret Ravine Parkway 
using the most recent Roseville 2025 CIP base model which has been updated with the 
approval of the Sierra Vista project and is based on full City of Roseville buildout, Rocklin 
has no obligation to continually update its traffic study as a result of newly approved 
developments in the region. As noted above, the development assumptions of assuming 
60% buildout of major development plan areas for the 2030 time horizon was 
coordinated between Rocklin staff and their General Plan EIR traffic consultant, DKS 
Associates, and such an assumption is still considered to be conservative and realistic. 
 
It should be noted that for the intersections of Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive 
and Sierra College Boulevard/Secret Ravine Parkway, Table 4.4-32 identified the 
following: 
 

 
 
 

Intersection 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

with Buildout 
of Current 

General Plan 

Cumulative 
Conditions 

with Buildout 
of Proposed 
General Plan 

V/C LOS V/C LOS 
Pleasant Grove Boulevard/Fairway Drive 1.03 F 1.04 F 
Sierra College Boulevard/Secret Ravine Parkway 0.91 E 0.92 E 
* Shaded intersections do not meet LOS standard 
 
As can be seen by the table above, the proposed General Plan Update causes the Level 
of Service (LOS) for the two intersections in question to degrade by 0.01 V/C ratio, which 
is determined to be a less than significant impact. If in fact Rocklin were to re-run its 
traffic model using the most recent Roseville 2025 CIP base model as requested, similar 
results indicating that the proposed General Plan Update would have a less than 
significant impact on those intersections would be anticipated. 
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It should also be noted that per the Draft EIR cumulative (2025) traffic analysis that was 
performed for the Sierra Vista project, which included buildout of the Sierra Vista and 
Creekview projects, the projected LOS for the two intersections in question are 
significantly worse in the Rocklin General Plan Update Draft EIR as compared to the 
analysis that was done for the Sierra Vista project. The comparisons are presented in the 
table below: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Intersection 

 
 
 
 
 

Sierra Vista 
2025 

Cumulative 
Plus Project 

 
 
 
 

Rocklin 2030 
No Project 

(Buildout of 
Current 

General Plan 

 
 
 
 

Rocklin 2030 
Plus Project 
(Buildout of 

Proposed 
General Plan 

Percentage 
Volume 
Increase 

from 
Proposed 
Rocklin 
General 

Plan 
Update 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard 
and Fairway Drive 

D 0.86 F 1.03 F 1.04 0.7 

Sierra College Boulevard 
and Secret Ravine Parkway 

A 0.59 E 0.91 E 0.92 1.4 

 
The primary reasons for the Rocklin General Plan Update showing significantly worse 
LOS for the two intersections is that the assumptions used for the Rocklin General Plan 
Update effort include higher levels of non-residential development (buildout) in Rocklin, 
as well higher levels of regional traffic (the Rocklin General Plan Update assumed 
background regional traffic levels at the year 2030 while the Sierra Vista project 
assumed background regional traffic levels at the year 2025). The assumed higher levels 
of non-residential development in Rocklin led to higher traffic volumes at the Pleasant 
Grove and Fairway Drive intersection, while the increase in background regional traffic 
led to higher traffic volumes on Sierra College Boulevard.  
 
In conclusion, any relevant and “reasonably foreseeable” projects were identified and 
considered, as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15130, in the context of the 
cumulative impacts analysis (see DRAFT EIR Section 4.4 pp.4.4-53 to 4.4-56 (considering 
development assumptions for cumulative (2030) conditions). Furthermore, the City’s 
traffic model forecasts traffic volume out to the year 2030. The future 2030 analysis is 
based on traffic volumes which were generated based on the General Plan traffic model. 
The General Plan traffic model takes into account the anticipated traffic growth (based 
on new and proposed development) in the region (including Lincoln, Penryn, Loomis, 
Rocklin and unincorporated Placer County). 
 
7-3 The commenter is correct in noting that Table 4.4-13 lists the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and State Route 65 as a signalized intersection and that an 
interchange has been constructed and opened to the public at this location. However, 
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Table 4.4-13 depicts existing conditions and existing conditions with buildout of the 
proposed General Plan Update and a correction to the table is not warranted.  
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, subdivision (a), a draft EIR “must include a 
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as 
they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published….This environmental setting 
will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 
determines whether or not an impact is significant.” (Emphasis added.) The Draft EIR 
acknowledges these requirements (See Draft EIR, p. 4.0-1), and the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and State Route 65 existed as a signalized intersection at the time that 
the Notice of Preparation was published (July 31, 2008). 
 
The Draft EIR does recognize that a new interchange has been constructed in several 
locations, specifically on Page 4.4-15 and in Table 4.4-30 (PM Peak Hour LOS – State 
Highway Ramp Intersections, Cumulative Conditions with Buildout of Proposed General 
Plan) on page 4.4-86. 
 
7-4 The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments 
does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR and is considered to be 
noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is 
not necessary. 
 
7-5 The Draft EIR discusses the Systems Evaluation Report and the 2005 SPWA 
Service Area Boundary on page 4.13-2 and notes that “The evaluation documents 
wastewater facilities needed to serve the SPWA’s Service Area Boundary (SAB), which 
includes the City of Rocklin Planning Area.” Based on the comment, the following 
sentence has been added to the above discussion on page 4.13-2: 
 
The proposed General Plan Update does not include any areas that are not within the 
boundaries of the 2005 SPWA Service Area Boundary. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
7-6 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-2 has been 
modified:  
 
Consequently, both plants are well within their permitted effluent discharge flow rates 
of 30 mgd each total. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
7-7 Please refer to Response to Comment 7-5 above. 
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7-8 The comment is acknowledging the discussion in the Draft EIR that notes that 
0.25 MGD of additional flow will be generated in the Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment 
Plan sewer shed area as a result of intensified land uses within Rocklin and that such 
additional flow was examined in the Systems Evaluation Report and will not require 
future unplanned expansion of treatment facilities. The comment goes on to note that 
the incremental flow increase has not yet individually undergone CEQA analysis for 
impacts downstream of the treatment plant and that the SPWA Partners will approach 
the SPWA Board to establish a project that will evaluate all intensification and rezoning 
areas identified in the Systems Evaluation Report for the purpose of CEQA compliance. 
 
The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, is 
considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
7-9 The closing comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
8. KEN YORDE 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
Ken Yorde provided comments on the subject areas of transportation/circulation, 
biological resources, and hydrology/water quality. The transportation/circulation 
comments consisted of a suggestion to include the use of traffic circles and the need to 
provide secondary access to the Yankee Hill subdivision. The biological resources 
comment consisted of a suggestion to include a definite statement relating to setbacks 
from creeks, and the hydrology/water quality comment consisted of a suggestion to 
include a definite statement to require project review by the Placer County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District to ensure a regional approach to flood 
protection. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
8-1 As suggested by the commenter, the Circulation Element does include a policy 
related to the use of traffic circles (also known as roundabouts). Specifically, under the 
section titled Policies for City and Regional Street System, Policy C-22 notes the 
following: “Interconnect traffic signals and/or consider the use of roundabouts where 
financially feasible and warranted to provide flexibility in controlling traffic movements 
at intersections.” 
 
8-2 A permanent, full-time secondary point of access to the Yankee Hill subdivision 
has recently been provided through the establishment and development of Del Rio 
Court, which connects the Yankee Hill subdivision easterly to Del Mar Avenue. However, 
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under the circumstances noted by the commenter (Independence Place crosses a creek, 
which in time of flooding or washout or other closure could preclude citizen egress from 
the subdivision), the Del Rio Court secondary point of access would only provide relief to 
those residents that lived east of the Independence Place creek crossing. Under the 
circumstance of the Independence Place creek crossing becoming not passable, the 
Yankee Hill subdivision is still afforded the ability to exit through the emergency only 
access point adjacent to Gayaldo Park that provides an at-grade crossing of the railroad 
and access to Lemon Hill Drive to the west of the Yankee Hill subdivision.  
 
8-3 While the General Plan’s Policies for the Conservation, Development and 
Utilization of Natural Resources themselves do not include a specific reference to a 
creek setback, Chapter II, Summary of Goals and Policies and Action Plans, includes the 
Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element Action Plan which does include 
reference to a 50 feet creek setback. The Action Plan consists of individual action steps 
to implement the policies of the General Plan. Action Step OCRA-11 on page 2-43 
includes the following language: “Apply open space easements to all lands located 
within 50 feet from the edge of the bank of all perennial and intermittent streams and 
creeks providing natural drainage. The easement will also extend to include associated 
riparian habitat. In addition, the City may designate an easement greater than 50 feet 
for perennial streams when it is determined such a buffer is necessary to adequately 
protect drainage and habitat areas. In designating these areas as open space, the City is 
preserving natural resources and protecting these areas from development. However, 
features which may be considered acceptable within the 50 foot setback, buffer area 
and/or open space easements include, but are not limited to, roads, bridges, trails, 
drainage facilities, utilities, and fencing intended to delineate or protect a specific 
resource. Installation and maintenance of those features shall minimize impacts to 
resources to the extent feasible. The above setbacks and buffers shall apply to 
residential and non-residential development unless the land owner can demonstrate, 
“that literal application of this Action Plan item would preclude all economically viable 
use of the land under existing zoning.” 
 
8-4 The General Plan’s Flooding Policy S-7 speaks to coordination with the Placer 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District as follows: “Consult with the 
Placer County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and other appropriate 
entities regarding regional approaches for the planning, construction, operation and 
maintenance of drainage and flood control facilities.” While Flooding Policy S-7 and the 
other “Flooding Policies” noted on pages 4D-8 and 4D-9 of the General Plan document 
themselves do not include a definite statement requiring project review by the Placer 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Chapter II of the General Plan, 
Summary of Goals and Policies and Action Plans, includes the Community Safety 
Element Action Plan which does include reference to project review by the Placer 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The Action Plan consists of 
individual action steps to implement the policies of the General Plan. Action Step SA-5 
on page 2-62 includes the following language: “Consult with the Placer County Flood 
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Control and Water Conservation District as well as upstream and downstream 
jurisdictions regarding regional approaches for the planning, construction, operation 
and maintenance of drainage and flood control facilities. Include these entities in the 
referral of project applications as appropriate.” 
 
9. YANKEE HILL HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, FRANKLIN BURRIS 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Yankee Hill Homeowners Association provided comments on the subject areas of 
transportation/circulation and noise and included attachments regarding railroad horns, 
operations and crossings. The transportation/circulation comments consisted of 
concerns expressed regarding access to the Yankee Hill subdivision as a result of railroad 
operations, and the noise comments consisted of concerns regarding railroad noise and 
vibration and how the Draft EIR analyzed such, as well as a suggestion to include the use 
of “quiet zones” as mitigation for the sounding of locomotive horns at railroad grade 
crossings.  
 
RESPONSES 
 
9-1 The introductory comment which identifies forthcoming additional comments 
does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft; additional response as a part of 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
9-2 The introductory comment is not a direct comment on the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
9-3 Please refer to Response to Comment 8-2 above regarding additional points of 
access for the Yankee Hill subdivision. 
 
9-4 The comment re-states discussion from the Draft EIR, identifies resident’s 
experiences with railroad noise and expresses concern about the potential for and 
increased frequency and length of trains. The comment is not a direct comment on the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR and is considered to be noted; additional 
response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
9-5 Although the existing Federal Railroad Administration discussion contained in 
the DEIR identifies instances where locomotive horns do not have to be sounded, 
including where safety measures can be installed to fully compensate for the absence of 
the warning provided by the horn, the comment is correct in noting that the Regulatory 
Framework, Federal Railroad Administration makes no reference to the final federal 
train horn rule. Based on the comment, the following has been added to the discussion 
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of the Federal Railroad Administration under section 4.5.3 Regulatory Framework on 
page 4.5-25: 
 
On April 27, 2005, the Federal Railroad Administration published the Final Rule on the 
Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Crossings. In addition to requiring that train 
horns must be sounded, the Rule also established a nationally consistent methodology 
for establishing, maintaining, and enforcing “quiet zones”. Quiet zones are segments of 
railroad lines where train crews are exempt from sounding the horn at grade crossings 
provided that certain improvements are installed.  
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
9-6 In response to the questions and criticisms of the noise measurement surveys 
that were made by the commenter, it is important to note that the General Plan Update 
Draft EIR is a program-level EIR. As such, the Draft EIR is intended to be used to evaluate 
the direct and indirect environmental effects of subsequent (emphasis added) 
development under the General Plan. When individual projects or activities under the 
General Plan are proposed, such projects or activities would be examined to determine 
whether their effects were adequately analyzed in the program-level General Plan 
Update Draft EIR. The General Plan Update Draft EIR does not serve the purpose of 
retroactively evaluating existing projects. It is also important to note that the intent of 
noise section of the Draft EIR is not to establish site-specific noise levels for the entire 
City, but rather to help determine potential land use conflicts that may require further 
examination as part of the future development of the City.  
 
The Yankee Hill Estates Draft EIR (September 1989), a project specific environmental 
document (as compared to a program-level environmental document such as the 
General Plan Update Draft EIR), assessed railroad noise level impacts on the Yankee Hill 
subdivision and identified mitigation measures for those impacts based on the 
standards applicable at the time and those mitigation measures were incorporated into 
the project design. 
 
The General Plan Update Draft EIR includes noise measurement data from 2001/2002 
that was included in Appendix E; such data was provided as information only since the 
City had the data, and they were not intended to be used for the purpose of comparison 
with the 2008/2009 noise measurement data. As noted on page 4.5-19 of the Draft EIR, 
the 2001/2002 noise surveys were conducted at that time to support the draft General 
Plan Noise Element. Because the traffic modeling that was conducted for the Draft EIR 
was updated since 2002 (predictions for roadway noise levels are based in part on traffic 
modeling results) and because the City’s Notice of Preparation was published on July 31, 
2008, a decision was made to update the noise measurement data. This decision is 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, subdivision (a), which states that a draft 
EIR “must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published….This 
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environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which 
a lead agency determines whether or not an impact is significant.” 
 
The 2001/2002 (Bollard and Brennan) and 2008/2009 (Ambient) noise measurements 
were conducted by two different noise consultants and the 2008/2009 noise 
measurements included different sites and different measurement time periods (when 
compared to 2001/2002 noise measurements) as noted by the comment. However, as 
discussed above, because the General Plan Update is a program-level EIR, the noise 
measurements were taken to help determine potential land use conflicts that may 
require further examination as part of the future development of the City. The 
2008/2009 noise measurement locations (which included 23 sites compared with 21 
sites in 2001/2002) and measurement time periods adequately reflect the general noise 
environment for the entire City for purposes of a program-level EIR.  
 
Twenty-four (24) hour noise measurements were conducted at SR65 and I-80 because 
of the fluctuation of traffic levels and corresponding noise levels over a 24-hour period. 
Although as noted on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR, actual train noise levels will vary 
depending on various factors, such as train speed, the number of engines uses, track 
conditions (welded vs. jointed), and the condition of the train wheels, these contributing 
noise factors are dominated by the sounding of warning horns at railroad crossings. 24-
hour noise measurements along the railroad were not necessary because unlike freeway 
noise levels, railroad noise levels that include the sounding of the warning horns are 
fairly consistent in terms of the actual maximum noise level measured (federal 
regulations require the maximum volume level for the train horn at 110 decibels with 
the minimum sound level at 96 decibels). While the number and length of trains can be 
a factor when evaluating noise levels of trains without the horns sounding, those factors 
have no influence on the measurement of the maximum noise levels of the trains with 
their horns sounding. Table 4.5-1 in the Draft EIR reflects maximum noise levels of 101.4 
and 105.7 dBA based on two separate short-term noise measurements taken 40 feet 
from the centerline of the railroad tracks. 24-hour noise measurements of the railroad 
noise levels would be expected to produce similar results of maximum noise levels. As 
noted on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR, the predicted railroad noise contours are not 
considered site-specific but they are useful for determining potential land use conflicts. 
Noise measurements for the Draft EIR were taken on weekdays because they represent 
worst-case in terms of transportation noise sources and are considered to be more 
conservative than weekend noise measurements. 
 
9-7 The discussion of railroad operations and resultant noise levels on page 4.5-39 of 
the Draft EIR acknowledges that based on conversations between the City’s noise 
consultant (Ambient) and UPRR, future train volumes would not be considered to 
increase substantially in comparison to existing conditions. It is also noted however, as 
congestion on area roadways increases, it is conceivable that reliance on freight and 
Amtrak service could increase. Even though the number and length of trains could 
increase in the future, railroad noise levels that include the sounding of the warning 
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horns are consistent in terms of the actual maximum noise level measured, regardless 
of the number and length of trains. Although the maximum noise level would be 
consistent, an increased frequency of trains would translate into an increased frequency 
in the sounding of warning horns and a higher potential for annoyance. 
 
Figure 4.5-2 notes sources as Placer County and Ambient; Ambient is the noise 
consultant that conducted the noise measurements. While a specific report was not 
generated, the noise consultant assisted in the preparation of the noise section of the 
Draft EIR and the noise modeling output files that were developed by the noise 
consultant are included in Appendix D, Volume 2 of the Draft EIR. 
 
9-8 The discussion of railroad operations and noise levels on pages 4.5-15 and 4.5-16 
of the Draft EIR provides information on the frequency and length of trains for both 
passenger and freight trains based on direct contact with Amtrak and UPRR, 
respectively. It is the speed of trains that was based on site reconnaissance surveys, 
which were performed by the City’s noise consultant, Ambient. The intent of discussing 
the frequency and the length of both passenger and freight trains was to give the Draft 
EIR reader an understanding of the existing setting (see discussion in Response to 
Comment 9-6 above regarding the existing setting being established at the time the NOP 
is published); the Draft EIR does not attempt to compare freight trains to passenger 
trains. 
 
9-9 The predicted noise levels shown in Table 4.5-3 (and the resultant noise contour 
diagrams of Figures 4.5-3 and 4.5-4) were calculated through a noise modeling effort 
using methodology obtained from the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines (FTA 2006), which assumes a 
maximum noise level of 110 dB for the sounding of locomotive horns. Site specific data 
such as the number of trains and their time of occurrence were provided as input into 
the model. In addition, the short-term noise level measurements that were performed 
by the noise consultant for railroad operations were also considered as part of the 
modeling effort. In accordance with federal regulations, the maximum volume level for 
the train horn has been set at 110 decibels with the minimum sound level set at 96 
decibels. Data obtained during the noise-measurement surveys are consistent with this 
range, but do not account for all trains that could potentially travel along this corridor, 
particularly those in future years. 
 
9-10 The railroad noise contours shown in Figures 4.5-3 and 4.5-4 do reflect the 
maximum railroad noise levels (with warning horns sounding at crossings). In 
accordance with federal regulations, the sounding of train horns is required within ¼ 
mile of a crossing, but can also occur at greater distances from a crossing depending on 
other factors, such as perceived safety conditions. Due to the federal requirement of 
sounding train horns coupled with the fact that the at-grade railroad crossings in Rocklin 
are not spaced far apart, the railroad noise contours on Figures 4.5-3 and 4.5-4 reflect 
the conservative worst-case condition with the horns sounding and thus the contours 
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are linear and do not “bulb out” at the crossing locations. It is important to note that the 
noise contours identified in the General Plan are for land use planning purposes (in 
support of the General Plan) to better identify future development that could be 
potentially impacted by train noise, in comparison to the City’s land use compatibility 
standards. Actual noise levels may vary depending on site-specific conditions and, 
therefore, the contours should not be interpreted as absolute lines of demarcation. Site-
specific noise studies that take into account topography and other factors would be 
conducted to further evaluate potential noise impacts, as development occurs and in 
accordance with CEQA requirements. 
 
9-11 Beyond the Yankee Hill subdivision, there are numerous locations throughout 
the City that are impacted by the overlapping contours depicted in Figures 4.5-3 and 
4.5-4. However, as discussed above in Response to Comment 9-6, the intent of noise 
section of the Draft EIR is not to establish site-specific noise levels for the entire City, but 
rather to help determine potential land use conflicts that may require further 
examination as part of the future development of the City. 
 
Impact 4.5-3 (Exposure to Surface Transportation Noise) identifies numerous General 
Plan Update policies that provide mitigation towards the identified noise impact. With 
regard to the establishment of “quiet zones” for mitigation, the General Plan Update 
does include Circulation Element Policy C-33 which states “Seek improvements to 
existing railroad crossings and construction of new grade separated crossings or 
undercrossings where appropriate and feasible.” The establishment of “quiet zones” 
would fall under that policy, but the policy should have been included in the discussion 
of Impact 4.5-3. Based on the comment, the following has been added to the discussion 
of the Proposed General Plan Update Policies That Provide Mitigation section on pages 
4.5-39 and 4.5-40: 
 
Policy C-33 Seek improvements to existing railroad crossings and construction of new 
grade separated crossings or undercrossings where appropriate and feasible. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
Leq and CNEL noise measurements for locations # 22 and 23 along the railroad would 
actually result in lower measured noise levels as compared to the Lmax noise levels 
presented in Table 4.5-2. To determine Leq and CNEL noise level measurements, noise 
levels are averaged over a particular time period; if such noise level measurements were 
taken for railroad noise levels it would result in a “dilution” of the noise levels because 
of the sporadic nature of railroad events. As noted in Response to Comment 9-6 above, 
railroad noise levels that include the sounding of the warning horns are fairly consistent 
in terms of the actual maximum noise level measured due to federal regulations which 
require the maximum volume level for the train horn at 110 decibels with the minimum 
sound level at 96 decibels. 24-hour noise measurements of the railroad noise levels 
would be expected to produce similar results of maximum noise levels. 
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Figure 4.5-1 is consistent with standardized exhibits used by noise consultants to depict 
typical noise levels. The inclusion of train horn noise into the exhibit is not necessary for 
the analysis or conclusions of the noise section of the Draft EIR.  
 
9-12 The discussion of railroad operations and resultant noise levels within Impact 
4.5-3 (Exposure to Surface Transportation Noise) on page 4.5-39 of the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that based on conversations between the City’s noise consultant 
(Ambient) and UPRR, future train volumes would not be considered to increase 
substantially in comparison to existing conditions. It is also noted however, as 
congestion on area roadways increases, it is conceivable that reliance on freight and 
Amtrak service could increase. Even though the number and length of trains could 
increase in the future, railroad noise levels that include the sounding of the warning 
horns are at a consistent noise level in terms of the actual maximum noise level 
measured, regardless of the number and length of trains. In other words, the maximum 
noise level range produced by a locomotive with sounding horns is between 96 and 110 
decibels and this maximum noise level range will not vary with regard to the length of 
the train (the sounding horn is from the locomotive at the front of the train) nor will it 
vary with regard to the number of trains (the sounding horn maximum noise level range 
is the same from train to train and is not a cumulative number based on the number of 
trains). Although the maximum noise level would be consistent, an increased frequency 
of trains would translate into an increased frequency in the sounding of warning horns 
and a higher potential for annoyance. 
 
9-13 A cumulative impact occurs from the change in the environment that results 
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Impact 4.5-6 (Cumulative 
Transportation Noise Impacts Within the Planning Area) focuses on roadway noise levels 
because the buildout of the Rocklin General Plan and development in surrounding 
communities will contribute directly to increased traffic noise levels. The buildout of the 
General Plan Update and development in surrounding communities will not have a 
direct impact in regards to cumulative railroad noise levels. Although it could be argued 
that the growth of Rocklin and surrounding communities could have an indirect impact 
in regards to an increased frequency and size (length) of railroad operations, it is 
unknown at this time the degree of influence such cumulative growth would have on 
railroad operations; such forecasting or speculation is not required to be evaluated in 
the Draft EIR. Impact 4.5-3 (Exposure to Surface Transportation Noise) acknowledges 
that future development under the buildout of the General Plan Update could lead to 
exposure of noise sensitive land uses to railroad noise levels in excess of the City’s noise 
standards and that such an impact would be Significant and Unavoidable.  
 
9-14 Goal 5 of the Noise Element of the Rocklin General Plan Update is “To prevent 
noise-sensitive land uses from being adversely affected by transportation noise 
sources.” For purposes of the Noise Element, transportation noise sources are defined 
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as traffic on public roadways and railroad line operations. Policy N-7 of the Noise 
Element states “Restrict development of noise sensitive land uses in areas exposed to 
existing or projected levels of noise from transportation noise sources that exceed the 
noise level standards contained within the Noise Element, unless the project design 
includes effective mitigation that results in noise exposure which meets the standards.” 
Policy N-7 is referenced in Impact 4.5-3 (Exposure to Surface Transportation Noise) as a 
proposed General Plan Update policy that provides mitigation, and as noted above in 
Response to Comment 9-11, Policy C-33 which states, “Seek improvements to existing 
railroad crossings and construction of new grade separated crossings or undercrossings 
where appropriate and feasible” will be added to the impact discussion through the 
Final EIR. The establishment of “quiet zones” would fall under that policy. Despite the 
application of these policies as mitigation measures, Impact 4.5-3 notes that it may not 
be possible to fully mitigate traffic and/or railroad noise in all areas, and thus the impact 
was identified as significant and unavoidable. 
 
9-15  The establishment of a train horn quiet zone as suggested in the comment is an 
option that the City could use to address railroad noise levels. However, the 
establishment of such zones are fairly expensive undertakings (typical improvements 
cost $200,000.00-300,000.00 as noted in the RTD Fastracks Fact Sheet submitted by the 
commenter, not to mention administration, design and processing costs. The City 
currently does not have funding set aside for such efforts. However, there is nothing to 
preclude the establishment of quiet zones in the future should funding become 
available.  
 
9-16 The Draft EIR’s discussion of UPRR groundborne vibrations includes a reference 
to Caltrans vibration measurement data because the City did not have their own data 
and the City’s noise consultant’s scope of work did not include an assessment of railroad 
vibrations. As noted in the discussion, the Caltrans study included the preparation of a 
“drop-off curve” used to estimate maximum train vibration levels at various distances 
from the track centerline. The curve represents maximum expected vibration levels 
from trains and is thus considered by Caltrans to be very conservative. The Caltrans 
study is referenced in the Draft EIR but was not included directly in the document. The 
Caltrans study was not peer-reviewed by the City’s noise consultant but there is no 
reason for the City to doubt the efforts of Caltrans. The discussion does note that site 
and geologic conditions can influence how vibrations propagate at increasing distances 
from the track, but it does not use the modifier “greatly” as purported by the comment. 
Although the comment is correct in noting that the geology of Rocklin is unique, such 
geologic conditions are not anticipated to alter the less than significant impact 
conclusion reached in the Draft EIR regarding groundborne vibration impacts from 
railroad operations. This is due to the conservative nature of the Caltrans data and the 
facts that the predicted maximum groundborne vibration levels would not exceed the 
Caltrans standard of 0.20 in./sec. ppv beyond approximately 7.5 feet from the track 
centerline (the level above which architectural damage for typical building construction 
or increased levels of annoyance for individuals in buildings may occur), and the 
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proposed General Plan Update does not include new land uses within that 7.5 foot 
distance. 
 
9-17 The comments, which do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
are considered to be noted. The Rocklin Planning Commission, and ultimately the 
Rocklin City Council, will consider and determine if they support the proposed 
elimination of the Argonaut overcrossing as a part of the General Plan Update. The 
comments will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration, and 
additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not 
necessary. 
 
9-18 The concluding comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIR and is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
10. WESTERN PLACER WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY, CHRIS HANSON 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Western Placer Waste Management Authority provided comments on the subject 
area of utilities and service systems regarding solid waste. The comments consisted of 
points of clarification and suggested edits to the Draft EIR document.  
 
RESPONSES 
 
10-1 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
10-2 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-16 has been 
modified:  
 
The WPWMA’s primary only source of funding, with the exception of approximately 
$80,000 per year in used oil grant monies from the State and other minor sources of 
revenue, is tipping fees charged at WPWMA facilities (Oddo 2008, Hanson 2011). 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-3 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-16 has been 
modified:  
 
Currently, the MRF typically diverts approximately 50 30 percent from the MRF 
processing lines; combined with the additional recyclables received and diverted via the 
facility’s buy-back center, drop-off center, compost facility, and landfill diversion (inert 
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waste and construction/demolition waste). Facility-wide, the overall diversion achieved 
is nearly 50 percent. of the material received from going to the landfill (Oddo 2009, 
Hanson 2011). 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-4 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-17 has been 
modified:  
 
To continue meeting diversion goals as mandated by AB 939, the MRF recently 
completed an expansion process in 2007.that began in 2006. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-5 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-17 has been 
modified:  
 
This expansion, which included modernized equipment and eight additional sorting 
lines, doubled processing capacity to over 2,000 tons of garbage per day and increased 
the amount of recyclable materials recovered from the waste stream by approximately 
20 percent because the recovery rates at the MRF are not solely due to the expansion of 
added technology; actual recovery rates are highly affected by other factors, including 
commodity markets. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-6 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-17 has been 
modified: 
 
The WPWMA operates the 320281-acre Western Regional Sanitary Landfill (WRSL), 
located near State Route 65 between Roseville and Lincoln. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-7 Based on the comment, the following sentences on page 4.13-17 have been 
modified: 
 
The Western Regional Sanitary Landfill has a total permitted design capacity of 
36,350,000 cubic yards, and the maximum permitted disposal at the landfill is 1,900 
tons per day. The landfill has a total capacity of approximately 38 million cubic yards, 
and a remaining capacity of approximately 27 million 25,094,157 cubic yards.  
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
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10-8 Impact 4.13.2.1 (Increased Demand for Solid Waste Services) includes discussion 
of the MRF and acknowledges that the future expansion of the MRF or a new MRF 
would be required to serve buildout of the proposed General Plan Update as well as 
regional growth expected in western Placer County. Based on the comment, the 
following sentence on page 4.13-16 has been modified: 
 
The MRF is currently permitted to accept 1,750 tons per day and 1,014 vehicles per day, 
but is designed to accommodate approximately 2,200 tons per day. For the period of 
July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, the average weekday tonnage received at the MRF was 
815 tons and the average weekday vehicle count at the MRF was 532; these figures are 
within the MRF’s currently permitted capacities. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-9 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-17 has been 
modified: 
 
An additional 465 acres of land for landfill expansion is located to the west of the 
current landfill site, although it is not yet permitted for landfill use. In addition to the 
465 acres of land to the west, WPWMA also owns 158 acres to the east, although there 
is no defined use for that property as of yet and it currently serves as a land use buffer. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-10 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-17 has been 
modified: 
 
In addition, the WPWMA has contracted with Energy 2001 to use methane gas 
produced by decomposing waste at the landfill to generate electricity, which is 
eventually sold to Roseville Power PG&E (WPWMA 2008b Hanson 2011). 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-11 As noted by the commenter, Table 4.13.2-1 lists the history of the City’s 
diversion rates through 2006. While data for more recent years (2007-2010) has been 
submitted by the City to CalRecycle and their staff has reviewed the data, the reports 
have not yet been formally presented to, or approved by CalRecycle. As such, Table 
4.13.2-1 cannot reflect more recent diversion rates as suggested by the comment. 
However, based on the comment, the following has been added to the discussion of the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act under Section 4.13.2.2 Regulatory 
Framework on page 4.13-18: 
 
Senate Bill 1016 passed in 2008 moves the existing solid waste diversion accounting 
system to a per capital disposal based system. The bill also revised the reporting and 
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review process so that jurisdictions determined to be in compliance with the 50 percent 
diversion requirement would be subject to a review every four years, while those not in 
compliance would continue to be reviewed every two years. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-12 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.13-18 has been 
modified: 
 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires all 
California cities and counties to reduce the volume of waste deposited in landfills by 
divert 50 percent of waste generated by the year 2000 and continue to remain at 50 
percent or higher for each subsequent year. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-13 Based on the comment, the following has been added to the discussion of 
Impact 4.13.2.1 (Increased Demand for Solid Waste Services) on page 4.13-20: 
 
Therefore, waste generated at buildout of the General Plan Update would not exceed 
the landfill’s maximum permitted disposal of 1,900 tons per day, nor would it exceed 
the MRF’s processing capacity of 2,200 tons per day. In addition, the waste generated at 
buildout of the General Plan Update would not exceed the landfill’s current (2010) 
average of 607 tons per weekday. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-14 Based on the comment, the following text and table has been added to the 
discussion of Impact 4.13.2.1 (Increased Demand for Solid Waste Services) on page 4.13-
20: 
 
Based on solid waste generation rates provided by the Western Placer Waste 
Management Authority (Table 4.13.2-2 and Table 4.13.2-2A), total solid waste 
generation at buildout of the General Plan Update would be approximately 1,003,782.8 
pounds per day, or 502 tons per day (1,003,782.8 pounds per day/2,000 pounds). For 
comparison purposes, total solid waste generation at buildout of the existing General 
Plan would be approximately 967,951.6 pounds per day, or 484 tons per day (967,951.6 
pounds per day/2,000 pounds). 
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TABLE 4.13.2-2A 
SOLID WASTE GENERATION RATE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT 

 
 

Land Use 
 

Existing General 
Plan Buildout 

 
Generation Rate 

Solid Waste 
Generated at Existing 
General Plan Buildout 

Residential 72,475 persons 7 lbs./person/day 507,325 lbs. per day 
Commercial 15,501,000 sq. ft. 2.5 lbs./100 square 

feet/day 
387,525 lbs. per day 

Industrial 5,148,000 sq. ft. 1.42 lbs./100 square 
feet/day 

73,101.6 lbs. per day 

Total Solid Waste Generated at Buildout 967,951.6 lbs. per day 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-15 Based on the comment, the following sentences on page 4.13-20 have been 
modified: 
 
The MRF is located at the same site as the landfill and although there is substantial land 
available for expansion of the MRF, because of the current configuration of the MRF and 
landfill it would be difficult to expand the current facility. Any future increases in 
capacity needs would require construction of a new facility (Hanson 2010). THE 
WPWMA operates both facilities. Any expansion of the MRF, or the The construction of 
a new MRF would be subject to CEQA review.  
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-16 With respect to the potential for certain infrastructure impacts at the MRF, the 
DRAFT EIR acknowledges under Impact 4.13.2.1 (Increased Demand for Solid Waste 
Services) on page 4.13-20 that the MRF is only expected to accommodate Placer 
County’s projected population growth for the next 10 to 15 years, and that future 
expansion of the MRF or a new MRF would be required to serve buildout of the 
proposed General Plan Update as well as regional growth expected in western Placer 
County. With respect to the potential for certain infrastructure impacts on the lifespan 
of the landfill, the Draft EIR acknowledges under Impact 4.13.2.1 (Increased Demand for 
Solid Waste Services) on pages 4.13-20 and 4.13-21 that waste generated at buildout of 
the General Plan Update would not exceed the landfill’s capacity since based on 
communications with the Western Placer Waste Management Authority, the landfill has 
adequate capacity to accept waste from the entirety of its service area, including the 
City of Rocklin, until 2042. It should be noted that the General Plan Update and 
associated Draft EIR utilize a “horizon” timeframe year of 2030, 12 years sooner than 
the anticipated end of the current landfill capacity, which allows for the less than 
significant impact conclusion for increased demand for solid waste services. The City’s 
next General Plan Update and associated Draft EIR will have to address the provision of 
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additional landfill capacity should the circumstances discussed above regarding 
adequate landfill capacity until 2042 not change prior to initiation of the General Plan 
update efforts. As a partner agency to the WPWMA, the City of Rocklin is committed to 
ensuring the ability to provide recycling and solid waste disposal for the City of Rocklin 
and the region into the future. 
 
Please refer to Response to Comment 10-14 above regarding the incremental 
contribution of solid waste generation as a result of the land use changes being 
proposed as part of the General Plan Update  
 
10-17 Although the sentence following the listing of the Proposed General Plan Update 
Policies That Provide Mitigation acknowledges that the policies encourage public 
participation in recycling efforts, the actual policies that require such were inadvertently 
not listed. Based on the comment, the following has been added to the discussion of the 
Proposed General Plan Update Policies That Provide Mitigation section on page 4.13-21: 
 
Policy PF-30 Support public education programs in order to reduce, recycle, and reuse 
solid waste and other materials such as oil, paint, and antifreeze in order to reduce 
landfill disposal. 
 
Policy PF-31 Encourage new commercial and industrial development to incorporate 
recycling programs into their construction and operations. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
10-18 While it is acknowledged that impacts on the lifespan of the landfill can be 
reduced with each project, there also needs to be recognition that the General Plan 
Update’s “horizon” timeframe year of 2030 is well before the anticipated 2042 
exhaustion of landfill capacity. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-14 above 
regarding the incremental contribution of solid waste generation as a result of the land 
use changes being proposed as part of the General Plan Update  
 
11. PLACER COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS, DAVE JOHNSON 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Placer County Association of Realtors provided comments on the subject area of the 
Climate Action Plan and in particular on the proposed energy conservation point of sale 
ordinance. Also included was an attachment prepared by an air quality consultant that 
provided additional comments regarding the Climate Action Plan and the DRAFT EIR air 
quality impact analysis. 
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RESPONSES 
 
11-1 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
11-2 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-3 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-4 The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
is considered to be noted. The Rocklin Planning Commission, and ultimately the Rocklin 
City Council, will consider and determine if they support an energy conservation 
ordinance at such time that City re-initiates its efforts towards completion of the CAP. 
The comments will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration, and 
additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not 
necessary. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP 
and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-5 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
11-6 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
As noted in the CAP Master Response, at such time that the City re-initiates its efforts 
towards the completion of the CAP, the City will take all of the comments related to the 
CAP that were made through the Draft EIR public review process and address them as 
necessary and appropriate. 
 
11-7 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
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As noted in the CAP Master Response, at such time that the City re-initiates its efforts 
towards the completion of the CAP, the City will take all of the comments related to the 
CAP that were made through the Draft EIR public review process and address them as 
necessary and appropriate. 
 
11-8 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
As noted in the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments, at such time 
that the City re-initiates its efforts towards the completion of the CAP, the City will take 
all of the comments related to the CAP that were made through the Draft EIR public 
review process and address them as necessary and appropriate. 
 
11-9 The commenter is correct in noting that AB 32 does not require the City of 
Rocklin to implement a Climate Action Plan. The intent of the introductory language was 
to provide a background regarding AB 32 and its affect on jurisdictions such as the City 
of Rocklin; it was not to imply that AB 32 requires a Climate Action Plan or any of its 
measures. The comment is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
11-10 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-9 above regarding AB 32 and the City 
of Rocklin’s draft CAP. As noted on page 4.15-12 of the Draft EIR, the City of Rocklin 
chose to develop a citywide greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) inventory and CAP as a 
component of the City of Rocklin General Plan Update process. The comment is 
considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
11-11 The discussion of an energy conservation ordinance in the CAP identifies the 
broad parameters of what such an ordinance is likely to contain; the specifics of an 
energy conservation ordinance such as those noted in the comment will be identified at 
such time if and when the development of an energy conservation ordinance moves 
forward. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP 
and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-12 The “Cost Savings to the City” and the “Cost to the City” monetary estimates and 
other information provided on the first page of each of the overall goals of the CAP were 
intended to provide the public and decision-makers with information relative to the 
effectiveness and cost of the various goals. As noted in the Master Response for Climate 
Action Plan (CAP) Comments, the available emission reduction measures, including an 
energy conservation ordinance, will be evaluated for their economic impacts and 
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consistency with actions taken by surrounding jurisdictions, and they will be discussed 
through the public hearing process required for ordinance adoption. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP 
and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-13 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-12 regarding the financial aspects of an 
energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-14 The comment is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP 
and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-15 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-12 regarding the financial aspects of an 
energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-16 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-17 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-18 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-19 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-20 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-12 above regarding the financial 
aspects of an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-21 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-12 above regarding the financial 
aspects of an energy conservation ordinance. 
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11-22 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-23 As noted in the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments, in 
absence of an adopted CAP, the City will continue to address the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions through a multitude of City-wide programs, through the 
application of General Plan goals and policies and with project-level assessments for 
greenhouse gas emission impacts as a part of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) process. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) Comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP 
and for additional discussion regarding an energy conservation ordinance. 
 
11-24 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-23 regarding the City’s planned efforts 
to address greenhouse gas emission impacts as a part of the CEQA process. 
 
11-25 Please refer to Response to Comment 11-23 regarding the City’s planned efforts 
to address greenhouse gas emission impacts as a part of the CEQA process. 
 
12. REDISCOVER ROCKLIN, DAN GAYALDO 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
Rediscover Rocklin provided comments on the subject areas of land use and noise, and 
also expressed overall support for the General Plan Update and encouraged additional 
outreach efforts. The land use comments consisted of support of particular goals and 
policies and concern over one particular policy, and the noise comment consisted of a 
suggestion to include the use of “quiet zones” as mitigation for the sounding of 
locomotive horns at railroad grade crossings 
 
RESPONSES 
 
12-1 The comment expresses support of the General Plan Update. The comments will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration, and additional response as 
a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
12-2 The comment expresses support for Land Use policies 3, 9 and 10, but expresses 
concern for Land Use policy 11 (LU-11 - Encourage infill residential development that is 
in keeping with the character and scale of the surrounding neighborhood, while 
providing a variety of densities and housing types as reflected by the zoning and land 
use designation of the infill property) because such a policy may be inconsistent with 
the mixed-use overlay for Downtown. Staff does not share such a concern for the 
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following reasons: It should be noted that Land Use policy 11 falls under the heading 
“Policies for Existing Residential Land Use” and is intended to address small-scale infill 
residential development. Under the heading “Policies for New Residential Land Use” 
policy Land Use policy 13 (LU-13 - Review proposals for new residential development for 
compatibility with the character and scale of nearby neighborhoods, while providing a 
variety of densities and housing types as reflected by the zoning and land use 
designation of the infill property) strives for compatibility with the variety of densities 
and housing types as reflected by the zoning and land use designation of the infill 
property, similar to policy LU-11. But in instances where the mixed-use Downtown 
overlay is applied, the zoning and land use designations to allow for a more dense 
development would be in place. Policy LU-13 would be more applicable to the mixed 
use overlay for Downtown (as well as the goal for mixed land uses and the policies listed 
in support of that goal). 
 
12-3 Please refer to Response to Comments 9-11, 9-14, and 9-15 above regarding the 
establishment of “quiet zones” for noise associated with the sounding of locomotive 
horns at railroad at grade crossings. 
 
12-4 The comment expresses support for continuing outreach efforts associated with 
the Downtown overlay. The comment will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration, and additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) process is not necessary.  
 
13. PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, ANGEL GREEN 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) provided comments on the 
subject areas of air quality and the Climate Action Plan, and also expressed overall 
support for the General Plan Update and the Climate Action Plan. Both the air quality 
and Climate Action Plan comments consisted of suggestions for edits and clarifications 
related to the specific analyses and conclusions that were reached in the Draft EIR. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
13-1 The comment expresses support of the General Plan Update and the Climate 
Action Plan. The comments will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration, and additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) process is not necessary.  
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP. 
 



 

172 

13-2 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
13-3 The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP. 
 
13-4 The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP. 
 
13-5 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at 
the beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the 
CAP. 
 
13-6 Section 15064.7 of the CEQA Guidelines allows the City to determine its own 
thresholds of significance for the determination of the significance of environmental 
impacts. For Impact 4.2.1 (Conflict with Air Quality Plan), the City chose to employ 
consistency with population growth projections as the applicable threshold. This was 
considered to be a conservative approach because the analysis in the Draft EIR assumes 
buildout population growth by 2030, which is unlikely to happen based on historic 
growth patterns of the City and the current economic conditions. The Sacramento 
Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan adopted in 
2009 took into account Rocklin’s General Plan Update and shows that the region would 
reach attainment target dates. The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) data that was used to 
help project future year emissions as part of the Attainment and Reasonable Further 
Progress Plan was developed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
using growth projection input from local jurisdictions, including Rocklin. There have 
been no significant changes to Rocklin’s land use pattern or growth projections since the 
analysis was done for the Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan and 
therefore it is not necessary to conduct the analysis at a level that is being suggested by 
the comment nor is it necessary to repeat analysis that has already been conducted by 
SACOG. 
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13-7 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 4.2-21 has been 
modified: 
 
This area is required to attain the ozone standard by 2019 2018. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
13-8 The comment is correct in noting that the sentence should state Sacramento 
Regional 8-Hour Ozone Standard. However, a correction will not be made to the 
sentence because the text in the entire paragraph is being deleted due to its association 
with the Climate Action Plan.  
 
Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) comments at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the City’s decision to temporarily suspend the CAP. 
 
13-9 As noted in the impact discussion of Impact 4.2.2 (Violate Air Quality Standard: 
Short-Term Emissions from Construction Projects), the City’s rationale for arriving at a 
less than significant conclusion was that if after the application of feasible mitigation 
measures the District’s thresholds were still being exceeded, then the City could limit 
the size of the area being graded/constructed or the pieces of equipment that were 
being used for grading/construction. Upon further consideration, the City recognizes 
that such limitations are not practical for economic reasons on the developer’s side and 
for enforcement reasons on the City’s side. For these reasons, the conclusion of the 
impact is being changed to Significant and Unavoidable. 
 
Based on the comment, the following sentences in the statement of impact for Impact 
4.2.2 (Violate Air Quality Standard: Short-Term Emissions from Construction Projects) 
are being modified: 
 
However, Although the proposed General Plan Update has mitigating policies and their 
associated action steps, along with the City, District, State and Federal Rule-Based 
Requirements discussed below, ensure the impact will be less than significant these 
efforts will not reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Therefore, this impact 
is considered potentially less than significant. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
Based on the comment, the following sentences on page 4.2-27 have been modified: 
 
Due to Despite the temporary nature of construction-related impacts and because the 
requirement that projects must be in compliance with General Plan Policy OCR-58 as 
implemented through the mitigations stated in the City’s “Mitigation for Air Quality 
Impacts” form, as well as PCAPCD, state, and federal rules and regulations, these 
impacts will not may result in a violation of an air quality standard or in a substantial 
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contribution to an existing or projected air quality violation. If it is determined that the 
PCAPCD daily emission thresholds will still be exceeded after application of mitigation 
measures, there remains the ability to scale back the grading and/or construction 
operations by reducing the amount of work being done by limiting the area of grading 
and/or construction or by limiting the amount and type of construction equipment. 
Thus, this impact is considered to be less than significant and unavoidable.  
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
As noted in the Project Description (Section 3.0) and the Introduction to the Analysis 
and Assumptions Used (Section 4.0), although the City’s growth projections indicate that 
non-residential development would not be fully built out at the General Plan horizon 
year of 2030, the Draft EIR assumes that non-residential development (and residential 
development) would reach buildout by 2030 to provide a conservative analysis. 
Therefore, the analysis for construction-related impacts is consistent with the analysis 
for operational emissions as suggested by the comment. 
 
Although the conclusion of the impact will be changed from less than significant to 
significant and unavoidable, the mitigation approach for the impact will continue to 
include the use of the City’s “Mitigation for Air Quality Impacts” form and submittal of 
the “PCAPCD Construction Emission/Dust Control Plan” as suggested by the comment.  
 
With regard to the Master Mitigation List (Appendix B-4), the mitigation measure 
discussion for Impact 4.2.2 (Violate Air Quality Standard: Short-Term Emissions from 
Construction Projects) has been modified as shown below to acknowledge that a menu 
list of mitigation measures will be utilized by the City and applied on a case-by-case 
during the environmental review process. Based on the comment, the following 
sentence on page 4.2-28 has been modified: 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
None required No additional mitigation measures are feasible beyond the policies, 
associated action steps, District, State, and Federal Rule-Based Requirements, and the 
selection of applicable air quality mitigation measures from a menu list as discussed 
above.  
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
13-10 With the exception of the first sentence, the recommended mitigation measure, 
which is based on PCAPCD Rule 225, is already incorporated as mitigation in the Draft 
EIR via Appendix B-3. As noted under Impact 4.2.3 (Increase in Criteria Pollutants: 
Operational Air Pollutants), a copy of the District, State, and Federal Rule-Based 
Requirements provided to the City by the PCAPCD (including Rule 225) is included in 
Appendix B-3 of the Draft EIR, and per the impact discussion, the City plans to attach 
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such a list to every grading permit, approval of improvement plans and building permits 
issued by the City. 
 
In addition to the application of Rule 225, it should be noted that there are already 
wood-burning appliance restrictions in place for the majority of undeveloped residential 
lands remaining in the City (Northwest Rocklin Annexation Area and Clover Valley). 
Specifically, the Northwest Rocklin General Development Plan includes the following 
conditions of approval related to restrictions on wood-burning appliances: 
 
 The City shall not approve building permits for fireplaces in homes that do not 

have a primary heating source other than a fireplace. All fireplaces shall be 
plumbed for natural gas. 

 In any development served with natural gas, fireplaces within multi-family 
residential development projects shall be plumbed for natural gas, and wood-
burning fireplaces shall be prohibited within those units. 

 All wood-burning stoves installed in single-family or multi-family units must be 
EPA certified. 

 
Specifically, the Clover Valley Draft EIR includes the following mitigation measure 
related to restrictions on wood-burning appliances: 
 
 4.5 MM-2(e): The General Development Plan and CC&Rs shall indicate the 

following mitigation measure: Only natural gas or propane-fired fireplace 
appliances shall be permitted. Masonry fireplaces shall have installed UL-listed 
decorative natural gas fireboxes. Any outdoor burn pits shall be plumbed with 
natural bas. 

 
13-11 The URBEMIS output data provided in Appendix B was an outdated version and 
was incorrect. The correct version of the URBEMIS output data, which was used for the 
impact analysis, is being provided as Appendix B in the Final EIR. This correct version is 
consistent with the data provided in Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-7, and the number of units for 
land use types is consistent with the numbers provided in Section 3.0 (Project 
Description). Please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR. 
 
With regard to discrepancies between CAP VMT and URBEMIS VMT, the VMT number 
presented in the CAP represents a modified and lower VMT number than shown in the 
URBEMIS model run. The CAP VMT number was developed subsequent to the URBEMIS 
model run and as a part of the CAP efforts, there were modifications made to the traffic 
analysis that resulted in a lower VMT number than was previously used in the air quality 
analysis. Given that the air quality analysis was based on a higher VMT number, the air 
quality analysis is considered to be conservative and likely overstates the emissions. 
However, the decision was made not to re-run the URBEMIS model for the Draft EIR 
because the Draft EIR conclusion of significant and unavoidable would not change with 
respect to the projected increase in operational air pollutants (Impact 4.2.3). 
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13-12 The Draft EIR’s discussion of stationary source Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) on 
page 4.2-35 states “The issuance of air quality permits and compliance with all district, 
state and federal regulations regarding stationary TACs reduce potential sources of toxic 
air emissions such that sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial 
pollutant concentrations such as toxic air contaminants. Therefore, the proposed 
General Plan Update potential stationary TAC impacts are considered less than 
significant.” 
 
Because stationary source TACs impacts were determined to be less than significant, 
there is no further mitigation required to address the impact. However, based on the 
comment and in the interest of providing more clarity to the impact discussion and the 
air quality permitting process per the comment, the following paragraph on page 4.2-35 
has been modified: 
 
For projects which may include stationary sources (i.e. gasoline dispensing facility, auto 
painting, dry cleaning, large HVAC units, etc.), project applicants are required to obtain 
an Authority to Construct (ATC) permit from the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District, and a third party detailed Health Risk Assessment may be required as part of 
the permitting process. The issuance of air quality permits, such as an ATC permit and 
compliance with all district, state and federal regulations regarding stationary TACs, 
reduce potential sources of toxic air emissions such that sensitive receptors would not 
be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations such as toxic air contaminants. 
Therefore, the proposed General Plan Update potential stationary TAC impacts are 
considered less than significant. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
13-13 Impact 4.2.3 (Increase in Criteria Air Pollutants: Operational Air Pollutants) 
addresses operational air pollutants and as a part of that impact discussion, there is 
recognition on page 4.2-32 that “…in addition to the District, State, and Federal-Rule 
based requirements, the City has developed a “menu” of various mitigation measures 
based on recommendations from the PCAPCD to mitigate project-related air quality 
impacts. This menu list of mitigation measures will be utilized by the City and applied on 
a case-by-case basis during the environmental review process. Generally speaking, the 
larger and more complex a project is, the greater the requirement for the application of 
additional air quality mitigation measures. A copy of the menu list of mitigation 
measures is included in Appendix B-4 to this Draft EIR.” 
 
Appendix B-4 to the Draft EIR contains the same mitigation measure language as is 
being suggested in the comment, and as such no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.  
 
13-14 through 13-26 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
comments at the beginning of this chapter. 
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13-27 Section 2.3 (Data Sources) within the City of Rocklin 2008 Community-Wide 
Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document (Appendix C of this Final EIR) 
notes that the data used to complete the emissions inventory came from several 
sources. Those sources are summarized in Table 1 (Inventory Data Sources) and further 
explained in the sector-specific discussions of the document. Table 2 (Emission 
Coefficient Sources) within the same document summarizes the sources of data and the 
emission coefficients included in the City’s inventory. For the transportation sector, VMT 
was calculated as a part of the General Plan EIR traffic analysis and the emission 
coefficient source was California Air Resources Board EMFAC 2007 model. For the 
energy sector, natural gas and electricity consumption data for was collected by Pacific 
Gas and Electric (PG&E), the emission coefficient source for electricity consumption was 
also provided by PG&E, and the emission coefficient source for natural gas consumption 
was obtained from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Local Government 
Operations Protocol V1.0 (Sept 2008). For the waste sector, waste generation data 
sources included the 2008 Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Alternative Daily Cover 
(ADC) tonnage by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) Waste 
Flow by Jurisdiction, and waste characterization by the CalRecycle 2004 Waste 
Characterization Report (the most recent study determining average waste composition 
in California), and the emission coefficient source for waste generation was obtained 
from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Waste Reduction Model (WARM). 
Employment figures were determined using retail, office and industrial square footages 
as established with the growth projections in the General Plan Update, and then 
multiplied by employee to square footage ratios provided by SACOG in its I-PLACE3S 
software. 
 
Based on the portion of the comment regarding the projection of growth for the year 
2020, the following has been added to methodology discussion on page 4.15-17: 
 
The prediction of emissions into the future is accomplished by creating forecast years 
whereby a snapshot in time is taken under various scenarios. Forecasting is completed 
by adjusting baseline levels of emissions consistent with population, residential and 
non-residential, and transportation growth. The basis for all growth scenarios is the 
business-as-usual projection, which predicts how greenhouse gas emissions will increase 
if behaviors and efficiencies do not change from 2008 levels, yet population, residential 
and non-residential, and transportation growth (vehicle miles traveled) continue to 
increase. The business-as-usual scenario for Rocklin used analysis and assumptions 
included in the General Plan Update and the General Plan Update for the 2030 buildout 
scenario. Buildout is a worst-case scenario, or the maximum amount of development 
and population growth that the City could expect. While complete buildout of the City 
of Rocklin is very unlikely within the timeframe of this DEIR (2030), the projections in 
the General Plan Update buildout analysis were conservatively used to be consistent 
with the rest of the DEIR analysis. To calculate emission projections for the year 2020, 
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the 2030 emission projection data was interpolated using a compound annual growth 
rate. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
In response to the portion of the comment suggesting vehicle related GHG emissions 
should be presented by each vehicle class, the City’s inventory efforts did not delve into 
that level of detail, nor does the City believe that such level of detail is necessary for 
purposes of establishing an emissions inventory. 
 
13-28 Based on the comment and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 
which allows lead agencies to choose the model or methodology to quantify greenhouse 
gas emissions provided that the limitations of the particular model or methodology are 
explained, the following has been added to the methodology discussion on pages 4.15-
15 and 4.15-16: 
 
Due in part to the emissions inventory being conducted in 2008, there were some 
limitations on the data required to develop a “complete” emissions inventory, as 
discussed below. The 2008 community-wide inventory of emissions captured the major 
sources of greenhouse gases caused by activities within the City per standard industry 
practice in place at the time. However, it is important to note that some likely emission 
sources were not included in the inventory because of privacy laws, lack of data, or a 
lack of reasonable methodology for calculating emissions. It is estimated that these 
sources not included in the inventory comprise less than 5% of total emissions in the 
City. While an official protocol for conducting community-wide emissions inventories 
was not available from the State in 2008, the inventory conducted for the City was 
consistent with the current best practices for greenhouse gas emission inventories. 
Inventories are commonly restricted to energy, transportation, and waste analysis due 
to lack of methodology or lack of reliable data to quantify other sources of emissions. 
This results in the exclusion of construction-related emissions, off-road vehicle 
emissions, propane emissions, refrigerant emissions, aircraft emissions, and sewage 
treatment emissions.  
 
Lack of available data prevented the calculation of emission from wastewater (sewage) 
created in the City. Municipalities, special services districts, and private entities that 
collect, treat, and dispose of wastewater differ with regard to treatment and disposal 
methods, water efficiency requirements, impervious surface allowances, landscape 
irrigation efficiency standards, type of building stock, and data collection and reporting. 
As a result, it is unclear what portion of the sewage treated at each wastewater 
treatment facility originates from Rocklin businesses and residents. For this reason, 
estimates associated with the City’s share of sewage could not be made at the time of 
the inventory effort. Full accounting of emissions from wastewater collection, treatment 
and disposal would have required extensive coordination with special services districts, 
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such as community services districts and sanitary districts, other municipalities, and 
private entities. 
 
Similarly, protocol and methodological barriers prevented the inclusion of all emissions 
from the treatment and movement of water consumed by the community. Water in the 
City is provided by the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) and there is one PCWA 
water treatment facility, the Sunset Water Treatment Plant, which is located within 
Rocklin. The emissions inventory did not include emissions directly associated with the 
water treatment process; however it did include emissions from all of the electricity and 
gas consumed by the Sunset Water Treatment Plant for water treatment and transport 
purposes, despite the fact that the Sunset Water Treatment Plant serves jurisdictions 
other than Rocklin. 
 
Given these limitations, it is likely that the City’s greenhouse gas emissions are slightly 
greater than presented in the emissions inventory. However, despite these limitations, 
the 2008 inventory is the best-available estimation of the City’s greenhouse gas 
emissions. It is also important to note that because of the City’s plan to address 
greenhouse gas emissions as development occurs on a project-by-project basis through 
the CEQA review process, the greenhouse gas emissions inventory limitations discussed 
above will not have a bearing on the City’s future efforts of analyzing and mitigating 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
 
13-29 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 6 of the City of Rocklin 
2008 Community-Wide Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document 
(Appendix C of the Final EIR) has been modified: 
 
Scope 2.  Indirect emissions that result because of activates activities within the 
jurisdictional boundary of the city, limited to electricity, district heating, steam and 
cooling consumption. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section (Appendix C) of this Final EIR. 
 
13-30 Based on the comment, Table 1 on page 7 of the City of Rocklin 2008 
Community-Wide Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document (Appendix C 
of the Final EIR) has been modified per the following: 
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Sector 
 

Information 
Unit of 

Measurement 
 

Data Source 
 

Residential 
Electricity Consumption Therms 

kWh 
PG&E 

Natural Gas Consumption kWh 
Therms 

PG&E 

Commercial/ 
Industrial 

Electricity Consumption Therms 
kWh 

PG&E 

Natural Gas Consumption kWh 
Therms 

PG&E 

Transportation VMT from trips originating 
or terminating within the 

city 

Annual average 
VMT 

General Plan EIR 
Transportation & 

Circulation 
Chapter 

Solid Waste Solid waste tonnage sent to 
landfill from activities in the 

city 

Short tons CalRecycle 

 
Please refer to the Errata section (Appendix C) of this Final EIR. 
 
13-31 Based on the comment, the following sentence on page 12 of the City of Rocklin 
2008 Community-Wide Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document 
(Appendix C of this Final EIR) has been modified: 
 
The largest portion of Scope 1 emissions came comes from the transportation section. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section (Appendix C) of this Final EIR. 
 
13-32 Based on the comment, Figure 6 on page 13 of the City of Rocklin 2008 
Community-Wide Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document (Appendix C 
of this Final EIR) has been modified to reflect the word “Transportation” on one line. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section (Appendix C) of this Final EIR. 
 
13-33 Please refer to Response to Comment 13-27 regarding the sources of data for 
Table 6. 
 
13-34 The purpose of providing per capita emissions data was to demonstrate another 
way that the emissions data can be viewed and was for informational reasons. The 
associated discussion acknowledged the particular limitations of using such a metric. 
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13-35 Based on the comment, the following has been added to the methodology 
discussion on pages 4.15-16 and 4.15-17: 
 
Service population is an efficiency-based measure used to estimate the development 
potential of a general or area plan. Service population is determined by adding the 
number of residents to the number of jobs estimated for a given point in time. Service 
population was calculated using the General Plan growth assumptions for residential 
and non-residential land uses and I-PLACE3S software which provides region-specific 
ratios of average employees per square footage of non-residential use as developed by 
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The City of Rocklin’s service 
population is presented in the table below. 
 
Population and Jobs in the City of Rocklin 2008 2020 2030 
Population 53,843 73,414 76,136 
Jobs 14,488 20,744 27,659 
Service Population (Population + Jobs) 68,331 94,158 103,795 
 
Presenting greenhouse gas emissions as a per service population metric most accurately 
depicts the City’s forecasted emissions and reductions potential. Linking emissions to 
service population estimates equalizes the impact of divergent growth rates between 
regions and establishes a balanced point of comparison with other jurisdictions. This 
approach is similar to the metric approach that the California Air Resources Board will 
use for implementation of SB 375. A per service population metric is simple, easily 
understood by the public, and consistent with metrics currently in use by many 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations, including SACOG. 
 
The prediction of emissions into the future is accomplished by creating forecast years 
whereby a snapshot in time is taken under various scenarios. Forecasting is completed 
by adjusting baseline levels of emissions consistent with population, residential and 
non-residential, and transportation growth. The basis for all growth scenarios is the 
business-as-usual projection, which predicts how greenhouse gas emissions will increase 
if behaviors and efficiencies do not change from 2008 levels, yet population, residential 
and non-residential, and transportation growth (vehicle miles traveled) continue to 
increase. The business-as-usual scenario for Rocklin used analysis and assumptions 
included in the General Plan Update and the General Plan Update for the 2030 buildout 
scenario. Buildout is a worst-case scenario, or the maximum amount of development 
and population growth that the City could expect. While complete buildout of the City 
of Rocklin is very unlikely within the timeframe of this DEIR (2030), the projections in 
the General Plan Update buildout analysis were conservatively used to be consistent 
with the rest of the DEIR analysis. To calculate emission projections for the year 2020, 
the 2030 emission projection data was interpolated using a compound growth rate. 
 
Please refer to the Errata section of this Final EIR. 
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13-36 Please refer to Response to Comment 13-27 regarding how forecast emissions 
for years 2020 and 2030 within Table 8 were developed. 
 
13-37 Based on the comment, Table 9 on page 19 of the City of Rocklin 2008 
Community-Wide Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory document (Appendix C 
of this Final EIR) has been modified: 
 

Year Population Change % Change Annual % 
Change 

199011 19,033    
200011 36,330 17,297 91% 9.0% 
200822 53,843 17,513 48% 6.0% 
2015 

Projected3 
 

65,614 11,771 22% 3.1% 

2020 
Projected3 

73,414 7,800 12% 2.4% 

2030 
Projected3 

76,136 2,722 4% 0.5% 

 
13-38 through 13-49 Please refer to the Master Response for Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
comments at the beginning of this chapter. 
 
14. GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
AND PLANNING UNIT, SCOTT MORGAN 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
provided comments acknowledging that the General Plan Update DRAFT EIR was sent to 
selected state agencies for their review. The comments also identified the closing date 
of the Draft EIR comment period and included enclosures from responding agencies 
(Native American Heritage Commission and California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board). 
 
RESPONSES 
 
14-1 The comments, which do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
are considered to be noted and additional response as a part of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. Please refer to Responses to Comments 1-
1 through 1-1 and Responses to Comments 5-1 through 5-8 for responses to the Native 
American Heritage Commission and the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s comment letters, respectively. 



 

183 

 
15. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 3, RICHARD 
HELMAN 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENT LETTER 
 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provided comments on the 
subject area of transportation/circulation. The comments consisted of concerns related 
to the identified mitigation measures and impacts to the state/interstate highway 
segments. 
 
RESPONSES 
 
15-1 The introductory comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIR, is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
15-2 The comment is correct in noting that it is the City’s responsibility as lead agency 
for the project under CEQA to identify and require feasible mitigation measures for 
significant impacts to reduce traffic impacts caused from the project to a less than 
significant level. The disagreement by Caltrans that “since mitigation of this impact is 
outside of the City’s control, the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable” 
is taken out of context. As noted on page 4.4-85 of the Draft EIR, the concluding portion 
of the mitigation measure discussion for Impact 4.4.2 (Impacts to State/Interstate 
Highway Segments) states “However, while the City has policies and traffic impact fees 
in place that are expected to help reduce impacts to highway segments, the City does 
not have the complete jurisdiction, authority, or capability to fund implementation of 
improvements to highway segments. Since mitigation of this impact is outside of the 
City’s control, the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.” The 
mitigation measure discussion acknowledges numerous past and continuing efforts by 
the City of Rocklin to require local development to contribute to highway facility 
improvements. Thus, the significant and unavoidable impact conclusion is made 
because the City does not have the authority to independently implement 
improvements to state highways, as opposed to the idea that the City has not 
attempted to identify ways to mitigate impacts to highway segments. 
 
15-3 The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
is considered to be noted. The Rocklin Planning Commission, and ultimately the Rocklin 
City Council, will consider and determine if they support updating the City’s Traffic 
Impact Mitigation fee program to include contributing a “fair-share” portion to the HOV 
lane extension project or support adding the HOV lane project into the South Placer 
Regional Transportation Agency list of projects. The comment will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration, and additional response as a part of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
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15-4 Please refer to Response to Comment 15-1 regarding why a significant and 
unavoidable impact conclusion was made for Impact 4.4.3 (Impacts to State/Interstate 
Highway Intersections). It should be noted that the City’s Capital Improvement Program 
and Traffic Impact Fee program currently includes the Rocklin Road/I-80 interchange 
ramps and that efforts between Caltrans and the City are now underway to develop a 
design solution for that location. The Rocklin Planning Commission, and ultimately the 
Rocklin City Council, will consider and determine if they support updating the City’s 
Capital Improvement Program and Traffic Impact Mitigation fee program to include the 
Blue Oaks Boulevard/State Route 65 interchange northbound off-ramp. The comment 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration, and additional 
response as a part of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
15-5 The comment, which does not affect the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, 
is considered to be noted; additional response as a part of the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) process is not necessary. 
 
16. VERBATIM ORAL COMMENTS FROM ROCKLIN CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING 
COMMISSION SPECIAL JOINT MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 6, 2011, FRANK GEREMIA 
 
COMMENT 
 
Frank Geremia’s Comments re: General Plan EIR -  
 
“I’d like to comment on the….I know you are talking about the Environmental Impact 
Report. My comments would be more directed toward some of the policies in the 
proposed General Plan Update.” 
 
Peter Hill: “It would be really more appropriate to wait to do that at the Planning 
Commission, I’ll give you a couple of minutes if you want, I think I know what you want, 
but since we’ve talked about it on the phone a number of times but if you want to 
sketch out quickly what your concerns are, and then you can come to the Planning 
Commission and spend a little more time.” 
 
Frank Geremia: “I’ll just brief you on it again, you’ve heard the story before. A couple of 
concerns with the proposed General Plan Update and that is it doesn’t contain some of 
the old protections for open space that the existing General Plan contains. The existing 
General Plan is very specific and very clear in protecting open space provisions such as, 
in the current General Plan there is a provision that says ‘areas in the existing city area 
currently designated for open space, conservation and recreations will remain in those 
designations. There will be no reduction in present land use designations for these 
purposes and the city will protect them from conversion to urban uses.’ So very clear 
policies and goals in the existing General Plan that protect open space. Our concerns are 
that the new General Plan Update doesn’t contain strong language such as this, and it 
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actually goes in reverse and has adverse language. Language such as, the new goal being 
to designate, protect and conserve open space but in a manner that balances needs for 
economic, physical and social development in the city and then it goes on to say that 
‘this may lead to some modification of some existing open space during the 
development process. So where the existing General Plan says, hey we’re going to 
protect this, we think open space is great it is what makes the city nice, those existing 
goals and policies aren’t in the General Plan Update and now we’ve got these new ones 
that say we may need to convert some of that open space based on needs. We think 
that is detrimental to the future of the city. I think protecting and preserving open space 
is a key feature of Rocklin, preserving the nice rural character of our city is very 
important. That’s what attracts people it’s what makes the city a nice place to live in, 
the open space, the trees, the oak trees and whatnot, whereas if we end up 
cannibalizing the open space and say ok well we can develop a little here and little 
there, eventually we get overcrowded, overcongested, we take away the nice features 
from the city and the quality of our town goes downhill. What we would like to do is get 
some of those old protections that were very good, that protected open space very 
clearly and definitively and put those in the new plan, and take out those provisions that 
are equivocating on the issue and get the bad policies out and the old good policies back 
in.” 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
16-1 Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1 above. 




