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LETTER 182: VESELY, DAN
Response to Comment 182-1
This is an introductory comment that approves of the scope and detail of the EIR.
Response to Comment 182-2
The comment addresses aspects of the proposed project design, expressing concern
regarding the steepness of Valley View Parkway at several points. Though the comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR, it will be forwarded to the appropriate
decision-making bodies.
Response to Comment 182-3
The residences on Rawhide Road and Clover Valley Road near the southern site
boundary will be between 5,000 feet south of the nearest point of the future Valley View
Parkway (where it intersects Park Drive), and 9,500 feet south of the furthest point of that
roadway, where it intersects Sierra College Blvd.). Because future Valley View Parkway
traffic noise levels are predicted to be approximately 60 dB Ldn at a reference distance of
100 feet from that roadway, the levels would be reduced to less than 40 dB Ldn at the
nearest existing residences on Rawhide Road and Clover Valley Road.
As noted in the DEIR, existing ambient noise levels in the valley are approximately 46 –
48 dB Ldn, which is considered a fairly quiet noise environment. Because Valley View
Parkway noise levels are predicted to be well below measured existing ambient noise
levels at the residences on Rawhide Road and Clover Valley Road, no adverse noise
impacts are anticipated at existing residences on those streets.
Response to Comment 182-4
This is not a comment on the EIR. This comment will be provided to City staff for their
review of the subdivision design.
Response to Comment 182-5
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR.
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LETTER 183: VORIS, JOHN R., B.S.
Response to Comment 183-1
See Master Response Section 1 of Master Response 8.
Response to Comment 183-2
Comment noted.
Response to Comment 183-3
The proposed project is in compliance with land use designations for the project site, as
dictated by the City of Rocklin General Plan.
This comment states that the proposed project would negatively affect the environment
through increases in traffic and pollution. The EIR discloses that a number of significant
and unavoidable impacts would result from the development of the proposed project site
(see the Statutorily Required Section in Chapter 5 of the EIR.)
Response to Comment 183-4
This comment expresses the commenter’s opinions regarding the proposed project and
does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Comments will be forwarded to the
appropriate decision-making body.
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LETTER 184: VOTAW, KENNETH (JANUARY 26, 2006)
Response to Comment 184-1
As a result of this and other comments received during the comment period, the comment
period for the DEIR was extended nine days ending March 15th, 2006.
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LETTER 185 VOTAW, KENNTH (MARCH 3, 2006)
Response to Comment 185-1
This is an introductory comment, which contends that the proposed project is in violation
with General Plan Policies. A detailed response regarding each of the policies listed is
included in below in Responses to Comments 185-2 through 185-5.
Response to Comment 185-2
The comment contends that the proposed project would have a significant impact to
residents and motorists along Park Drive and would be in violation of Policy 1 from the
Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element of the General Plan. This issue is
addressed in Impact 4.3I-4 which identifies the land uses for the proposed project as
being consistent with the nearby residential land uses. Policy 1 states that the City of
Rocklin aims to achieve the following:
To encourage the protection of natural resource areas, scenic areas, hilltops, open space
areas, and parks from encroachment or destruction by incompatible development through
the use of conservation easements, buffers, setbacks, or other measures.

The intent of the policy is to encourage the protection of natural resources from
encroachment or destruction by incompatible development. The proposed project is
consistent with neighboring land uses and a less-than-significant impact would result.
Response to Comment 185-3
Policy 3, which protects historically significant and geologically unique areas, would not
apply to the native wooded grassy hilltops in the area. The grassy and wooded hilltops do
not qualify as a unique geologic resource; geologic resources are primarily defined by
unusual or massive rock deposits or other geologic formations. As summarized in the
Cultural Resources section of the EIR (see Chapter 4.7), the majority of the cultural
resources are located within the valley, rather than along the ridgeline.
Response to Comment 185-4
Policy 4 addresses the protection of oak trees and other significant vegetation, which
would include the oak trees located on the proposed project site. For more information
related to oak tree preservation policy, see Section 2 of Master Response 8 - Biological
Resources.
Response to Comment 185-5
Based upon the preceding comments, the commenter is referring to the impacts that the
development of the proposed project would have on the views from Park Drive. The Park
Drive area is an urbanized area, which contains single-family residential units. Policy 20
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of the Open Space, Conservation and Recreation Element protects against impacts
regarding incompatible land uses such the placement of urban development in close
proximity with rural land uses. The proposed project’s urbanized residential land uses are
consistent with the neighborhoods in question along Park Drive and would be consistent
with land use designations for the proposed project area as defined in the Rocklin General
Plan, and would therefore result in a less-than-significant impact.
Response to Comment 185-6
The comment is correct that the development of the project will result in a significant
adverse aesthetic impacts, as identified under Impact 4.3I-1 of the RDEIR. Applying the
standards of significance set forth on page 4.3-11, development of the project will
“substantially alter or degrade the visual character or quality of the project site,” and the
RDEIR thus concludes at page 4.3-12 that this impact will be significant and
unavoidable.
The comment appears to misconstrue the RDEIR’s analysis of impact 4.3I-5, which
addresses impacts to viewers west of the site. That analysis (as does the analysis of
Impacts 4.3I-3, 4.3I-4, 4.3I-6) focuses on the aesthetic consistency of the proposed
development with surrounding homes. This analysis concludes that development of the
project will be similar to the existing development surrounding the project site, and thus
will not result in an additional visual impact which would occur if the project was not
developed in a manner consistent with its surroundings. But, as acknowledged under the
analysis of Impact 4.3I-1, development of the project will result in a significant aesthetic
impact in terms of the transformation of the project site from undeveloped open space
into a residential subdivision. See Master Response 3 – Aesthetics.
Response to Comment 185-7
See Response to Comment 185-6. As to the issue of wildlife segmentation, see Section 6
of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources.

Response to Comment 185-8
See Response to Comment 123-27 regarding the stone walls on the project site.
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