
Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-123 Responses to Comments 

2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.7 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENT LETTERS 

The following is a compilation of all letters received by the County during the public comment period. Each letter 
has been considered by the County and addressed, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I1: JASON ABRAHAM 

Response to Comment I1-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I2: LINDA AND LAWRENCE ADAMS 

Response to Comment I2-1 

The commenter asks a question regarding funding for the project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. However, 
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker 
consideration. 

Note that no funds belonging to the Cities of Roseville or Rocklin have been used in the development or operation 
of the existing Hidden Falls Regional Park, and none are proposed for use in the Trails Expansion Project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I3: ALEX ALCAINE 

Response to Comment I3-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-130 

2.7.4 LETTER I4 

  
  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-131 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I4: DAVID ALLEN 

Response to Comment I4-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I5: FRAN ALLENDER 

Response to Comment I5-1 

The commenter expresses various concerns related to wildfire, traffic, road safety, crime, noise and litter. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of transportation and circulation impacts, Section 
10.4.3 for an analysis of potential noise impacts and Section 16.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response, Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking, and Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

The commenter states that the proposed project will destroy more of the rural areas of Placer County. This 
comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated 
with the project, nor does it substantiate or support the claims of significant environmental issues. However, this 
comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker 
consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I6: NICK ALMOND 

Response to Comment I6-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I7: KELLY ALTENA 

Response to Comment I7-1 

The commenter requests that the public meeting on May 14, 2020 be postponed. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However, 
this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker 
consideration. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I8: DAVID AND KELLY ALTENA 

Response to Comment I8-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and evacuation. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I8-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and roadway safety. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I8-3 

The commenter request that the project be rejected. 

The request is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. The County will make a 
decision regarding the project in light of the full record. Thank you for your participation in the environmental 
review process. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I9: MARILA ALVARES 

Response to Comment I9-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I10: KIMBERLEY ALVAREZ 

Response to Comment I10-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I11: DEREK ANDERSON 

Response to Comment I11-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I12: MATT ANSELMINO 

Response to Comment I12-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I13: CINDY ARGENTO 

Response to Comment I13-1 

The commenter expresses support for the full build-out of the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.14 LETTER I14 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I14: JOHN ARRABIT 

Response to Comment I14-1 

The commenter provides a perspective on the current COVID-19 pandemic. 

This comment is not related to the project. It was included inadvertently in the comments on the project. No 
response is required. 

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-154 

2.7.15 LETTER I15 

  
  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-155 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I15: [NO FIRST NAME] ASHELY 

Response to Comment I15-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I16: LINCOLN BACHMAN 

Response to Comment I16-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I17: SCOTT BALL 

Response to Comment I17-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I18: KATHRYN BARGER 

Response to Comment I18-1 

The commenter requests that the public meeting be postponed. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I19: KATHRYN BARGER 

Response to Comment I19-1 

The commenter provides a perspective on the history of planning for the park. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 3.0, “Project Description,” for a discussion of the history of the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment I19-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and increased car emissions.  The commenter also notes that 
Twilight Ride parking lot will be 70% larger than the Mears parking lot. This assertion is incorrect. The Mears 
parking lot has 105 auto spaces, plus 12 equestrian spaces, for a total of 117 parking spaces. Adding in the 
proposed 25 spaces would provide 142 spaces. Therefore, at full build-out, the Twilight Ride parking lot would 
have 140 spaces, which is less than the Mears parking lot. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for additional details regarding traffic and 
parking. Please also see the analysis for Impact 9-2, Long-Term Regional Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Ozone Precursors Associated with Project Operation. 

Response to Comment I19-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about potential wildfire and noise impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. Please also see Mitigation Measures 
10-1 and S10-2 which together, reduce operational noise to less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment I19-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about potential impacts on biological resources. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 12.1.2 “HFRP Mitigation Measures Adopted by the County in 2010” for a 
discussion of Biological Resources, which includes the following mitigation measure: 

Mitigation Measure 12-4: Implement Measures to Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Northwestern 
Pond Turtle. The County and its contractor shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
foothill yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles: 

• Construction of foot bridges and trails across smaller drainages shall occur when the drainages are 
dry, to the extent feasible. 

• Before any work in Coon Creek, the County shall determine, in consultation with DFG, whether 
aquatic habitat at work sites would support foothill yellow-legged frog and/or northwestern pond 
turtle habitat. If no aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog or northwestern pond turtle habitat 
occurs at a work site, there would be no impacts on these species and no further mitigation is 
required. 
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• If aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog and/or northwestern pond turtle is present at work 
sites, the County shall minimize impacts on these species by implementing the following measures: 

− Worker awareness training shall be provided to construction crews working in foothill yellow- 
legged frog and northwestern pond turtle habitat. At a minimum, the training shall include a 
description of foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle and their habitats and 
their importance, general measures that are being implemented to conserve foothill yellow-legged 
frog and northwestern pond turtle as such measures relate to the project, and the boundaries 
within which construction activities shall occur. 

− Suitable foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle aquatic habitat shall be 
surveyed within 2 weeks before the start of construction activities. If northwestern pond turtles or 
foothill yellow-legged frogs, tadpoles, or eggs are found, they may be moved from the project 
area only with DFG approval. If neither northwestern pond turtle nor foothill yellow-legged frog 
is identified, construction may proceed. 

− A qualified biologist holding the appropriate permits shall be present at active work sites until the 
removal of foothill yellow-legged frog and northwestern pond turtle, instruction of workers, and 
habitat disturbance have been completed. After this time, the County shall designate a person to 
monitor on-site compliance with all minimization measures. 

− If any work site will be temporally dewatered by pumping, intakes shall be completely screened 
with wire mesh not larger than 5 millimeters. Water shall be released downstream at an 
appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction and in such a manner as to 
prevent erosion. Dewatering structures shall be removed upon completion of the project.  

− Guidelines shall be implemented to protect water quality and prevent erosion, as outlined in the 
BMPs in Mitigation Measure 11-1, “Obtain Authorization for Construction Activities with the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment 
Control Measures as Required.” 

Also, please see the Draft SEIR Section 12.4.4 “Impact Analysis” for a discussion of Biological Resources and 
the 2019 HFRP Trails Expansion Project Impact Analysis. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I19-5 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding tree removal along Bell Road as a result of road widening. 
However, review of the trees adjacent to Bell Road indicates that there are very few mature trees required for 
removal along the section of Bell Road that would be widened.  

Please see the Draft SEIR 12.4.4 “Impact Analysis” for a discussion of Biological Resources and the 2019 
HFRP Trails Expansion Project Impact Analysis, which includes the additional following mitigation 
measure:  
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Mitigation Measure S12-7: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat 

• Prior to any removal of significant trees (equal to, or greater than, six inches DBH or 10 inches DBH 
aggregate for multi-trunked trees), the project applicant shall obtain a tree removal permit from Placer 
County. In conjunction with submittal of a tree removal permit application, the applicant shall submit 
a site plan showing all protected trees proposed for removal. In accordance with Chapter 12.16.080 of 
the Placer County Code, the applicant shall comply with any conditions required by the Planning 
Services Division, which shall include payment of in-lieu fees. In-lieu fees shall be paid into the 
Placer County Tree Preservation Fund at $100 per DBH removed or impacted. 

In the event the Placer County Conservation Program is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project, then Mitigation Measure 6-10(a) may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation 
fees and conditions on covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and 
minimization measures as set forth in the PCCP implementation document. If PCCP enrollment is 
chosen and/or required by the State and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological 
resource area impacts, then the PCCP mitigation shall apply only to those species and waters that are 
covered by the PCCP. 

• The Site Plans shall include a note and show placement of Temporary Construction Fencing. The 
applicant shall install a four-foot-tall, brightly colored (usually yellow or orange), synthetic mesh 
material fence (or an equivalent approved by the Development Review Committee) at the following 
locations prior to any construction equipment being moved on-site or any construction activities 
taking place: 

1. Adjacent to any and all open space preserve areas that are within 50 feet of any proposed 
construction activity; 

2. At the limits of construction, outside the critical root zone of all trees six (6) inches DBH 
(diameter at breast height), or 10 inches DBH aggregate for multi-trunk trees, within 50 feet of 
any grading, road improvements, underground utilities, or other development activity; or, 

3. C. Around any and all "special protection" areas such as open space parcels and wetland features. 

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I19-6 

The commenter expresses support for Alternative 1 (the “No Project” Alternative).  

The commenters preference is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I20: JEFF BARKER 

Response to Comment I20-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I21: GINNY BARNES 

Response to Comment I21-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire risks and evacuation. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I21-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and road safety. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0, “Transportation and Circulation,” for a 
discussion of transportation and circulation impacts analysis. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I21-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and noise. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 10.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for the noise impact analysis. Please 
also see Section 10.5 “Mitigation Measures”, which include the following mitigation measures: 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after Sunset. 

The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset by 
ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside of these times. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1, traffic noise level increases on Garden Bar Road North 
would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure S10-2, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar hard material is required when laying the final surface 
on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph. 

The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing material when constructing new access roads to 
reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds on the newly constructed access 
roads shall be limited to 25 mph. With implementation of Mitigation Measure S10-2 traffic noise level 
increases would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure 10-1, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

In addition, please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I21-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about water supply. 
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Please see the Draft SEIR Section 13.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a discussion 
of water supply. Construction of public wells at the various parking areas would require a public well permit from 
the Placer County Environmental Health Division. Public wells require annual monitoring and sampling. No 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment I21-5 

The commenter expresses concern that the proposed project would change the ability for people in the immediate 
area to make a living from their property. The County and Placer Land Trust are committed to management of the 
Project properties in a manner that supports continued agricultural production. The County has no evidence that 
businesses in the vicinity have been negatively affected from the existing operation of Hidden Falls Regional 
Park. 

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I21-6 

The commenter expresses concerns about solid waste. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 13.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a discussion 
of solid waste generation. Also, please refer to Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. No further response 
is required.  

Response to Comment I21-7 

The commenter expresses concerns about vandalism and public safety. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Please also see Impact 13-2, (Public Services and Utilities—Increase in Demand for Police Services) in Chapter 
13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” of the Draft SEIR. As discussed in Impact 13-2, the potential increase in 
crime would be addressed through management strategies, including, but not limited to, limiting operating hours 
to daylight hours only, controlling the number of visitors to the expansion areas on high volume days through the 
use of parking reservations, and proportionately increasing the number of ranger staff and County Parks 
maintenance staff on site to match the increase in trail acreage. 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 13.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a discussion of 
law enforcement. No further response is required.  
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2.7.22 LETTER I22 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I22: GINNY BARNES 

Response to Comment I22-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required.  
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2.7.23 LETTER I23 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I23: LEE BASTIAN 

Response to Comment I23-1 

The commenter asks a question about collision data for Garden Bar Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I23-2 

The commenter asks questions about special events at the Garden Bar Road area, and specifically whether alcohol 
would be served and if events would be monitored.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 3.0 “Project Description” for information on the proposed special events; page 
3-26 states the following with regards to Garden Bar Road: 

“Phase 1C would allow usage of the 30 parking spaces plus the ability to concurrently accommodate a 
200-person special event. All special events in this category would be required to apply for and be granted 
a Special Event Permit Application (SEPA) through Placer County Parks. These permits analyze traffic 
control measures, noise, water, garbage and restroom needs and are routed through various County 
departments, as well as the Sheriff’s Office, Fire Department and California Highway Patrol as 
applicable. Special Events would be limited to 6 (six) days per year. Permanent restrooms and septic 
system plus a public well would be constructed with this phase. If sufficient water for a public well is not 
available, vault toilets may be constructed in lieu of flush toilets.”  

Special events could include track meets, boy scout events, nature education classes, etc. as defined in Placer 
County’s SEPA process. While alcohol is not specifically prohibited by the SEPA process, the type of events 
anticipated are not typically associated with alcohol consumption. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I23-3  

The commenter notes that there is no mention of Sunday trips on pages 8-18 and 8-22 of the Draft SEIR and asks 
whether Sunday trips are included with Saturday or weekday trips. 

Background traffic volumes levels on Sundays are typically lower than those occurring on Saturdays, and Placer 
County indicates that HFRP use is less on Sundays as well. Thus, Saturday volumes represent the “worst case” 
weekend condition. However, the County reservation system is expected to be in effect on both days as needed.  

Response to Comment I23-4 

The commenter has a question about Level of Service at Intersection of SR 49 and Lone Star Road.  

The comment refers to the overall Level of Service for the segment of Lone Star Road between Bell Road, which 
was determined to be LOS A, and the overall Level of Service at the SR 59 / Lone Star Road intersection, which 
was determined to be LOS D. The two Levels of Service are mutually exclusive because the measurements 
address different facilities, and the results noted in the Draft SEIR are correct. 
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Response to Comment I23-5 

The commenter has concerns about traffic and road improvements. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I23-6 

The commenter has concerns about wildfires and wants to know how many fires have occurred at the Mears Road 
entrance. There have been no wildfires within the Hidden Falls Regional Park property since its purchase by the 
County in 2003. There was one known small fire in the parking lot that never expanded beyond the bounds of the 
pavement. 

Please see the Draft SEIR 16.4 Impacts for a discussion of Wildfire impacts analysis. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 
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2.7.24 LETTER I24 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I24: TODD BEASLEY 

Response to Comment I24-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.25 LETTER I25 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I25: WILLIAM & JUNE BEATTY 

Response to Comment I25-1 

The commenter commented on several topics as noted below: 

Wildfire 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of potential wildfire 
impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. The reopening of the Lone Star 
Fire Station #184 is not a part of the proposed project. 

Traffic 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed roundabouts on SR 49. The SR 49 Safety Barrier 
Project is not part of the propose HFRP Trails Expansion Project. Concerns regarding the roundabouts should be 
directed to Caltrans District 3. Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation 
and Circulation” for an analysis of transportation and circulation impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Noise 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 10.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for an analysis of noise impacts. Please 
also see Section 10.5 Mitigation Measures, which include the following: 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after Sunset. 

The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset by 
ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside of these times. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1, traffic noise level increases on Garden Bar Road North 
would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure S10-2, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar hard material is required when laying the final surface 
on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph. 

The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing material when constructing new access roads to 
reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds on the newly constructed access 
roads shall be limited to 25 mph. With implementation of Mitigation Measure S10-2 traffic noise level 
increases would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure 10-1, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

No further response is required. 
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Other Concerns 

The commenter was not specific about their concerns regarding impacts on wildlife, polluted environment, and 
land use. Therefore, no further response is required. 

The commenter has concerns about loss of property value as a result of the proposed project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I26: DAN BEEVER 

Response to Comment I26-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I27: SANDOER BERG 

Response to Comment I27-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project. 

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I28: JULIE BERGMAN 

Response to Comment I28-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I29: DANIEL BERGQVIST 

Response to Comment I29-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I30: RANDOLPH BERTHOLF 

Response to Comment I30-1 

The commenter expresses numerous concerns about traffic and circulation. Please see Master Response 3 - 
Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The Draft SEIR Traffic Study has been corrected as follows. 

Godley Road and Wilson Way are private local roads that extend north from Mt. Vernon Road towards the 
southern boundary of the existing Hidden Falls Regional Park. Godley Road (D7003) is a County 
Maintained road from Mt. Pleasant Road to the end (1.56 miles) and has an average width of 15 to 18 feet, 
while Wilson Way (D7002) is a County Maintained road from Mt. Pleasant Road to the end (0.84 miles) 
and is generally 11 to 16 feet wide. 

Information regarding Godley Road and Wilson Way is not a part of the Draft SEIR text, and no changes to the 
Draft SEIR are required. Errors cited are typographical in nature and have no effect on the analysis or conclusions 
of the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR. 

Mt. Pleasant Road extends for approximately three miles linking Big Ben Road and Mt. Vernon Road. The 
alignment Mt. Pleasant Road follows the rolling terrain of the foothills west of Auburn. The road itself is 
20 to 22 feet wide with graveled shoulders of varying width. The posted speed limit from Crosby Herold 
Road to Garden Bar Road (S) is 40 mph. The speed limit from Garden Bar Road (S) to Mt. Vernon Road 
is 45 mph. 

Information regarding the speed limit on Mt. Pleasant Road is not a part of the Draft SEIR text, and no change to 
the Draft SEIR is required. Errors cited are typographical in nature and have no effect on the analysis or 
conclusions of the analysis presented in the Draft SEIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I31: ERIK BEWERNICK 

Response to Comment I31-1 

The commenter expresses concern regarding several issues including noise, traffic, safety, trash, and County 
meeting. Each of these issues is addressed below. 

Noise 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 10.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for a discussion of the noise impacts 
analysis. Please also see Section 10.5 Mitigation Measures, which include the following: 

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after Sunset. 

The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset by 
ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside of these times. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1, traffic noise level increases on Garden Bar Road North 
would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure S10-2, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar hard material is required when laying the final surface 
on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph. 

The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing material when constructing new access roads to 
reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds on the newly constructed access 
roads shall be limited to 25 mph. With implementation of Mitigation Measure S10-2 traffic noise level 
increases would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure 10-1, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

A short (15 min) noise measurement conducted during a period of representative traffic and use of a site is used to 
establish a noise “baseline” that reflects typical noise levels. Any increase in noise levels that would result from 
implementation of a proposed project is then compared against this baseline. This is standard utilized by noise 
engineers to assess impacts. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis 
of transportation and circulation impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 13.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a discussion 
of solid waste generation. No further response is required. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 13.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a discussion 
of law enforcement. No further response is required. 
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Additionally, please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility for both solid waste and law enforcement 
comments. 

County process (meetings) 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-203 Responses to Comments 

2.7.32 LETTER I32 

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-204 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-205 Responses to Comments 

 
  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-206 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I32: ERIK BEWERNICK ON BEHALF OF FRED AND FAYE BEWERNICK 

Response to Comment I32-1 

The commenters express numerous concerns about funding sources for traffic issues. 

The Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with CEQA guidelines 
stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

The commenter makes note of three low-lying areas that flood on Lone Star Road where the NID canal crosses 
the road that need to be addressed. The County Roads Division acknowledges that they have received calls in the 
past regarding water on the roadway along Lone Star Road at times of extraordinarily heavy rains, when other 
roads within the County likewise are inundated by increased surface runoff. It should be noted that this is an 
existing condition, and at times of excessive rain, patronage at the existing park is very low, and visitor use is 
expected to be similarly low within the Trails Expansion area during extremely rainy periods. The proposed 
project would not affect the frequency or severity of flooding on the roads. Therefore, no additional measures to 
address roadway flooding are required as part of the proposed project. 

The commenter mentions concerns with road safety along Lone Star Road. Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 
“Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis of transportation and circulation related 
impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I33: DONNA BILES 

Response to Comment I33-1 

The commenter states that Auburn Valley Road is a private road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. 

The commenter expresses concerns about noise, pollution and security at her property. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility.  

The commenter is also concerned about property value suffering due to the proposed project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382).  

No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I34: DONNA BILES 

Response to Comment I34-1 

The commenter has concerns regarding wildfire, traffic, and land use compatibility. 

Wildfire 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of impacts related to 
wildfire. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Access. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis of 
impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, 
and Emergency Response. 

Land Use Compatibility 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

The commenter also has concerns with the current County budget as a result of COVID-19. The Draft SEIR is not 
intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with CEQA guidelines stating that “An 
economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

Lastly, the commenter states that the local residents were not included in any of the planning for acquisition of the 
Trails Expansion properties or for the current Project.  

In 2000, the voters of Placer County were presented with a ballot measure to express their desire for the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy) through and responded in the 
affirmative. Placer Legacy established the framework and funding mechanisms for the open space acquisition and 
outdoor recreational amenities that were brought to fruition through the HFRP and Trails Expansion Project 
properties. For each of the 11 property acquisitions that make up HFRP and the Trails Expansion Project 
properties to which the County was a party, beginning in 2003 the actions by the Board of Supervisors were 
noticed and discussed in public meetings, and the recreational components of each purchase and sale agreement 
were disclosed (See Appendix B of the Draft SEIR for the public trail descriptions associated with each property). 
As a development plan proceeded for each property, the County met or exceeded the public outreach guidelines 
for environmental review for each project including a previous Mitigated Negative Declaration and EIR. In the 
case of the current Project, the County provided multiple mailed notices to over 6,000 property owners in the 
vicinity of the Project 7 in 2017 and 2018. There were two Scoping Meetings (in 2017 and 2018) which were both 
heavily attended by local residents, as evidenced by the Scoping Meeting attendance sheets and speaker sheets. 
The Project has been discussed in over 40 public meetings since late 2016 (including Scoping Meetings, 
Municipal Advisory Council meetings throughout western Placer County, Parks Commission, Planning 
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Commission, Board of Supervisors, and other community groups upon request such as the Greater Auburn Area 
Fire Safe Council). Notices have been posted on the County web site, and multiple press releases and stories by 
local media outlets have been broadcast about the Project. 

Additionally, the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local residents who wished to discuss the 
proposed project. Parks staff met on 3 separate occasions with local residents who were interested in meeting with 
members the Parks Division. In February of 2019, the County invited members of the Protect Rural Placer group 
to participate in a site visit to the Santa Clara Open Space Authority’s Sierra Vista Open Space Preserve to learn 
how the East Bay area has successfully integrated public use of trails with on-going cattle operations. 
Additionally, the County met specifically with the Protect Rural Placer group and Supervisor Gore on May 28, 
2019 to address the groups’ questions and concerns. Lastly, the Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR was 
again sent out to over 6,000 homeowners. Over 500 comments were received during the public comment period 
which included numerous comments from local residents and members of the Protect Rural Placer group. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I35: SHARON BITZ 

Response to Comment I35-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I36: JENNIFER BLAKE 

Response to Comment I36-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I37: ANNE BOCHENSKI 

Response to Comment I37-1 

The commenter expresses support for full build-out of the project as she desires more equestrian parking.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I38: KAREN BOLES 

Response to Comment I38-1 

The commenter requests that the public meeting be postponed. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I39: AARON BOLSHAW 

Response to Comment I39-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I40: BROCK BONNETT 

Response to Comment I40-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I41: TOM BOUCREE 

Response to Comment I41-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I42: JOHN BRAINARD 

Response to Comment I42-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I43: NINA BRANDT 

Response to Comment I43-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I44: AMBER BRINEY 

Response to Comment I44-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I45: DAVID BRINEY 

Response to Comment I45-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I46: DOMINIC BRISSEY 

Response to Comment I46-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I47: STAN AND SUSIE BROWN 

Response to Comment I47-1 

The commenters express concerns about using taxpayer’s money for the proposed project. 

The Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with CEQA guidelines 
stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

The commenter is concerned with trespassing. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility 

The commenter states concerns regarding road safety. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis 
of impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I48: STEVE BROWN 

Response to Comment I48-1 

The commenter expresses concern about traffic, road safety, wildfire, and evacuation, especially as it relates to 
Garden Bar Road. 

In relation to the commenter’s observations about the current geometry and condition of Garden Bar Road, 
attention is drawn to Table 3-2 of Chapter 3.0, “Project Description,” of the Draft SEIR. In Table 3-2, 
improvements to Garden Bar Road are listed that would be completed prior to the opening of various phases of 
development to additional public access. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, 
and Emergency Response. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I49: GARRET BROWN 

Response to Comment I49-1 

The commenter expresses his enjoyment of the park.  

The expression of enjoyment is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I50: RYAN BROWN 

Response to Comment I50-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I51: NORA BRUCE 

Response to Comment I51-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I52: PEDAR BRUCE 

Response to Comment I52-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I53: JEFFREY BRUCHEZ 

Response to Comment I53-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I54: JOSEPH BRYANT 

Response to Comment I54-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I55: ALEXANDER BRYANT 

Response to Comment I55-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I56: JASON BUCKINGHAM 

Response to Comment I56-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I57: KAREN BUEHLER 

Response to Comment I57-1 

Commenter expresses concern for farm animals in proximity to the Twilight Ride parking lot. Following a site 
visit to the commenter’s property by County staff and discussion about the commenter’s animals, site plans were 
modified to add a buffer zone and interior fence between the proposed parking lot and common property 
boundary in order to keep park visitors away from the neighboring animals. The buffer zone will also be cleared 
annually as a fuel break for fire risk reduction. 

The commenter has concerns about visual resources.  

The area of the Twilight Ride property where the parking area is proposed is mostly obscured from the 
commenter’s home by existing trees and shrubs. The main view from their house of the northwest corner of the 
Twilight Ride property will not substantially change. No construction is proposed for the northwest corner of the 
property. Please see Draft SEIR Section 7.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 7.0 “Visual Resources” for an analysis of 
impacts on visual resources. 

Response to Comment I57-2 

The commenter is concerned about home insurance increasing due to the proposed Project.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter is concerned about fires, safety and litter.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response and Master Response 4 – Land 
Use Compatibility. 

The commenter feels that their property value is now going to decrease.  

The Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with CEQA guidelines 
stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the 
environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I57-3 

The commenter is concerned about noise, traffic, and the parking lot. 

Please see Response to Comment I57-1. 

With regards to noise, the finding of significance is not measured by if sound can be heard but depends on the 
level of the sound. The operational level of sound from non-transportation sounds must exceed applicable County 
noise standards to be considered significant. The following Mitigation Measures were determined to reduce 
operational sound levels to less-than-significant: 
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Mitigation Measure 10-1: Restrict General Public Traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 Minutes after Sunset. 

The County shall restrict all long-term general public traffic to 6 a.m. to 30 minutes after sunset by 
ensuring that the expansion area parking gates are closed and locked outside of these times. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1, traffic noise level increases on Garden Bar Road North 
would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure S10-2, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure S10-2: Use of pavement or similar hard material is required when laying the final surface 
on access roads and limit vehicle speeds to 25 mph. 

The County shall use paving or similar hard surfacing material when constructing new access roads to 
reduce tire noise generated from interaction with gravel. Vehicle speeds on the newly constructed access 
roads shall be limited to 25 mph. With implementation of Mitigation Measure S10-2 traffic noise level 
increases would be reduced below a substantial amount (3 dBA or more), as shown in Table 10-1. This, in 
combination with Mitigation Measure 10-1, would reduce Impact 10-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I57-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about insurance cost. 

Please see Response to Comment I57-2 above. 

Response to Comment I57-5 

The commenter is concerned about the emotional, spiritual, and financial effects of the proposed project, 
including their property value dropping.  

As previously stated, the purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on 
the physical environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is 
consistent with CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). With that said, the County 
wants to be a good neighbor and will continue an open dialogue with the commenter in order to address future 
problems should they arise from the proposed parking area on the Twilight Ride property. No further response is 
required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I58: SHERRIE BUNK 

Response to Comment I58-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I59: RICH BURGER 

Response to Comment I59-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I60: DAYNA BURGESON 

Response to Comment I60-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I61: EVAN BURGESON 

Response to Comment I61-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I62: JEFF BYRNE 

Response to Comment I62-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I63: MICHELE CALBI 

Response to Comment I63-1 

The commenter request that the public meeting be postponed. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I64: MICHELE CALBI 

Response to Comment I64-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and homeowners’ insurance.  

Please see Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 
Please also refer to Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Evacuation regarding wildfire and insurance. 

The commenter asks whether or not the project improvements will cause a rise in real estate taxes.  

Real estate taxes are based upon the value of the home and the land, and not whether or not an open space area is 
nearby. 

The commenter is concerned with evacuation in case of a wildfire.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Evacuation. 

The commenter asks where the budget for annual fire maintenance will come from.  

Both the County Parks Division and the Placer Land Trust will provide vegetation management on a yearly basis. 
PLT has stated that they will be continuing cattle grazing within the areas they own as a part of their vegetation 
management program. 

The commenter states that having informational signs for visitors should be a requirement.  

If the proposed project is approved, there will be informational kiosks in each of the parking areas, with a separate 
area for fire-related information. Additionally, educational signage will be strategically placed within the trail 
system to inform visitors about important issues such as not interacting with range cattle, closing gates as 
appropriate to keep cattle from escaping, keeping dogs on leash, wildfire warnings (including no 
smoking/BBQ’s/campfires), history of the area and the people who have inhabited it previously (miners and 
Native Americans), information on the flora and fauna, why keeping on the trails is important for the health of the 
environment, and a variety of other pertinent and interesting information. 

The commenter states that the Twilight Ride portion of the proposed project be tabled/cancelled until such time as 
wildfire hazards can be eliminated enough so that insurance companies will insure surrounding properties.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Evacuation for a discussion on homeowner’s insurance. 

The commenter states concern regarding the collision data provided in the Draft SEIR.  

Please see the updated collision data provided in Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. 

The commenter states that a left turn lane into the Twilight Ride parking area must be constructed during Phase 1.  

The need for a left turn lane is based upon the American Association of State Transportation and Highway 
Officials (AASHTO) guidelines. Based upon the 2018 AASHTO guidelines, a left turn lane is not required until 
Phase 2. 
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The commenter asks how Placer County will prevent people, especially homeless from camping overnight and 
starting campfires.  

The expansion area is rurally located, and the vast majority of people will arrive by car. Each night at the current 
HFRP, prior to locking the gates for the evening, the rangers conduct a sweep of the park if any cars are 
remaining in the parking area after hours. The same procedure would be employed within the expansion areas to 
ensure that people would not stay overnight.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I65: KELLY CARDUCCI 

Response to Comment I65-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I66: JEFF CARLISLE 

Response to Comment I66-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter also suggests considerations to address traffic calming devices around the entrances and speeding 
on the local roadways. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. With regards to speeding, the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) is responsible for enforcement. CHP has also been responsive to past requests from the 
County to help enforce parking issues and CHP officers have responded to requests for additional enforcement on 
segments with speeding issues.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I67: COLIN CARR-HALL 

Response to Comment I67-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I68: BEN CARTER 

Response to Comment I68-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I69: PATRICK CARTER 

Response to Comment I69-1 

The commenter asked about outreach to the e-bike community. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I70: PATRICK CARTER 

Response to Comment I70-1 

The commenters asked about e-bike access. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I71: JACKIE CASWELL 

Response to Comment I71-1 

The commenter has concerns about the public outreach process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I72: JACKIE CASWELL 

Response to Comment I72-1 

The commenter has concerns about the public outreach process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Response to Comment I72-2 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR is abbreviated. 

The Draft SEIR has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the potential impacts have been 
thoroughly analyzed, and appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed. No further response is required. 

The commenter states that no costs have been addressed.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

The commenter states that no in-depth studies have been done.  

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commenters. In reviewing Draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus 
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 
in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). 
No further response is required. 

The commenter states that no other federal and state agencies have been consulted despite clear impacts on 
resources within their regulatory control.  

Please see the Draft SEIR “Appendix A Scoping Report with Notice of Preparation (NOP),” 4.0 “Project 
Approvals,” and specifically 4.2 “Approvals Issued by Other Agencies” as provided below: 

4.2 Approvals Issued by Other Agencies 

The proposed project would require the following actions by entities other than Placer County: 

► Clean Water Act Section 404 permit amendment for stream crossings at Raccoon Creek and other streams 
(United States Army Corps of Engineers [USACE]); 

► Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation (United States Fish and Wildlife Service); 

► Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification amendment (Regional Water Quality Control Board 
– Central Valley Region); 
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► Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit (Regional Water 
Quality Control Board – Central Valley Region); 

► Streambed Alteration Agreement amendment for stream crossings (California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife); and 

► Encroachment permit for any construction within the floodplain of Raccoon Creek (Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board). 

Response to Comment I72-3 

The commenter is concerned about impacts on wildlife.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” and specifically Section 12.4 “Impacts” for a 
detailed analysis of impacts on wildlife. Also, the Draft SEIR includes implementation of the following mitigation 
measures aimed at the avoidance, minimization and mitigation of impacts on biological resources: 

Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to Protect Aquatic Habitats and the Native Fish Community 

Mitigation Measure S12-2: Replace, Restore, or Enhance Affected Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and 
Waters of the State.  

Mitigation Measure S12-3: Implement Measures to Protect California Red-Legged Frog  

Mitigation Measure S12-4: Implement Measures to Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Northwestern 
Pond Turtle  

Mitigation Measure S12-5: Implement Measures to Protect Raptors and Other Nesting Birds  

Mitigation Measure 12-6: Implement Measures to Protect Ringtail and Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I73: PETER AND JACQUELINE CASWELL VIA RUTAN & TUCKER 

Response to Comment I73-1 

The commenter appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed project on behalf of their clients, 
Peter and Jacqueline Caswell, who have concerns with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Comment noted. No 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment I73-2 

The commenter summarized the concerns with the Draft SEIR, requests the comments and questions be 
addressed, and that a new and more comprehensive EIR be prepared and circulated for public review and 
comment prior to any action by the County on the proposed project. Please see Responses to Comments I73-3 to 
I73-6, below. 

Response to Comment I73-3 

The commenter believes the HFRP and its surroundings are already severely stressed due to the County’s failure 
to adequately manage visitors and will become even more so as a result of the proposed project. The commenter 
specifically has concerns regarding the Harvego expansion area accessed through private roads Auburn Valley 
Road and Curtola Ranch Road. The commenter notes that the easement the County and PLT have acquired to use 
Curtola Ranch Road for a minimal number of docent-led tours per year precludes any public use until the road is 
improved; however, the project proposes to allow public use in Phase 2 prior to road improvements in Phase 3. 
Also, the commenter has concerns that a road on an existing dam would not be widened. 

The commenter summarizes various project components.  

No specific response is required. The County has been proactively managing visitor use at Hidden Falls Regional 
Park for years and recently introduced a reservation system that further has successfully managed the number of 
visitors to prevent parking issues. The proposed project specifically provides additional access points to the 
expanded trails network, which will help ease traffic and parking congestion at any particular entrance. The 
County disagrees with the statement about the County’s failure to adequately manage visitors. The Draft SEIR 
analyzes potential impacts related to traffic and roads, including private roads, consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA. Development of the Project would take place in accordance with the terms of easements in place at the 
time of development.  

The existing cattle operation on the Harvego Bear River Preserve currently utilizes large machinery (cattle-
hauling trucks, etc.) to cross the dam and there have been no known issues with the dam’s integrity. Placer 
County Fire/CAL FIRE personnel have visited the dam site and have not raised any concerns with being able to 
drive across the dam with their fire apparatus. Additionally, docent-led tours currently cross the dam and there 
have been no reported issues with the dam’s integrity. The roadway on both ends of the dam would be widened to 
20 feet as part of the Phase 3 improvements included in the proposed project. Traffic would be controlled with 
stop bars and pull-out areas on both sides of the dam, as is customary with other one-lane bridges throughout the 
County. Please also see Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an 
analysis of impacts on transportation and circulation and Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 
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Response to Comment I73-4 

The commenters question the use of a Subsequent EIR as the appropriate CEQA compliance document. 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164 set forth the criteria for determining the appropriate additional 
environmental documentation, if any, to be completed when there is a previously certified EIR covering the 
project for which a subsequent discretionary action is required. CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15162(a) and 15163, 
state that when an EIR has been certified for a project, no subsequent or supplement to an EIR shall be prepared 
for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of the whole public 
record, one or more of the following: 

(1) substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to 
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified effects; 

(2) substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken that will 
require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects 
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the 
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete, shows any of the 
following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR. 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous 
EIR. 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and 
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents 
decline to adopt the mitigation measures or alternatives. 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous 
EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

In January of 2010, the Placer County Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP No. 
20090391) and certified an EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2007062084) for the HFRP already open to the 
public. The Project consists of modifications to existing CUP No. 20090391, and these 
modifications were determined to be substantial new information that could increase impacts from those listed in 
the 2010 HFRP Certified EIR. Consequently, the County has elected to prepare a Draft SEIR on the Project. The 
focus of the SEIR is to determine whether the Project and associated improvements would result in impacts not 
discussed in the prior Certified EIR, substantially increase the effect compared to that discussed in the 
prior Certified EIR, or would be consistent with the findings of the prior Certified EIR. The Draft SEIR identified 
additional alternatives to address the significant impacts of the proposed HFRP Trails Expansion 
Project. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, the analysis contained in the SEIR is limited to 
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the incremental changes associated with construction and operation of the proposed trails expansion when 
evaluating whether the modifications to the original CUP would result in a significant impact. The County finds 
use of a SEIR appropriate and fully consistent with the CEQA guidelines.  

Response to Comment I73-5 

The commenters state they believe that the project description is inadequate, lacking specific information for 
improvements of Curtola Ranch Road and associated impacts. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, an EIR project description should contain the location and boundaries of the 
proposed project by way of a map; a description of the project’s technical and environmental characteristics; and a 
statement briefly describing the intended use of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124[a]-[d]). The project 
description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 
environmental impact” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). A general conceptual discussion of the main features 
of the project is sufficient (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124[a], [c]; Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of 
Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 27-28 [1999]).  

Chapter 3.0, “Project Description” of the Draft SEIR provides extensive detail in an accurate, stable, and finite 
project description that presents the scope of the Project and includes all of the components identified in Section 
15124 of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. Chapter 3.0 includes maps to identify the location of the Project, 
the existing HFRP, and 2019 project components. The project description identifies the background and history of 
the HFRP; Project objectives; proposed land uses; their location and phasing; and substantial detail on 
construction, operation, and maintenance of new facilities. 

The commenter references roadway improvements required for implementation of the Project contained in a letter 
from Milani & Associates and attached as Exhibit A to the comment letter.  

The attachment is noted and has been included in this document for informational purposes. The proposed 
improvements are believed by the commenter and their consultant to be necessary; however, please note that they 
are not required as a result of implementation of the project. Please see Response to Comment I73-3 above. 

Proposed improvements to Curtola Ranch Road are described in the project description, along with impacts (such 
as wetland impacts and loss of oak woodland that could result from various project component. The exact acreage 
of impacts for each project component cannot be determined until advanced designs are available. However, the 
Draft SEIR contains mitigation measures to apply to avoid, minimize and offset each impact. Further measures 
may be determined during the project regulatory permitting process (such as with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers), once specific phases of the project move forward. 

Response to Comment I73-6 

The commenter believes the impacts of recreational activities within the project area have not been analyzed 
including special events, cross country track meets, film and theater production, and outdoor education classes. 
The commenter also has concerns related to security.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 
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Response to Comment I73-7 

The commenter believes that any future trails should be analyzed in the Draft SEIR. 

As stated in the project description and cited by the commenter, additional trails “could be added in the future 
where the County’s trail easements are blanket in nature”. This statement neither means that trails in these areas 
will be developed, nor that the location of these trails could be reasonably known at this time. The statement was 
merely included for disclosure purposes, to distinguish between regular right-of-way easements that allow a single 
lane trail to pass through, and “blanket” easements, which allow for a wider range of options. If additional trails 
were to be developed in the future in areas with blanket easements, a CEQA analysis would be conducted at such 
time, when details about the trails would be available. 

Response to Comment I73-8 

The commenter believes the project description is inadequate because it does not identify several discretionary 
approvals that might be needed to implement the project. The comment specifically identifies the potential need 
for an NID canal encroachment permit and various County permits, including grading, building, tree removal, 
well, amendments to Williamson Act contracts, and deviations from County Road Standards. 

Draft SEIR Chapter 3.0 “Project Description,” Section 3.7.1 “Approvals Required by Placer County” discusses 
necessary approvals from the County, and Section 3.7.2 “Approvals Issued by Other Agencies,” discusses 
necessary approvals from other agencies. A canal encroachment permit from Nevada Irrigation District (NID) has 
been added to the Final SEIR Chapter 3.0 “Revisions to the Draft SEIR” as well as County permits for buildings 
and tree removal. The listed County permits are all ministerial permits that would not require discretionary 
approval. Williamson Act contracts allow for the proposed uses of the project and would not require an 
amendment to accommodate the proposed project. An Authority to Construct (ATC) permit from the PCAPCD 
would not be required during construction and an ATC would not be required during operation due to the lack of 
stationary sources. Helicopter landing zones would be covered under the CUP Modification, and would not 
require a separate land use permit. 

Response to Comment I73-9 

The commenter comments on the public comment process.  

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. The current change in normal business procedures due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic was not a foreseeable circumstance that could have been predicted at the time the 
Draft SEIR was published. Placer County, like all public agencies in California, is practicing adaptive 
management to allow business to proceed, while complying with State mandates for epidemic management. 
Despite the County facility closures during the pandemic, the Draft SEIR continued to be available on the 
County’s website, and the review time was extended from 60 days to 90 days. These practices are entirely 
consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommendations. 

Response to Comment I73-10 

The commenter believes the project conflicts with Williamson Act contracts. 
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Compliance with the Williamson Act is addressed throughout Draft SEIR Chapter 4.0, “Land Use and 
Agricultural Resources,” and analyzed in detail in Impact 4-1. The impact is determined to be Less than 
Significant (Consistent with prior analysis in 2010 HFRP Certified EIR).  

Please also see Master Response 5- Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I73-11 

The commenter has concerns related to agricultural zoning. 

Please see Response to Comment I73-10 above. Agricultural zoning is addressed in the same impact discussion. 

Response to Comment I73-12 

The commenter is concerned that the project will convert farmland to non-agricultural use.  

Please see Response to Comment I73-10 above. Agricultural zoning is addressed in the same impact discussion.  

Response to Comment I73-13 

The commenter believes the project conflicts with policies adopted to avoid or mitigate environment effects 
related to agriculture. 

Compliance with the Williamson Act is addressed throughout Draft SEIR Chapter 4.0, “Land Use and 
Agricultural Resources,” and analyzed n detail in Impact 4-1. The impact is determined to be Less than 
Significant (Consistent with prior analysis in 2010 HFRP Certified EIR). Please also see Master Response 5 – 
Agriculture.  

Response to Comment I73-14 

The commenter is concerned with impacts regarding soils, geology, seismicity, and mineral resources. 

The County disagrees with the statement that the Draft SEIR should have analyzed trails in steep terrain and 
septic systems in areas unsuitable, etc. The project description is clear in how trails and supporting infrastructure 
will be sited to avoid steep areas, areas unsuitable for infrastructure, and how the County will comply with all 
applicable design and other standards. Likewise, the technical analysis presented in the various resource sections 
of the Draft SEIR is sufficient to support sound impact conclusions based on substantial evidence. No revisions 
are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-15 

The commenter believes there could be impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources. The resources of concern 
include historic resources (Rock Walls [HF-2016-1] and Water Conveyance Ditch and Stacked Rock Wall [HF-
2017-1]), Tribal artifacts and sites, the lode gold mine on the Taylor Ranch property, and unanticipated 
discoveries. 

Cultural resources investigations by qualified archeologist were conducted for all project sites of potential ground 
disturbance and the findings in the Draft SEIR were made based on the results of these studies. In addition, the 
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County conducted Native American Tribal consultation pursuant to AB 52, including meeting onsite with tribal 
representatives. The project, as presented in the Draft SEIR takes the results of the studies and consultation into 
full consideration. Furthermore, the Draft SEIR includes a set of mitigation measures to avoid and minimize 
impacts on cultural resources (including historic, archeological, and tribal cultural resources), and proposed 
mitigation measures of inadvertent discoveries. These measures have been developed in coordination with local 
tribes consulted during preparation of the Draft SEIR and were based on a request from the local tribes. No 
revisions to the Draft SEIR or mitigation measures are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-16 

The commenter believes the visual impact analysis is flawed. 

The County disagrees with the allegation that the visual analysis is flawed, inconsistent with the finding of the 
prior EIR, or inconsistent with County standards. Key observation points were included for disclosure reasons. 
The nature of development proposed (trails, supporting infrastructure, rural parking lots and road improvements) 
are consistent with the rural nature of the park and surroundings, and the depiction of existing facilities as 
examples is appropriate. The Draft SEIR acknowledges that impacts would occur along Curtola Ranch Road, if 
widened, but finds this impact less than significant with mitigation. This is the appropriate finding. The rural 
nature of the park and surrounding areas have been taken into consideration by all current and proposed 
improvements at Hidden Falls Regional Park, and the commenters provide no specific evidence that the 
mitigation measures, as proposed, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts beyond those discussed in 
the Draft SEIR. No changes are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-17 

The commenter believes the project conflicts with plans or programs addressing the circulation system. 

The Draft SEIR describes the entrance to the Harvego Ranch Reserve on page 3-26 and notes that the entry gate 
would be accessed via Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road. Proposed improvements are noted in Table 
3-3 and Exhibits 3-13 and 3-14. The adequacy of this route was evaluated in the Draft SEIR traffic study starting 
on page 47. While other HFRP Trails Expansion areas propose new access intersections, the “entrance” to Curtola 
Ranch Road is the existing Auburn Valley Road / Curtola Road intersection. The issues associated with use of this 
existing intersection differ from these considered for the new Garden Bar Road and Twilight Ride intersections 
where the County standards and policies for new construction are applied. In this case the HFRP Trails Expansion 
Project would not increase the number of left turns from eastbound Auburn Valley Road onto Curtola Road, and a 
left turn lane would not be needed.  

The County disagrees that the proposed project, as presented in the Draft SEIR conflicts with existing plans and 
programs. The Draft SEIR was prepared in cooperation with all applicable County Departments, including the 
Public Works Department, and the project description, impact analysis, and proposed mitigation measures were 
found to be appropriate. No further response is required. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I73-18 

The commenter disagrees with the analysis for trip generation. 
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Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I73-19 

The commenter disagrees with the level of service analysis. 

The commenter states that recent case law does not prohibit the County from considering LOS as a significant 
impact. However, as stated in the Draft SEIR, the State has eliminated the use of LOS as a significant impact 
through Public Resources Code 21099(b)(2) and the certification of the CEQA Guidelines in late 2018. The traffic 
analysis describes LOS results based on CEQA guidelines and Placer County’s methodology of assessment. The 
Draft SEIR does not include LOS analysis as a significance criteria. 

Typical traffic analysis addresses weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour conditions. For the HFRP Trails Expansion 
Project the traffic analysis addressed those time periods of peak background traffic volume (weekday p.m. peak 
hour) as well as the peak hour of HFRP use which was the peak hour on Saturday. Background traffic volumes on 
area roads are typically lower during the weekday a.m. peak hour (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.), and the volume of traffic to 
and from HFRP is less than at other times. Thus, analysis of a.m. peak hour conditions was not included. These 
are the same analysis hours addressed in the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project’s DEIR. 

The commenter notes that the traffic analysis did not analyze freeway volumes, even though visitors come from 
outside the County. As stated in the Draft SEIR, the VMT analysis did analyze the full length of trips generated 
from visitors outside the County. Additionally, no responses to the Notice of Preparation asked for evaluation of 
that facility. Traffic generated by the proposed project would be minimal in relation to existing traffic volumes on 
Interstate 80.  

The traffic analysis addressed Auburn Valley Road based on evaluation of traffic volumes at the location with 
greatest traffic volume (i.e., immediately west of Bell Road) and at a location west of Curtola Ranch Road which 
would be expected to have the lowest background volume. These locations were described as Bell Road to View 
Ridge Drive and Fairway Court to Curtola Ranch Road and these segments represent the high and low volume 
ends of the background conditions. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I73-20 

The commenter compares VMT from the proposed project to the average daily VMT in Placer County, as 
reported on page 15-6 of the Draft SEIR. However, VMT reported on page 15-6 were incorrect. Refer to Chapter 
3, “Revisions to the Draft SEIR Text” of this Final SEIR for the updated VMT data.  

The commenter is concerned with the vehicle miles traveled analysis and lack of required mitigation. 

As stated in the Project Description, the parking reservation system is already identified as part of the proposed 
project, therefore it cannot be implemented as a mitigation measure.  

The commenter states that addition of bike lanes, transit, and pedestrian improvements all appear to be feasible 
mitigation. In general, these types of facilities are unlikely to substantially reduce VMT for the proposed project, 
because most visitors are expected to visit from greater distances. As shown in Table 8-7 of the Draft SEIR, only 
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6% of all existing visitors to HFRP came from the Auburn area on a peak Saturday. The remaining 94% of 
visitors traveled an average distance of 20 miles or more to access the existing park. In general, bicycle and 
pedestrian trips tend to be much shorter in length than vehicle trips. Transit can serve trips of greater distances, 
but there are no transit services near the proposed project, as discussed below. 

As stated in the SEIR, the proposed project can be accessed by on-street bicyclists. Additionally, the County has 
planned bicycle facilities near the proposed project. However, the SEIR also states that very few visitors are 
expected to arrive at HFRP by bicycle. Off-road cyclists who would use HFRP facilities would generally not ride 
their bicycles to the site, as mountain bicycles are preferred for off-road facilities, while road bicycles are 
preferred for on-road facilities and bicycles are generally not dual purpose. Visitors on bicycles are expected to be 
a very low percentage of all trips to the proposed project. Those visitors that do use a bicycle to access the park 
would likely come from nearby locations, resulting in negligible effects on total VMT. As such, new bicycle 
facilities are considered an infeasible mitigation measure for the VMT impact. 

As noted in the SEIR, Placer County Transit provides bus service in unincorporated areas of south Placer County, 
but services are limited in rural areas near the proposed project. The closest transit route is the Highway 49 route 
which serves the North Auburn area with one-hour headways. The infrequency of transit service and lack of 
planned transit near the HFRP Trails Expansion Project make it unlikely for transit to be used to access the 
proposed project. Expansion of transit to the proposed project is financially infeasible due to low levels of 
ridership from the project, long headways, and lack of other destinations nearby that could produce ridership. As 
such, transit expansion is considered infeasible as a mitigation measure. 

Also, as stated in the SEIR, the project is unlikely to generate appreciable pedestrian activity due to its rural 
location. The occasional pedestrian could access the site from nearby residential locations. However, those trips 
would be very short and infrequent. As such, the reduction in VMT from pedestrian trips is also expected to be 
negligible, making pedestrian improvements infeasible as a mitigation measure for the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I73-21 

The commenters state they believe the analysis of hazards related to bikes and traffic and related mitigation 
measures are inadequate. 

The County disagrees. Please refer to Master Responses 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; and 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for additional discussion on these topics. No revisions are 
necessary. 

The Draft SEIR traffic analysis introduces the issue of potential pedestrian conflicts caused by off-site parking on 
Page 51. The commenter expresses concerns that “No Parking” signage cannot be installed by the County on 
Auburn Valley and Curtola Ranch Roads, as they are not public roads. The County appreciates the concerns 
expressed by the commenter regarding the existence of public access along Auburn Valley Road and Curtola 
Ranch Road, however this is not a CEQA issue, but rather a property rights issue between the project applicant, 
the County, and any underlying property owners who granted express, implied or prescriptive easements for 
public access to the County. The County previously provided a staff document dated November 10, 2016, that 
identified certain public access easement rights along both roadways. 
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The project traffic added to study area roads represents a relatively small share of the capacity of study area 
roadways under Placer County guidelines. The HFRP’s Saturday traffic contributions summarized in Table 8-14 
represent use of the roadway’s LOS C capacity that range from <1% to 17%. As concluded in the Draft SEIR, 
traffic volume increases in that range would not significantly worsen the current situation for bicyclists. In 
addition, further review of selected study area roadways indicates that there were no reported bicycle related 
collisions between January 1, 2016 and December 31, 2019. 

Upgrading traffic control devices is a common safety countermeasure. The Caltrans Local Roadway Safety 
Manual, Appendix B lists Measure R22 Install / Upgrade signs as an applicable action of roadways and notes 
“this strategy primarily addresses crashes caused by lack of driver awareness (or compliance) roadway signing”. It 
is intended to get the driver’s attention and give them a visual warning. Measure R23 Install Chevron signs on 
Horizonal Curves and R24 Install Curve Advance Warning signs are also applicable countermeasures. 

The available collision frequency data identified in Table 8-4 (p. 8-10) indicates that the collision rates on Ridge 
Road from Gold Hill Road to SR 193 and on Virginia Town Road from the City of Lincoln to Gold Hill Road 
exceed the statewide average for similar facilities. The rates on the other facilities noted in the comment do not 
exceed the statewide average. Both Ridge Road and Virginiatown Road are more than 5 miles from the closest 
HFRP entrance, fall outside of traffic study area limits and are not routes that would normally be used to access 
HFRP. The HFRP traffic on either road would be minimal, no safety impact would be expected, and mitigation is 
not required. 

Response to Comment I73-22 

The commenters state they believe that the analysis of emergency access presented in the Draft SEIR is 
inadequate. 

A thorough analysis of the topic was conducted during preparation of the Draft SEIR, and the topic of fire safety 
is discussed in Draft SEIR Chapters 13 and 17. Please refer to Master Responses 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Access, and Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking for additional discussion on these 
topics. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-23 

The commenter believes the project conflicts with Levels of Service (LOS) standards and the County’s LOS 
policies as well as County policies to encourage and accommodate non-automobile access. 

All relevant County departments were involved in review of the Draft SEIR. Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 19.0, 
“Report Preparers.” Please also refer to Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I73-24 

The commenter is concerned with air quality impacts and believes the construction emissions have been grossly 
under-estimated and the trip generation assumptions are faulty. The commenter is also concerned with health-
related effects of all air quality emissions associated with project construction and operations. The commenter 
believes the Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge and address the project’s conflict with policies adopted for the 
purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to identify 
potential air quality impacts and designate appropriate mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce impacts. The 
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commenter notes that the Placer County Air Pollution Control Board (APCD) is not listed as a responsible agency 
and thus does not appear to have been consulted by the County or furnished with a copy of the Draft SEIR. 

The commenters overstate the amount of construction required and the duration. The analysis conducted in 
support of the Draft SEIR followed standard approved methodology and used the best available data. A detailed 
air quality evaluation of the project is presented in Section 9.4 of the Draft SEIR and additional details supporting 
the analysis are presented in Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Also refer to the detailed response to Comment I183-
9 regarding the potential health risks associated with criteria pollutants and additional analyses developed using 
SMAQMD’s draft Project Health Effects Tool (version 2). The Placer County APCD was included in all relevant 
communication about the project and provided comments on the Draft SEIR (see comment letter L-1 in this Final 
SEIR). No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-25 

The commenter has concerns about the noise analysis. 

The commenters do not provide any data that support their assertions regarding the amount of noise that would be 
generated by this open space project and the effects of the noise on nearby residents. The analysis conducted in 
support of the Draft SEIR followed standard approved methodology, used the best available data, and chose 
representative points for noise measurement. The Draft SEIR was prepared in coordination with all relevant 
County Departments, to ensure compliance with all applicable County Standards. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-26 

The commenter is concerned about impacts on hydrology and water quality. 

The commenters point out what they believe to be inconsistencies among sections of the Draft SEIR, and allege 
the amount of ground disturbance is understated, but fail to provide evidence of these allegations or an acreage of 
disturbance they believe would be more accurate, and why. The analysis conducted in Section 11.0 “Hydrology 
and Water Quality” of the Draft SEIR followed standard approved methodology, used the best available data, and 
disclosed all reasonably foreseeable impacts on hydrology and water quality. The Draft SEIR includes a 
comprehensive set of mitigation measures, that, when properly implemented by the responsible party, as stated in 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project (see Chapter 4 of the Final SEIR) 
would reduce impacts on hydrology and water quality to less than significant. Furthermore, the Draft SEIR was 
prepared in coordination with all relevant County Departments, including Environmental Health, to ensure 
compliance with all applicable County Standards. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-27 

The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to biological resources, which are described in the letter under 
9. “Biological Resources.” 

9. 1st Paragraph: The commenter requests to know why some special-status wildlife species were eliminated 
from discussion in the Draft SEIR.  

Thirteen (13) special-status species were eliminated from further discussion because, as stated in the Draft SEIR, 
they “have no potential to occur in the project area because the project area is outside of their elevation or 
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geographical range or because suitable habitat (e.g., vernal pools, open rocky/sandy soil) is not present (Draft 
SEIR pg. 12-26). The commenters claim that the Draft SEIR states there were 14 special-status species eliminated 
from discussion; however, this statement is not included in the Draft SEIR. No changes are necessary. 

The commenters state that on page 12-27, the California red-legged frog is identified as “Not likely to occur” in 
Table 12-3. At the end of the table is the “Potential for occurrence definitions”.  

The “Not likely to occur” does not negate that the species “potentially occurs”; however, it is not likely. No 
changes are necessary. 

9. 2nd Paragraph: The commenter believes that the project parking area and improvements will be located in 
places that currently serve as wildlife corridors; however, they provide no evidence to substantiate their claim. 
The following is stated in the Draft SEIR 12.4.3 “Issues Not Discussed Further”:  

The construction and long-term use of the proposed trails, parking areas, road improvements, and two 
bridges over Raccoon Creek would not substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species, nor would it affect important deer migration routes. The proposed 
pedestrian bridges over Raccoon Creek will span the creek well above the waterline and will not create 
barriers to movement of fish or other aquatic species. 

The proposed project would support the plans and policies of the General Plan. Because the proposed 
project would have no impact on the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species, or native or migratory wildlife corridor, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, and 
would not adversely affect an adopted habitat conservation plan, no further discussion is provided on the 
topics (Draft SEIR pg. 12-41). 

Installation of fencing that would separate the public park lands from privately grazed lands would not prevent 
any wildlife from moving through the area, as just as the existing cattle fencing is not a barrier to wildlife 
movement. No revisions are necessary. 

9. 3rd Paragraph: The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to riparian vegetation and states that the 
Draft SEIR does not adequately analyze and address the project’s impacts to these riparian areas. 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 12.4.4 “Impact Analysis” in Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources”, Impact 12-1 
“Biological Resources – Potential Disturbance of Aquatic Habitats and the Native Fish Community” (pg. 12-41), 
and “Long-Term Effects on Aquatic Habitats and the Fish Community” (pg. 12-43) where impacts on riparian 
vegetation are analyzed. Avoidance and minimization measures include the following: 

► Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to Protect Aquatic Habitats and Native Fish Community 

► Mitigation Measure S12-2: Replace, Restore, or Enhance Affected Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. and 
Waters of the State 

No revisions are necessary. 
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9. 4th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measures S12-1, S12-2, S5-1, and 11-1 do not explain 
how these measures will minimize significant environmental impacts to aquatic habitats, loss of important shaded 
riverine aquatic habitat function, and increased injury or mortality to fish species. 

The mitigation measures outlined in the Draft SEIR and listed in Chapter 4 (MMRP) of this Final EIR have been 
reviewed by the County. Furthermore, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (the responsible and trustee 
agency with regulatory and commentary authority over these resources) has reviewed the measures and provided 
proposed modifications to them which have been incorporated (see Chapters 3 and 4 of this Final SEIR). None of 
these modifications result in changes to impact conclusions presented in the Draft SEIR. No further changes are 
necessary. 

9. 5th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measures S12-3 does not explain how this measure 
will minimize significant environmental impacts on California red-legged frogs. 

See Response to Comment 9. 4th paragraph above. 

9. 6th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measures S12-4 does not explain how this measure 
will minimize significant environmental impacts on foothill yellow-legged frogs and western pond turtle. 

See Response to Comment 9. 4th paragraph above. 

9. 7th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measures S12-5 does not address white-tailed kite, a 
fully protected species, and grasshopper sparrow, a state species of special concern; however, the mitigation 
measures would apply to all birds, including these species. If these species were detected during preconstruction 
surveys, which would be required during the nesting season, non-disturbance buffers would be established during 
construction to avoid disturbance and “take.” 

See Response to Comment 9. 4th paragraph above. 

9. 8th Paragraph: The commenters state that Mitigation Measure 12-6 focuses on trees and rock outcroppings and 
questions the validity of this focus and also asks why ringtail is included in the measure. 

Mitigation Measure 12-6 focused on trees and outcroppings, rather than other bat habitat types, because those 
would be the only potential bat habitat impacted by the project. No mine tunnels, caves, or abandoned buildings 
would be impacted by the project. 

Mitigation Measure 12-6 includes ringtail because it is a revised/updated version of a specific mitigation measure 
from the prior Hidden Falls certified EIR. 

9. 9th Paragraph: The commenter believes the Draft SEIR is inconsistent in reporting the acreage of potential 
jurisdictional wetlands in the project study area. 

The impact acreage of the proposed project was derived by overlaying proposed improvements (trails, parking 
lots, infrastructure etc.) over a jurisdictional delineation of wetland and other waters of the United States (WUS), 
as determined by a technical wetland delineation conducted using the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 
wetland delineation manual and recent Supplement for the Arid West. The impact analysis distinguishes between 
permanent impacts (wetland or WUS permanently lost) vs. temporary impacts (wetland or WUS temporarily 
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impacted during construction, but ultimately restored in situ). The impact table on page 12-51 of the Draft SEIR 
summarized temporary impacts, while the impact discussion also discusses permanent impacts. However, the 
acreages provided appear correct, based on the current level of design and best available data. Ultimately, the 
exact impact acreage will be determined during the permitting process, when advanced designs are available. 
However, the estimated potential acreages appear correct, and there is no evidence that the impact acreage should 
be larger, as alleged by the commenter, or that the mitigation measures, as proposed, would not result in reduction 
of these impacts to less than significant. No revisions are required.  

9. 10th Paragraph: The commenter states that there are no surveys or other data to justify the figures in Table 12-
5.  

Please see explanation in the previous paragraph as to how the impact acreage was derived. The Source is given 
as AECOM 2019, which means impacts were calculated by AECOM in 2019 based on GIS overlays of proposed 
improvements over delineated wetlands. No revisions are necessary.  

The commenter believes the description of the impact as “temporary” is incorrect.  

The Draft SEIR states in the text on page 12-52 “the project would result in temporary impacts up to 0.317 acre of 
potentially jurisdictional waters of the United States.” This is a correct statement. The Draft SEIR states that, “of 
this total, permanent impacts of trail construction are estimated to be 0.297 acre.” This is an estimate that assumes 
a worst-case scenario for disclosure purpose and the actual acreage could be less. No revisions are necessary. 

The commenter believes that, in light of the roadway improvements needed to access the Harvego parking lot and 
staging area, the affected wetlands acreage appears to be grossly understated. 

The commenter provides no evidence to support this claim. No revisions are necessary. 

9. 11th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measure S12-2 does not explain how this measure 
will minimize significant environmental impacts to wetlands. 

Please see response to 9th paragraph above. No revisions are necessary. 
9. 12th Paragraph: The commenter believes that Mitigation Measure S12-7 does not explain how this measure 
will minimize significant environmental impacts to trees. 

Please see response to 4th paragraph above. No revisions are necessary. 
9. 13th Paragraph: The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to acknowledge and address conflicts with 
policies adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects, such as protection of wetland 
communities and related riparian assets.  

The Draft SEIR includes mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts to these resources, and if permanent 
impacts to wetlands occur, they will be fully mitigated as required by the resource agencies or in compliance with 
the PCCP. The PCCP is described in detail on page 12-38 of the Draft SEIR and using the PCCP as mitigation 
options is described in detail in several of the biological mitigation measures. To clarify the consistency, the 
following sentence has been added to the second paragraph of Section 12.4.3, titled “Issues Not Discussed 
Further,” on page 12-41 of the Draft SEIR: 
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The proposed project would support the plans and policies of the General Plan. Because the proposed 
project would have no impact on the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species, or native or migratory wildlife corridor, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, and 
would not adversely affect an adopted habitat conservation plan, including the PCCP if adopted, no 
further discussion is provided on the topics. Therefore, there are no conflicts with the referenced policies. 
No further revisions are necessary. 

9. 14th Paragraph: Please see response to 9. 13th Paragraph. 

9. 15th Paragraph: Please see response to 9. 13th Paragraph. 

9. 16th Paragraph: Please see response to 9. 13th Paragraph. 

9. 17th Paragraph: The commenter states that “Mitigation Measure S12-2 allows the County to avoid 
coordination with federal and state agencies as required by Policy 6.B.1.”  

This is a false statement as Mitigation Measures S12-2 states, “Authorization for the fill of jurisdictional waters of 
the United States shall be secured from USACE through the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting 
process before any fill is placed in jurisdictional wetlands.” In the event the County utilized the PCCP or the 
Voluntary Interim In-Lieu Fee instead, USACE and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
requirements would be satisfied as they are partners in these programs. Placer County has been in close 
cooperation with state and federal agencies in bringing the PCCP online in the near future, and the agencies have 
been provided with ample opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIR. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-28 

The commenter references various excerpts from the Public Services and Utilities Section of the DEIR, with the 
main comments referring to emergency access. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Access. Also, as mentioned in previous 
responses, all relevant County departments participated in the development of the Draft SEIR. As this is a County 
proposed project, the determination of consistency and adequate analysis, and compliance with County standards 
is up the County as the lead agency. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-29 

The comments reference various excerpts from the Hazardous Materials and Hazards Chapter of the Draft SEIR, 
some referring to emergency response, but also to construction worker exposure and stock ponds.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Access. Also, as mentioned in previous 
responses, all relevant County departments participated in the development of the Draft SEIR. As this is a County 
proposed project, the determination of consistency and adequate analysis, and compliance with County standards 
is up the County as the lead agency. It is unclear what specific revisions the commenters feel would be required. 
No revisions are necessary. 
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Response to Comment I73-30 

The commenters reference various things they see as deficiencies with the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and 
Energy section of the Draft SEIR. 

The County disagrees. The analysis used in the support of the Draft SEIR uses standard methodology and the 
impact conclusions are supported by evidence from the modelling conducted in support of the project. No 
revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-31 

The commenters express concern regarding wildfire. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I73-32 

The commenters state that the SEIR improperly defers mitigation to a later time. 

Mitigation measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project 
and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way. The specific details of a mitigation measure, 
however, may be developed after project approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details 
during the project’s environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts 
specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of potential action(s) that 
can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in 
the mitigation measure. Compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar process may be identified as 
mitigation if compliance would result in implementation of measures that would be reasonably expected, based on 
substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant impact to the specified performance standards 
(Guidelines Section 15126.4). 

The specific design of the mitigation can be permissibly deferred where mitigation is known to be feasible, but 
practical considerations prevent a lead agency from establishing specific standards early in the development 
process. Such deferral of the specific design of mitigation is permissible when the lead agency commits itself to 
devising mitigation measures that will satisfy specific performance standards for evaluating the efficacy of the 
measures and the project implementation is contingent upon the mitigation measures being in place (Oakland 
Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.App.4th 884; Poet, LLC v. California Air Resources Board 
(2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 1214; Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council (1991) Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-
1029).  

The mitigation measures included in the Draft SEIR and included in the MMRP in this Final SEIR clearly 
indicated when they will be performed, who is responsible for implementing the measures, and include 
performance standards, where appropriate, so that the mitigation is not deferred. 

Response to Comment I73-33 

The commenters allege that the Draft SEIR fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. 
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The Draft SEIR provides a reasonable range of alternatives sufficient to foster informed decision-making. Section 
15126.6(a) of the CEQA guidelines describes the process for the selection of alternatives: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
The Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must 
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). Nor 
does an EIR need to consider an alternative that is remote or speculative. What constitutes a “reasonable range” of 
alternatives will vary with the facts of each project and should be guided only by the purpose of offering 
substantial environmental advantages over the project proposal that may be “feasibly1 accomplished in a 
successful manner” considering the environmental, social and technological factors involved. 

In identifying potentially feasible alternatives to the project, the ability of alternatives to meet most of the 
project’s objectives was considered. The County finds that a good-faith effort was made to evaluate a reasonable 
range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly obtain most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project.  

The project objectives presented in the Draft SEIR provide the framework for defining the possible alternatives. 
The evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 17.0, “Alternatives,” of the Draft SEIR considered the 
potential for the alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, as 
identified in this SEIR. 

While Alternative 2 would reduce significant project impacts, it would not eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable impacts to traffic, and it would not fully meet the project objectives. Alternative 2 would also not 
provide the same level of benefit to the community offered by the project because it reduces the number of water 
tanks and helipads for use in fighting wildfires. In addition, Alternative 2 would not provide any equestrian 
facilities at either the Garden Bar or Harvego Preserve entrances, and no permanent restroom would be provided 
at the Harvego Preserve. Objectives not as fully achieved with Alternative 2 as with the proposed project include: 

► Implement the recreational resource objectives of the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural 
Conservation Program (available at https://www.placer.ca.gov/3420/Placer-Legacy), beginning on page 3-17 
that aim to “…enhance recreational opportunities in the County by improving public trail access, including 
the construction of staging areas and parking lots, as well as the purchase of public access easements on 
private land to provide connections to public land and city trail connections” and “provide regional 
recreational facilities in the foothill region, supplementing the recreation opportunities provided on public 
lands to the east and municipal park facilities in urbanized areas. South Placer residents would be served by 
one or more large regional parks (300 acres or greater) in a rural setting with a variety of passive recreation 

                                                      
1 CEQA generally defines “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account environmental, social, technological, and legal factors.” 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/3420/Placer-Legacy
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opportunities. Such a park may be connected with larger area of protected land, providing additional wildlife 
habitat value.”  

► Expand the existing multi-use, natural-surface trail system to provide recreational opportunities for the 
residents of Placer County and the region, while maintaining safety for park users, visitors, and nearby 
residents.  

Please also see Response to Comment I73-30. 

Response to Comment I73-34 

The commenters state they believe the SEIR fails to consider and discuss cumulative impacts. 

As stated in Chapter 18.0, “Other CEQA Sections,” the cumulative impact analysis is based on the State CEQA 
Guidelines (in Section 15130[b]) that provide the following guidance for conducting an adequate cumulative 
impact analysis: The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood 
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the 
project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness and should 
focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other 
projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. 

Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss cumulative impacts of a project when 
the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” According to Section 15065, “Cumulatively 
considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects as defined in 
Section 15130.” The term “considerable” is subject to interpretation. The standards used herein to determine 
whether an effect is considerable are that either the impact of the project would contribute in any manner to the 
existing significant cumulative impact, or the cumulative impact would exceed an established threshold of 
significance when the project’s incremental effects are combined with similar effects from other projects. 

As stated in Chapter 18.0 of the Draft SEIR, the environmental influences of past projects and present projects 
that have been implemented already exist as a part of current conditions in the project area. Therefore, the 
contributions of past and present projects to environmental conditions are adequately captured in the description 
of the existing settings within each resource chapter (Draft SEIR Chapters 4.0 through 16.0) and need not be 
specifically listed in Chapter 18.0. The cumulative impact analysis focuses on the potential cumulative physical 
changes to the existing setting that could occur as a result of a combination of this proposed trail project and 
probable future projects that are reasonably foreseeable. 

Please see Response to Comments I73-15, I73-16, I73-25, I73-26, I73-27, I73-29, and I73-30. Please also see 
Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking; and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I73-35 

The commenters allege that numerous significant impacts were scoped out. 
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According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, an EIR may contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that 
various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore not 
discussed in detail in the EIR. Each resource section of the Draft SEIR provides an adequate and complete 
discussion of issues that were removed for further consideration. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I73-36 

The commenter expresses a general opinion about the adequacy of the Draft SEIR.  

The basis for the commenter’s opinion is contained in the comments that precede and each comment is more 
precisely addressed in the responses to comments provided above. As described above, none of the warrants for 
recirculation are presented based upon the comments. The Draft SEIR meets the standards for adequacy of the 
SEIR content and process requirements outlined by the CEQA Guidelines. The adequacy of an EIR is determined 
in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the 
severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA also does not require 
revisions to the environmental analysis based upon comments relative to the project merits (CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Therefore, recirculation is not required. 

Response to Comment I73-37 

The commenter summarizes concerns outlined in this comment letter and believes the Draft SEIR is inadequate.  

Please see Responses to Comments I73-2 to I73-36 above. 
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2.7.74 LETTER I74 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I74: ADRIAN CESANA 

Response to Comment I74-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-366 

2.7.75 LETTER I75 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I75: PATTY CAMPBELL CHANDLER 

Response to Comment I75-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.76 LETTER I76 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I76: RICK CHASE 

Response to Comment I76-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.77 LETTER I77 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I77: LAURA CHOY 

Response to Comment I77-1 

The commenter requests for the May 14, 2020 meeting to be cancelled. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Response to Comment I77-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, fire and evacuation.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response. 

The commenter expresses concerns about trash, destruction of nearby properties, etc.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility  
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2.7.78 LETTER I78 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I78: RICHARD AND LAURA CHOY  

Response to Comment I78-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, road safety and fire.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response.  
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2.7.79 LETTER I79 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I79: DAVID CHRISTENSEN 

Response to Comment I79-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.80 LETTER I80 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I80: VALERIE HARRISON 

Response to Comment I80-1 

The commenter requests for the May 14, 2020 meeting to be cancelled. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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2.7.81 LETTER I81 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I81: CLAIRE CHRISTENSEN 

Response to Comment I81-1 

The commenter is concerned about the project cost and the environmental review process. 

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. The roadway safety issues are addressed below in the Response to Comment I81-2. 
No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I81-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and road safety. 

The commenter has concerns with the County utilizing Auburn Valley Road.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter wants to know what the plans are for evacuation.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter requests information on the Highway 49 corridor between Bell and Lone Star Roads. Please see 
the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0, “Transportation and Circulation,” for an analysis of impacts 
on transportation and circulation. Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 18.0, “Other CEQA Sections.” The Draft 
SEIR identifies a cumulative traffic impact to the SR 49 intersections at Lone Star Road and at Cramer Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I81-3 

The commenter states that the County has not collaborated with the nearby residents on the planning of the Trails 
Expansion area or the proposed project. 

In 2000, the voters of Placer County were presented with a ballot measure to express their desire for the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy) through and responded in the 
affirmative. Placer Legacy established the framework and funding mechanisms for the open space acquisition and 
outdoor recreational amenities that were brought to fruition through the HFRP and Trails Expansion Project 
properties. For each of the 11 property acquisitions that make up HFRP and the Expansion Project properties to 
which the County was a party, beginning in 2003 the actions by the Board of Supervisors were noticed and 
discussed in public meetings, and the recreational components of each purchase and sale agreement were 
disclosed (See Appendix B of the Draft SEIR for the public trail descriptions associated with each property). As a 
development plan proceeded for each property, the County met or exceeded the public outreach guidelines for 
environmental review for each project including a previous Mitigated Negative Declaration and EIR. In the case 
of the current Project, the County provided multiple mailed notices to over 6,000 property owners in the vicinity 
of the Project 7 in 2017 and 2018. There were two Scoping Meetings (in 2017 and 2018) which were both heavily 
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attended by local residents, as evidenced by the Scoping Meeting attendance sheets and speaker sheets. The 
Project has been discussed in over 40 public meetings since late 2016 (including Scoping Meetings, Municipal 
Advisory Council meetings throughout western Placer County, Parks Commission, Planning Commission, Board 
of Supervisors, and other community groups upon request such as the Greater Auburn Area Fire Safe Council). 
Notices have been posted on the County web site, and multiple press releases and stories by local media outlets 
have been broadcast about the Project. 

Additionally, the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local residents who wished to discuss the 
proposed project. Parks staff met on 3 separate occasions with local residents who were interested in meeting with 
members the Parks Division. In February of 2019, the County invited members of the Protect Rural Placer group 
to participate in a site visit to the Santa Clara Open Space Authority’s Sierra Vista Open Space Preserve to learn 
how the East Bay area has successfully integrated public use of trails with on-going cattle operations. 
Additionally, the County met specifically with the Protect Rural Placer group and Supervisor Gore on May 28, 
2019 to address the groups’ questions and concerns. Lastly, the Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR was 
again sent out to over 6,000 homeowners. Over 500 comments were received during the public comment period 
which included numerous comments from local residents and members of the Protect Rural Placer group. 
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2.7.82 LETTER I82 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I82: DAVID T. CHRISTENSEN 

Response to Comment I82-1 

The commenter has concerns regarding the cost of the proposed project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding fire danger.  

Please see Draft SEIR 16.4 “Impacts” in 16.0 “Wildfire” for a discussion of wildfire impacts analysis. Please also 
see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter raises issues that are not CEQA-related (i.e. “Is it time to put a halt to what many believe is a 
special pet project? Inquiring whether or not any of the County people involved with the project live in the Project 
area?).  

These comments are not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor do they contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I82-2 

The commenter is concerned about funding and questions the need for the Project. 

These comments are not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project, nor do they contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I82-3 

The commenter is concerned about the alternatives analysis. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 17.4 “Alternatives Selected for Analysis” and a discussion of the “No Project 
Alternative (Alternative 1)”. 

Response to Comment I82-4 

The commenter is concerned about the cost and procedures to mitigate wildfire risks of the proposed project. 

Please see Response to Comment I82-1 above for a response to the issues of cost and wildfire risks. Please also 
see Mitigation Measure S13-1 – County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by the Placer County 
Fire Department/CAL FIRE. Additionally, please see discussion in Sections 13.2.4, 13.2.5, and the discussion of 
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Project benefits described on pages 16-16 and 16-17. Lastly, please see Mitigation Measures S16-a and S16-b for 
wildfire risk mitigations.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I83: VALERIE CHRISTIAN 

Response to Comment I83-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.84 LETTER I84 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I84: SARAH CHRISTY 

Response to Comment I84-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.85 LETTER I85 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I85: CHRIS W 

Response to Comment I85-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.86 LETTER I86 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I86: LINDA CLINE 

Response to Comment I86-1 

The commenter requests postponement of the May 14, 2020 Planning Commission meeting to accept public 
comments. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.87 LETTER I87 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I87: LINDA CLINE 

Response to Comment I87-1 

The commenter states concerns about wildfire and evacuation. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I87-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding funding, wildfire and evacuation.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

With regards to the wildfire and evacuation concerns, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I87-3 

The commenter states various concerns about traffic, including the impacts on private driveways. 

As stated in the Draft SEIR, the project would result in an increase in VMT. Since no threshold has been 
established by the County and the proposed project is inconsistent with the MTP/SCS, the increase in VMT is 
considered significant. The effects on private driveways are not considered in the Draft SEIR because private 
driveways are the responsibility of the individual landowner.  

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.  

Additionally, the commenter states that at full build-out of the Twilight Ride parking area only 300 acres would 
be available to the public. After Phase 1 of the Twilight Ride trailhead and parking area are constructed, existing 
trails within both the Taylor Ranch (321 acres) and the Kotomyan Preserve (160 acres) would be available to the 
public. By the time full-build out of the Twilight Ride parking area is complete, connectivity to the entire Trails 
Expansion area would be complete. 

The commenter states that the Project would result in the removal of trees from oak woodland habitat. Removal of 
mature oak trees is expected to occur mainly along the access roads for widening. Parking areas and trails would 
be specifically sited to minimize oak tree removal and a portion of the Twilight Ride property that is contiguous 
with the oak woodland found on the Taylor Ranch property, will be preserved in perpetuity.  

The commenter states that construction of the Twilight Ride entrance would degrade the aquatic habitat and 
wetlands near Bell Road. Grading and Improvement Plans will require Best Management Practices to prevent 
degradation to the entrance pond and wetlands.  
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Additionally, please see the Draft SEIR Section 12.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an 
analysis of impacts on biological resources. Please also see Section 12.5 “Mitigation Measures”, which include 
the following measures to avoid, minimize and mitigation impacts on biological resources: 

Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to Protect Aquatic Habitats and the Native Fish Community 

Mitigation Measure S12-2: Replace, Restore, or Enhance Affected Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and 
Waters of the State 

Mitigation Measure S12-3: Implement Measures to Protect California Red-Legged Frog 

Mitigation Measure S12-4: Implement Measures to Protect Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Northwestern 
Pond Turtle 

Mitigation Measure S12-7: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat 

Mitigation Measure S5-1: Obtain Authorization for Construction and Operation Activities with the Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Measures as 
Required (see in Chapter 5.0, “Soils, Geology, and Seismicity”) 

Mitigation Measure 11-1: Prepare and Implement a Grading and Drainage Plan (see in Chapter 11.0, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality”) 

Response to Comment I87-4 

The commenter promotes the continuation of docent-led hikes only (Alternative 1 – No Project). 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I88: JOSH COOPER 

Response to Comment I88-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I89: JIM AND OLI COOPER 

Response to Comment I89-1 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding parking and traffic. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for a discussion 
of transportation and circulation impacts analysis. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter states that results of a survey are that about 2/3 of the park users are from out of the County. 
Please refer to Table 8-7, which shows that based upon information received from the parking reservation system 
about 63% of the visitors on the weekends were from outside the County. Informal survey data from visitors on 
the weekdays shows that the majority of visitors are from within the County.  

The commenter suggests limiting entrance to Placer County residents only. This comment is not directed at the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project, nor does it 
contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However, this comment is published in this 
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response 
is required. 

Lastly, the commenter acknowledges that HFRP does provide significant benefits to equestrians. This comment is 
not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the 
project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However, this comment is 
published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No 
further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I90: MARNIE COOTS 

Response to Comment I90-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-405 Responses to Comments 

2.7.91 LETTER I91 

  
  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-406 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I91: KRISTY CORAH 

Response to Comment I91-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I92: B. CORC 

Response to Comment I92-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I93: JOHN CORNELIUS 

Response to Comment I93-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I94: PATRICK CORYELL 

Response to Comment I94-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I95: HAVEN COURTNEY 

Response to Comment I95-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I96: LANS COURTNEY 

Response to Comment I96-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I97: RICK AND MIKI COUVRETTE 

Response to Comment I97-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about public safety and states that the proposed project is a potential 
significant drain on local emergency response agencies. 

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 13.0, “Public Services and Utilities,” for a discussion of “Emergency Response” 
(13.2.5) and “Police Protection” (13.2.6), and Section 13.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of impacts on public 
services. Additionally, please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I97-2 

The commenter has concerns regarding the fiscal impacts of the proposed project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I97-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire history of the local area and concerns regarding property 
insurance. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0, “Wildfire,” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I97-4 

This comment includes concerns regarding emergency evacuation.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I97-5 

The commenter has concerns over funding of the proposed project.  

Please see Response to Comment I97-2 above. 

Response to Comment I97-6 

The commenter expresses concerns about the adequacy of the analysis. 

That the Draft SEIR has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the potential impacts have been 
thoroughly analyzed, and appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed. No further response is required. 

The commenter infers that the process has not been transparent.  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-422 

In 2000, the voters of Placer County were presented with a ballot measure to express their desire for the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy)) through and responded in the 
affirmative. Placer Legacy established the framework and funding mechanisms for the open space acquisition and 
outdoor recreational amenities that were brought to fruition through the HFRP and Trails Expansion Project 
properties. For each of the 11 property acquisitions that make up HFRP and the Trails Expansion Project 
properties to which the County was a party, beginning in 2003 the actions by the Board of Supervisors were 
noticed and discussed in public meetings, and the recreational components of each purchase and sale agreement 
were disclosed (See Appendix B of the Draft SEIR for the public trail descriptions associated with each property). 
As a development plan proceeded for each property, the County met or exceeded the public outreach guidelines 
for environmental review for each project including a previous Mitigated Negative Declaration and EIR. In the 
case of the current Project, the County provided multiple mailed notices to over 6,000 property owners in the 
vicinity of the Project 7 in 2017 and 2018. There were two Scoping Meetings (in 2017 and 2018) which were both 
heavily attended by local residents, as evidenced by the Scoping Meeting attendance sheets and speaker sheets. 
The Project has been discussed in over 40 public meetings since late 2016 (including Scoping Meetings, 
Municipal Advisory Council meetings throughout western Placer County, Parks Commission, Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors, and other community groups upon request such as the Greater Auburn Area 
Fire Safe Council). Notices have been posted on the County web site, and multiple press releases and stories by 
local media outlets have been broadcast about the Project. 

Additionally, the County Parks Division offered to meet with any local residents who wished to discuss the 
proposed project. Parks staff met on 3 separate occasions with local residents who were interested in meeting with 
members the Parks Division. In February of 2019, the County invited members of the Protect Rural Placer group 
to participate in a site visit to the Santa Clara Open Space Authority’s Sierra Vista Open Space Preserve to learn 
how the East Bay area has successfully integrated public use of trails with on-going cattle operations. 
Additionally, the County met specifically with the Protect Rural Placer group and Supervisor Gore on May 28, 
2019 to address the groups’ questions and concerns. Lastly, the Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR was 
again sent out to over 6,000 homeowners. Over 500 comments were received during the public comment period 
which included numerous comments from local residents and members of the Protect Rural Placer group. 

Response to Comment I97-7 

The commenters express their opposition to the proposed project and express support for Alternative 1 (No 
Project). 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I98: BRITTANY COVICH 

Response to Comment I98-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I99: ROB CREGER 

Response to Comment I99-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, specifically with regards to speeding and illegal passing. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0, “Transportation and Circulation,” for an analysis 
of impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I100: ROBIN CREGER 

Response to Comment I100-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and road safety, especially with regard to speeding and crossing 
the double yellow lines. The commenter wants to know what is going to be done to increase law enforcement in 
the area to counter these issues. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0, “Transportation and Circulation,” for an analysis 
of impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 
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