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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I101: JULIA CROTEAU 

Response to Comment I101-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I102: JAMES D. CURRY 

Response to Comment I102-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I103: MARVIN CURRY 

Response to Comment I103-1 

The commenter introduces himself and is a retired Battalion Chief with the Forest Service and wrote prescribed 
fire burning prescriptions for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). He has comments on the Draft SEIR 
Chapter 13 and Chapter 16.  

The comment is noted. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment I103-2 

The commenter believes that some impact areas identified in the Draft SEIR as “less than significant” are 
significant, including increased demand for police and emergency services, increased wildfire risk, temporary 
disruptions in utility service, construction of roads and infrastructure on range land. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility; and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

The commenter also expresses concerns regarding staffing and funding 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 I103-3 

The commenter’s opinion is that the proposed project would have a significant wildfire impact and expresses 
concern that increased fire risk may impact insurance availability.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response, which addresses potential wildfire 
impacts and insurance availability. 

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 I04: LIZ DAFFNER 

Response to Comment I04-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I05: CARYL DALY 

Response to Comment I105-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I106: DIANA AND BOB DARCY 

Response to Comment I106-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and states her belief that the Draft SEIR does not address all 
impact topics adequately.  

The opposition is noted. 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. 

Response to Comment I106-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding wildfire, and states that more people will be using barbeques and 
fire pits.  

Smoking of any kind, barbeques and fire pits would be prohibited within the Trails Expansion area. 

Please also see 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 I106-3 

The commenter expresses concern regarding transportation and circulation, and associated air pollution as a result 
of the increase in traffic. 

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. Please also see the analysis in Chapter 9.0 “Air Quality”, and specifically Impact 9-2, which discusses air 
quality impacts as a result of operation of the proposed project. Based on the modeling conducted, emissions 
would be less than the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s applicable thresholds. The impact on air 
quality was therefore determined to be less-than-significant. 

Response to Comment I106-4 

The commenter expresses concern about crime. 

Please see Impact 13-2, (Public Services and Utilities—Increase in Demand for Police Services) in Chapter 13.0 
of the Draft SEIR. As discussed in Impact 13-2, any 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 also see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I106-5 

The commenter claims that the local communities have not been included in the planning process for the purchase 
of the Trails Expansion properties or the current Project.  
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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) 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 
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 three separate occasions with local residents who were interested in meeting 
with staff from 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. 

The commenter requests the project be rejected. 

The comment is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I107: MURIEL DAVIS  

Response to Comment I107-1 

The commenter suggests using a permeable surface or gravel for the parking lots.  

The SEIR evaluated the construction of a paved parking lot with impermeable surfaces. However, the County is 
reviewing the utilization of permeable pavement in a portion of the parking areas and would utilize gravel or other 
impermeable surface for the equestrian parking areas. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I108: STEVE DAVIS  

Response to Comment I108-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I109: KEN DAWSON 

Response to Comment I109-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I110: RAUL DE ANDA  

Response to Comment I110-1 

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 
 2-455 Responses to Comments 

2.7.111 LETTER I111 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-456 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I111: SUZANNE DEBONO 

Response to Comment I111-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I112: TRICIA DEJERSY 

Response to Comment I112-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I113: STEVE DENNISON 

Response to Comment I113-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I114: DAVID DENYSENKO 

Response to Comment I114-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I115: CASSANDRA DEPIZZOL  

Response to Comment I115-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I116: DELAYA DIANA 

Response to Comment I116-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.117 LETTER I117 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I117: PAUL DICKSON 

Response to Comment I117-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.118 LETTER I118 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I118: ALEX DIDIER 

Response to Comment I118-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.119 LETTER I119 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I119: DIANE DOLLEY 

Response to Comment I119-1 

The commenter states that the May 14, 2020 should be postponed and expressed dissatisfaction about the public 
comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I120: DIANE DOLLEY 

Response to Comment I120-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire, evacuation and road safety issues. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for a discussion of wildfire impacts 
analysis and 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 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; and Master Response 3 – 
Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter states the Draft SEIR should consider no unsupervised access (i.e. only docent-led tours). 

Please see Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) in Section 17.4 of the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment I120-2 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR is inadequate and the project should be rejected. 

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.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I121: DIANE DOLLEY 

Response to Comment I121-1 

The commenter expresses concern about road safety, traffic and circulation, as well as existing problems with 
people speeding and passing on the double yellow lines. Please 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 4 – Land Use Compatibility.  

The Draft SEIR evaluated identified HFRP Trails Expansion Project impacts based on roadway safety and 
identified impacts to Cramer Road and prescribed mitigation. Refer to Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, 
and Parking for additional information. The Draft SEIR addressed the capacity and operation of study area roads 
and identified cumulative impacts under County guidelines to SR 49 / Cramer Road and SR 49 / Lone Star Road. 
While those impacts were judged to be unavoidable, LOS is no longer an evaluation criteria under CEQA. 

The Draft SEIR identified the potential traffic volume increases on study area roads associated with HRFP in 
Table 8-14. No impacts relating to roadway capacity were identified. 

The Draft SEIR identified the need for a left turn lane at the Twilight Ride access, and this issue is addressed by 
Mitigations S8-4 and S8-5. 

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

Response to Comment I121-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding emergency response times for responding to fires. 

Please see 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.  

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR appears to assume that the County would pay for additional fire staffing 
and for the maintenance of the Light Rescue Vehicle. 

The proposed project does not include the addition of fire personnel, nor does it include the ongoing maintenance 
of the Light Rescue Vehicle (LRV). Mitigation Measure S13-1 states that the County will purchase the LRV for 
use by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE. The vehicle will be utilized for a variety of emergency 
response calls within the greater North Auburn/Ophir area served by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL 
FIRE. 

Response to Comment I121-3 

The commenter expresses an opinion regarding a budget proposal for opening the Lone Star Fire Station.  

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).  
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There are no plans with the proposed project to reopen the Lone Star Fire Station #184. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment I121-4 

The commenter expresses additional concerns regarding wildfire. 

Please see Response to Comment I121-2 above. 

The commenter expresses concerns with how visitors will be policed for illegal camping, campfires, smoking and 
other issues.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility, as well as the discussion included in Impact 13-2 of the 
Draft SEIR, which addresses the potential demand for increased police services. 

Response to Comment I121-5 

The commenter claims that the local communities have not been included in the planning process for the purchase 
of the Trails Expansion properties or 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) 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 
Parks Division staff. 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 
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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. 

The commenter requests that the County reject the project.  

The comment is noted. No further response required. 

Response to Comment I121-6 

The commenter request that her comments be included in the record. 

The comments are included. No further response is necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I122: TRICIA DOVENBERG 

Response to Comment I122-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.123 LETTER I123 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I123: JUSTIN DRAKE 

Response to Comment I123-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.124 LETTER I124 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I124: ERIK DUBEY 

Response to Comment I124-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I125: KERRIE ELIAS 

Response to Comment I125-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.126 LETTER I126 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I126: DENISE ENNIS 

Response to Comment I126-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter expresses concern regarding traffic, congestion and litter. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking, and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility. 

The commenter expresses concern about the potential growth of usership at Hidden Falls Regional Park. 

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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2.7.127 LETTER I127 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I127: SHERRIE ERICKSON 

Response to Comment I127-1 

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 2-496 

2.7.128 LETTER I128 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I128: SPENCER EUSDEN 

Response to Comment I128-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.129 LETTER I129 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I129: RICK EVANS 

Response to Comment I129-1 

The commenter states an opinion. 

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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2.7.130 LETTER I130 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I130: MIKE EWING 

Response to Comment I130-1 

The commenter requests to be added to the contact list for the project. 

The commenter has been added to the contact list for the project. No further response is required.  
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2.7.131 LETTER I131 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I131: PETE FAETH 

Response to Comment I131-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.132 LETTER I132 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I132: BOB FEHR 

Response to Comment I132-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project, except Phase 2 of the Draft SEIR for the Twilight Ride parking 
lot, which he strongly opposes.  

The support and opposition are noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.133 LETTER I133 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I133: BOB FEHR 

Response to Comment I133-1 

The commenter opposes the proposed Project as described in the Draft SEIR after initially supporting the 
proposed project. The change of support is based on concerns regarding traffic and wildfire. 

The opposition is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.134 LETTER I134 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I134: LARRY FELDHAUS 

Response to Comment I134-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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2.7.135 LETTER I135 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I135: JAN FERREIRA 

Response to Comment I135-1 

The commenter expresses dissatisfaction that the MACs and Planning Commission are not being involved in the 
decision 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. 

Response to Comment I135-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about funding for park maintenance. 

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 I135-3 

The commenter expresses concern about traffic and vehicular accidents. The comment also notes aesthetic 
impacts of signage that is placed to indicate no parking areas. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The method and placement of traffic control 
signs would be consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways 
(MUTCD). The MUTCD defines the standards used by road managers nationwide to install and maintain traffic 
control devices on all public streets, highways, bikeways, and private roads open to public travel. The MUTCD is 
published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) under 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 
655, Subpart F. 

Response to Comment I135-4 

The commenter expresses concern about wildfire risk and evacuation. 

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

Response to Comment I135-5 

The commenter expresses concerns about expenses and taxes. 

Please see Response to Comment I135-2 above. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I136: PATRICK FERREIRA 

Response to Comment I136-1 

The commenter refutes the Draft SEIR and believes it makes weak assumptions and does not take into 
consideration the full impact of the project.  

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. 

Response to Comment I136-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about parking and signage and additional workload on the sheriff’s 
department. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility as it pertains to enforcement. Signage issues are addressed in the Response to Comment I135-3. 

The commenter asks whether the private parking component of the proposed project has been removed, as it is 
mentioned in Appendix A.  

Appendix A includes the Scoping Report for the Notice of Preparation which was prepared in 2018. This was at a 
time when the private parking concession component was still included in the project description. As is stated in 
the Draft SEIR, subsequent to that time, the project description was updated to reflect the elimination of the 
private parking option. 

Response to Comment I136-3 

The commenter asks whether horse boarding and concessions have been removed from the expansion plans.  

Horse boarding and concession were included in the Revised Notice of Preparation (planned at that time), but 
eliminated during preparation of the Draft SEIR, and are no longer proposed at Twilight Ride or elsewhere. 

Response to Comment I136-4 

The commenter expresses concern about impacts to wildlife and plants.  

Please see Section 12.4 “Impacts” in Draft SEIR Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources”, for a discussion of impacts 
to wildlife and habitat. Please also see Section 12.5 “Mitigation Measures” for a discussion of mitigation included 
to avoid and minimize impacts to wildlife.  

Response to Comment I136-5 

The commenter asked that negative effect of the project be strongly considered. 

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 I137: KENT FERRIS 

Response to Comment I137-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about the ban of e-bikes in the County. 

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 I138: NATHAN FIDLER 

Response to Comment I138-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I139: AMY FINKLE 

Response to Comment I139-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I140: TEVIS FINNEGAN 

Response to Comment I140-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I141: JOSH FLOOD 

Response to Comment I141-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I142: JOE FOFT 

Response to Comment I142-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I143: JEFFREY FOLTZ 

Response to Comment I143-1 

The commenter expresses support for the full buildout of the project and summarizes the history of the project 
and the Draft SEIR.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I144: DAREN FORD 

Response to Comment I144-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I145: CURTIS FOWLER 

Response to Comment I145-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I146: CARY FOX 

Response to Comment I146-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I147: CHARLIE FOX 

Response to Comment I147-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I148: TIM FRAGUGLIA 

Response to Comment I148-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I149: MATT FREEMAN 

Response to Comment I149-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I150: DAN FRINK 

Response to Comment I150-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I151: LOUISE FRY 

Response to Comment I151-1 

The commenter has concerns regarding Hidden Falls staying open during the COVID-19 epidemic while other 
parks are closed. She also expresses concerns regarding the public meeting process and the loss of fire insurance 
by local residents. 

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. 

Please also see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process, and Master Response Master Response 2 – 
Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response.  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-549 Responses to Comments 

2.7.152 LETTER I152 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-550 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I152: LOUISE FRY 

Response to Comment I152-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the county’s purchase and proposed use of the Twilight parcel and states 
concerns about transportation, wildfire, emergency response, home values, theft and tree removal along the 
roadways. 

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.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis 
of impacts to transportation and circulation; also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of wildfire impacts; 
also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Please also see Master Response 4 – 
Land Use Compatibility. 

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 12 “Biology” and specifically Impact discussion 12-9 which addresses loss of oak 
trees from project implementation. Mitigation Measure 12-7 in the same section addressed loss of oak trees.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I153: SCOTT FULTON 

Response to Comment I153-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I154: JOSE AND JANE GARCIA 

Response to Comment I154-1 

The commenter states criticism of the Draft SEIR. 

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. 

Response to Comment I154-2 

The commenter expresses concern regarding wildfire and fire insurance. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 16.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire” for an analysis of wildfire impacts. 
Also, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I154-3 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic increasing the risk of fire danger. 

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. Also, please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I154-4 

The commenter expresses concern regarding wildlife impacts. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 12.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of 
wildlife impacts.  

The commenter claims that the local communities have not been included in the planning process for the purchase 
of the Trails Expansion properties or 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) 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 
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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 
Parks Division staff. 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 I154-5 

The commenter expressed opposition to the project. 

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I155: JOHN GARDINER 

Response to Comment I155-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I156: BETH GAYDOS 

Response to Comment I156-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I157: BOBBI GIUDICELLI 

Response to Comment I157-1 

The commenter expresses support for the full buildout of the project and no alternatives.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I158: TRINITY GLECKLER 

Response to Comment I158-1 

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 2-564 

2.7.159 LETTER I159 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-565 Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-566 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-567 Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-568 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-569 Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-570 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-571 Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-572 

 
  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-573 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I159: JANE GODDARD 

Response to Comment I159-1 

The commenter provides and introduction and compares the proposed project to the balance scales used by the 
Egyptians. 

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. 

Response to Comment I159-2 

The commenter expresses concern about wildfire. 

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

Response to Comment I159-3 

The commenter states she lost her fire insurance. 

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. 

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

Response to Comment I159-4 

The commenter expresses concern about traffic. 

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

Response to Comment I159-5 

The commenter expresses concern about crime and trespassing. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility as it pertains to crime and trespassing. 

Response to Comment I159-6 

The commenter expresses concerns about air quality and noise.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 9.0 “Air Quality” and Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for the impact analysis of the 
project on air quality and noise. 
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Response to Comment I159-7 

The commenter expresses concern about current first responders being overburdened (i.e., states that Lone Star 
Fire Station should be reopened and fully staffed). 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Reopening of the Lone Star Fire 
Station is not included with the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I159-8 

The commenter expresses concerns about water supply and septic tanks.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality” and Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and 
Utilities” for the impact analysis of the project on water resources and use of septic systems. 

There is an existing domestic well at the Twilight Ride property that has a yield of approximately 15 gallons per 
minute that has not had issues with water supply in the past. Please also see Responses to Comments I473-48, 
I473-49, and I473-52.  

Response to Comment I159-9 

The commenter asks if wanting more trails should take precedence over their public safety and the negative 
impact to local homeowners and families. The above-mentioned concerns are why the commenter believes the 
HFRP Trails Expansion Project should not proceed. The commenter is in favor of small organized daily docent-
led trips.  

The comments are noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I159-10 

In a letter dated May 18, 2020 attached to the first comment letter, the commenters introduce themselves as 
longtime residents of North Auburn and members of Protect Rural Placer. They believe the Draft SEIR, as with 
the previous HFRP EIR, makes weak assumptions and does not take into consideration the full impact of the 
project, including to a number of areas discussed below.  

Response to Comment I159-11 

The commenters express concerns over wildfire and the loss of their homeowner fire insurance. They also have 
concerns about rangers being able to monitor park visitors for smoking, campfires, and barbeques. The 
commenters express concerns about staffing levels at the Lone Star Fire Station, the area fire risk level, red flag 
days, evacuation plans, spread of wildfire, fire suppression, water sources, and liability risks that could affect 
insurance availability. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response, and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility. Reopening of the Lone Star Fire Station is not included with the proposed project. At full buildout 
of the proposed project, a new 12,000-gallon water storage tank with fire hydrant would be available at each of 
the new parking areas. As noted above, the current domestic well at the Twilight Ride property has a yield of 15 
gallons per minute and has not had issues with consistent yields. 
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Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I159-12 

The commenter expresses concerns over traffic impacts. 

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

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to identify all the other sources of traffic. Please refer to Section 
18.4, “Cumulative Impacts”.  

The commenter states that 2/3 of the visitors to HFRP are not from Placer County. Please refer to page 8-18 of the 
Draft SEIR, which states that although about 63% of the weekend traffic originates outside of the County, that trip 
distribution during weekdays has indicated that the majority of visitors are from within the County. 

The commenter expresses concerns with wildfire evacuation. Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and 
Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I159-13 

The commenter expresses concerns over crime and trespassing. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility as it pertains to crime, trespassing and illegal parking. 

Response to Comment I159-14 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR does not adequately address the increase of air pollution and air quality. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 9.0 “Air Quality” for the impact analysis of the project on air quality. 

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 asserts that the parking lots will be full, 7 days a week. Traffic patterns at the existing HFRP have 
indicated that the parking area does not fill up during the weekdays. Parking statistics were utilized to institute the 
current parking reservation system, which is employed only on weekends, holidays and other peak usage days. 
During the weekdays, a reservation system is not necessary, as visitor usage is lower, and there is ample parking. 
Visitor usage of the proposed new parking areas is expected to be consistent with usage at HFRP.  

Response to Comment I159-15 

The commenter expresses concerns over the financial responsibility and funding of the HFRP Trails Expansion 
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, 
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this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker 
consideration. 

Response to Comment I159-16 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to address the concerns of the Placer County residents. 

Placer County has included the local residents throughout the planning process. 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) 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 beginning in 2016. 
The Project has been discussed in over 40 public meetings since 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. 

Regarding increases in property tax, please see Response to Comment I159-15. 

Regarding traffic concerns, please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Regarding litter and crime, please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility.  

Regarding wildfire, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. 

Regarding concerns about impacts to wells, please see Response to Comment I159-8. 

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. 

Response to Comment I159-17 

The commenters are opposed to the project and request that the County reject the project. 

Comment noted. 

The commenters are in favor of small organized daily docent-led trips. 

Comment noted. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I160: DANIEL GOLDSMITH 

Response to Comment I160-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I161: HAMISH GOWANS 

Response to Comment I161-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I162: RYAN GRAHAM 

Response to Comment I162-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I163: JORDAN GRAHAM 

Response to Comment I163-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I164: RANDY GRANT 

Response to Comment I164-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I165: DAVID GRANZELLA 

Response to Comment I165-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I166: DAVID GRANZELLA 

Response to Comment I166-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I167: MS. GRAY 

Response to Comment I167-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I168: GARY GREWAL 

Response to Comment I168-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, litter, soil degradation, and impacts on biological resources. 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis of 
impacts on transportation and circulation; also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and 
Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 12.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of impacts 
on habitat, special-status species, trees, and other biological resources.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I169: PHILIP GRYBAS 

Response to Comment I169-1 

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 I170: MARTIE AND GARTH GULLION 

Response to Comment I170-1 

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 I171: CATHY HAAGEN-SMIT 

Response to Comment I171-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I172: CHAZ HALBERT 

Response to Comment I172-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I173: EMAIL FROM COUNTY CLERK SUE COLBERT TO SUE HALL 

Response to Comment I173-1 

This is a copy of an email sent by Senior County Clerk Sue Colbert to Sue Hall, providing information regarding 
the public meeting.  

This message was not directed at the Draft SEIR and was included in the record by mistake. No further response 
is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I174: SHAWN HALL 

Response to Comment I174-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I175: THOMAS HALL 

Response to Comment I175-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I176: GARY HALL 

Response to Comment I176-1 

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 Trail Expansion 
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Project. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, the analysis contained in the SEIR is limited to 
the incremental changes associated with construction and operation of the proposed trail 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 the CEQA guidelines.  

Response to Comment I176-2 

The commenter questions how the project was awarded. 

Selection of an EIR consultant was conducted via a public bid process in 2016. This comment is not related to 
CEQA compliance. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I176-3 

The commenter expresses concern that there is no risk ranking matrix to compare the risk with cost of mitigation 
and claims it is required by the State Clearinghouse. 

This is not a State Clearinghouse requirement. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I176-4 

The comment states that Cramer Road and the ingress and egress to the Twilight Ride parking area as noted in 
“totally illegal for the accepted engineered construction plans for traffic control by Placer County”. No evidence 
of “illegality” is provided. Mitigation Measures S8-3 requires installing or upgrading traffic control device on 
Cramer Road to meet Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) requirements. Mitigation Measure 
S8-4 requires preparation of access improvement plans in accordance with Placer County standards and policies. 
Mitigation Measure S8-5 requires construction of a left turn lane meeting Placer County standards. 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 Draft SEIR and supporting documentation have been developed with involvement from all relevant County 
departments, including Public Works, with the authority to review documents for design standard compliance. No 
further response is required. 

Response to Comment I176-5 

The commenter questions the improvement and mitigation costs.  

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 I176-6 

The commenter believes the traffic study is wrong because it ignores risk to the health and safety of the public 
with regards to risk association with roadway features and design standards.  
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An EIR is not inadequate simply because experts in a particular environmental subject matter dispute the 
conclusions reached by the experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where different conclusions 
can reasonably be drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, Guide to the 
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] [Remy et al. 2007:499–500]; Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles 
[1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 413.) Perfection is not required, but the EIR must be adequate, complete, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). The Draft SEIR for the proposed project 
provides an adequate, complete, and good faith effort at full disclosure of the physical environmental impacts and 
the conclusions are based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole record. No further response is required. 

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.  

Please also see Draft SEIR Chapter 8 “Transportation and Circulation”, and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking.  

Response to Comment I176-7 

The commenter expresses concern about increased stormwater runoff and impacts to creeks and streams and that 
no drainage study was included.  

Please see Draft SEIR Section 11.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality” and Section 12.4 
“Impacts” in Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of impacts to hydrology, water quality, and 
waterways. Also, Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires that a grading and drainage plan be prepared and 
implemented (Draft SEIR p. 11-19 to 11-20). A separate drainage study is not required. 

Response to Comment I176-8 

The commenter expresses concern that no monitoring system of groundwater is proposed for the septic system.  

Please see Draft SEIR 11.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality”. Also, Mitigation 
Measures 11-2 requires the County to implement groundwater protection through a transient non-community 
water system permit (Draft SEIR p. 11-20 to 11-21). Furthermore, the County Environmental Health Division was 
involved in review of the document. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I176-9 

The commenter believes there have been no traffic counts or modeling projections for the increased traffic loads.  

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

Response to Comment I176-10 

The commenter believes the fire risk is too high and no mitigation discussed.  

Please see Draft SEIR 16.0 “Wildfire” for a discussion and analysis of wildfire impacts including Mitigation 
Measures S16-1a, S16-1b, and S13-1 (Draft SEIR p. 16-17 and 16-18). Also, please see Master Response 2 – 
Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 
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Response to Comment I176-11 

The commenter questions the adequacy of the Draft SEIR.  

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. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I177: KAYLENE AND EDMOND HALLBERG 

Response to Comment I177-1 

The commenters ask whether the proposed project is essential.  

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. 

Response to Comment I177-2 

The commenters express concerns about County spending on 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 I177-3 

The commenters express dissatisfaction about the not delaying the public meeting on May 14, 2020. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Response to Comment I177-4 

The commenters support preservation of the rural nature of the area. 

Please see Response to Comments I177-1 and I177-2. 

Response to Comment I177-5 

The commenters express concern about wildfire and emergency evacuation. 

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

Response to Comment I177-6 

The commenters express concern about road safety and general safety. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Services; and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I178: KIRK HANSON 

Response to Comment I178-1 

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 
 2-625 Responses to Comments 

2.7.179 LETTER I179 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-626 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I179: BRADFORD HARRIS 

Response to Comment I179-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire, safety, traffic, enforcement, and land use compatibility. 

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

Response to Comment I179-2 

The commenter expresses concern about the public outreach process for the Draft SEIR, and states that many 
development meetings are held during working hours. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

The two scoping meetings, all Parks Commission meetings, MAC meetings, and the recent Planning Commission 
meeting held on May 14, 2020 were all held in the evening.  

Response to Comment I179-3 

The commenter urges the County to suspend plans for a Garden Bar Road Hidden Falls access.  

The comment is noted. No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I180: VALERIE HARRISON 

Response to Comment I180-1 

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 I181: VALERIE HARRISON 

Response to Comment I181-1 

The commenter would like to see Alternative 2.4.1, No Project Alternative, selected.  

Th comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I181-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and land use compatibility issues, as well as the use of Auburn 
Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road. 

Please see Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an analysis of 
impacts on traffic. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and Master Response 4 – 
Land Use Compatibility as it pertains to trash, vandalism, trespassing, and theft. 

Response to Comment I181-3 

The commenter expresses concern about fire danger. 

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

Response to Comment I181-4 

The commenter urges County supervisors to support the no project alternative. 

The preference is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I182: PAM HART 

Response to Comment I182-1 

The commenter expresses several concerns about traffic and mitigation, including use of VMT, line of sight, 
bicycle safety, constructability, and offsite impacts related to the required left turn lane on Bell road. 

Please see Master Response 3 regarding applying VMT thresholds. The evaluation of VMT was based on the 
conditions at the time of release of the Notice of Preparation, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. As stated in 
the Draft SEIR, the proposed project’s VMT is analyzed under baseline (existing) and future conditions with and 
without the proposed project. Although the Draft SEIR assumes the HFRP, as described in the 2010 EIR, is fully 
developed and operational, two of the elements considered in the 2010 EIR, a bridge and Nature Education 
Center, have not yet been completed. These elements are not re-evaluated in the Draft SEIR. However, this 
approach to baseline did not affect the evaluation of VMT in the Draft SEIR because the VMT is determined by 
the parking areas planned as part of the Trails Expansion Project, including the relocated Garden Bar parking 
area. 

Please also see Response to Comment Letter I183-6 with regards to baseline information.  

The Draft SEIR addresses existing and planned bicycle facilities on study area roads on page 8-7, while project’s 
impact to bicycle facilities or activity is discussed on page 8-28. Improvements included in the Placer County 
Regional Bikeway Plan are identified in Draft SEIR Table 8-2, and these include development of Class III bicycle 
routes on Bell Road from Lone Star Road to Joeger Road, on Lone Star Road from Bell Road to SR 49 and on 
Cramer Road from Bell Road to SR 49, as well as Class II bike lanes on Bell Road from Joeger Road to I-80. 
These improvements are not a part of the HFRP Trails Expansion Project. The Draft SEIR analysis determined 
that the HFRP Trails Expansion Project’s impacts to bicycle activity and facilities were not significant and no 
mitigation is required.  

The commenter’s statement that the HFRP Trails Expansion Project will cause 50 additional bike trips per day is 
conjecture and is not substantiated. The Draft SEIR has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, that 
the potential impacts have been thoroughly analyzed, and appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed. 
No further response is required. 

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

The commenter states that the following areas were not thoroughly addressed in the Draft SEIR: VMT and 
Mitigation Measure S8-5 requiring a left-hand turn lane with Phase 2 of the Twilight Ride. 

With regards to impacts to resources that would result from constructing a left turn lane for the Twilight Parcel on 
Bell Road, the County has confirmed that sufficient space would be available to design the lane within the 
existing right-of-way. Specific resource studies cannot be completed until a preliminary design is available, 
however, a review of aerial photography of the site confirmed that likelihood for sensitive resource such as 
riparian areas or wetlands to occur in the ROW is minimal. While some oak removal may be required, the number 
of trees would be small (no more than five based on a preliminary review of aerial photography). The Draft SEIR 
specifically addresses tree removal in impacts discussion 12-9 and Mitigation Measure S12-7: Protect Oak 
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Woodland Habitat lays out detailed steps that will be implemented to mitigate the loss of trees protected under the 
County’s tree ordinance. 

The commenter questions Mitigation Measure 10-1, which restricts general public access to the Trails Expansion 
areas to the daylight hours.  

This restriction is only for people accessing the parking areas for the Trails Expansion areas. Each parking access 
area will have a gate which is locked nightly. This mitigation measure in no way restricts the general traffic of the 
neighborhoods. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I183: HARVEGO (DOWNEY BRAND) 

Response to Comment I183-1 

The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIR on behalf of their client, Harvego Real 
Estate LLC (HRE).  

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I183-2 

The commenter describes what she believes are legal restrictions to use of Auburn Valley Road and Curtola 
Ranch Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking regarding specifics of access and traffic 
analysis.  

With regard to consultation with HRE), this portion of the 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. Any such consultation, as well as evaluations of cost of the 
project would occur outside of the CEQA review process. 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 I183-3 

The commenter list what she believes are failures to comply with CEQA. 

Please see the specific Responses to Comments I183-4 to I183-13, below. 

Response to Comment I183-4  

The commenter believes use of a Subsequent EIR is Inappropriate. 

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 
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(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 currently open to the 
public. The proposed 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 
the incremental changes associated with construction and operation of the proposed trails expansion area 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 I183-5 

The commenter believes the DEIR does not adequately describe the proposed project and that road improvements 
needed for specific entry points and the resulting environmental impacts have not been addressed sufficiently. 

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 
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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. Where available, schematic designs of the proposed 
improvements are included in the project description. For specific improvements that have not been designed yet, 
a description is provided, and the associated impacts are described in the respective resource sections of the Draft 
SEIR. For elements where specific improvements would take place in Phases (such as Curtola Ranch Road and 
Garden Bar Road), the project description lists the specific road improvements that would occur prior to 
implementation of the specific phase. The impacts of future improvements have been evaluated for the purpose of 
the Draft SEIR based on the maximum extent of the future improvements. The specific impacts (such as to 
wetlands or specific oak trees) will be determined at the time that final design details are available and would be 
entirely contained within the limits evaluated in the Draft SEIR.  

Response to Comment I183-6 

The commenter believes the DEIR uses an improper baseline. 

According to Section 15125(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, baseline conditions are normally defined as the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at the time that the NOP is published. 
Where existing conditions change or fluctuate over time, and where necessary to provide the most accurate 
picture practically possible of the project’s impacts, a lead agency may define existing conditions by referencing 
historic conditions, or conditions expected when the project becomes operational, or both, that are supported with 
substantial evidence. In addition, a lead agency may also use baselines consisting of both existing conditions and 
projected future conditions that are supported by reliable projections based on substantial evidence in the record. 
In addition, a lead agency may also use permit limits as baseline only where an action modifies a prior project that 
had CEQA review and the facts support it (i.e., reaching the limit is not hypothetical) (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(a)(3)).  

In the case of this SEIR, baseline condition assumes the HFRP, as described in the 2010 EIR, is fully developed 
and operational. Therefore, the environmental setting described in the Draft SEIR is directed toward conditions 
within the HFRP Trail Expansion Project Area. This approach to the environmental setting is consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(2), which states the lead agency should use the baseline that provides the 
most accurate picture practically possible of the project’s impacts that are supported with substantial evidence, 
including conditions expected when the project becomes operational. The baseline that was utilized in the Draft 
SEIR was selected as the best option for disclosing the impacts of the additional project components because it 
provides the most accurate accounting of the future impacts of the project at full buildout. It is also used to 
account for the fact that the existing conditional use permit and associated EIR allowed for a more extensive level 
of use/build out than currently exists, and to account for changes included in the modified use permit that would 
“roll back” or modify some of the previously approved components and use limits. 

The bridge included in the HFRP 2010 EIR has not been built yet; however, the design, placement site and 
analysis were included in the previous EIR and certified. Additionally, the Nature Education Center and bridge 
construction costs were included in the County’s financial capital planning for the Draft Parks and Trails Master 
Plan. Therefore, existing conditions (without the bridge and Nature Education Center) would be a misleading 
baseline because the County has a more than reasonable expectation of the completion of these facilities.  
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The previous parking area at Garden Bar has been changed to a new location and that location is being evaluated 
in this SEIR. The relocation of the Garden Bar parking area would reduce the length of road improvements that 
would be required compared to the impacts evaluated in the HFRP 2010 EIR. The combination of the previously 
approved EIR and the additional features evaluated in the SEIR fully evaluates and mitigates to the extent feasible 
all of the potential impacts of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I183-7 

The commenter believes the DEIR is inadequate with regard to biological impacts because it relies on old survey 
information, for example for Central Valley Chinook and steelhead and for western pond turtle. 

The potential presence of fish species and pond turtles is based on the presence of suitable habitat, not necessarily 
on site specific surveys. The analysis approach taken in the Draft SEIR uses this approach. Mitigation measures to 
protect species or resources build upon measure for the same resources from the 2010 Certified EIR. In fact, they 
are protective of any resources presence by incorporating avoidance and minimization measures for potential 
impacts to these resources, regardless of whether they have been documented during surveys. This is a 
conservative approach to avoid impacts. For specific resources where current occurrence data is needed (such as 
for special-status plant species), these site specific surveys were conducted in support of the Draft SEIR. 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (the responsible and trustee agency with regulatory and 
commentary authority over any plant and wildlife resources, including those that are state or federally listed) has 
reviewed the Draft SEIR including the proposed mitigation measures and has 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 the impact conclusions presented in the Draft SEIR. No further changes are necessary. 

Please also see Response to Comment I73-27 which provides details on many of the specific biological resources 
discussed in the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment I183-8 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to analyze the proposed project’s impacts to water quality. 

 The County disagrees. The analysis conducted in support 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 I183-9 

The commenter believes that the Draft SEIR fails to adequately analyze GHG emissions and raises concerns 
regarding health impacts resulting from an increase in air pollutants. The commenter also asserts that the air 
quality emissions, including criteria pollutants were understated in in the Draft SEIR.  
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The County disagrees. The analysis conducted in support of the Draft SEIR followed standard approved 
methodology and used the best available data. Furthermore, the thresholds used are consistent with guidance from 
the Placer County APCD. 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). Additionally, a similar 
type project in the area (i.e., the July 2019 Auburn State Recreation Area General Plan/Auburn Project Lands 
Resource Management Plan Draft EIR/EIS) utilized Placer County APCD’s 10,000 MTCO2e/year threshold for 
GHG emissions both for construction and operational emissions. 

The Draft SEIR analyzed each criteria pollutant and its potential health effects (refer to Section 9.2.2 Air Quality 
– Criteria Air Pollutants and Section 15.1.2 Overview of Greenhouse Gases. Additionally, the air quality analysis 
conducted for the project (Appendix E) determined that the project would not exceed Placer County APCD 
thresholds for criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. Increases in adverse health effects as a result of the 
project would not be expected due to the low level of emissions estimated for the proposed project. The Draft 
SEIR therefore concluded that the project construction and operation would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations and determined that the impact would be less than significant. 

To clarify the health impact conclusions and to supplement the information already provided in the Draft SEIR, 
additional air quality analysis is provided below to further support the discussion in the Draft SEIR.  

The California Supreme Court’s decision in Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (6 Cal. 5th 502) (hereafter referred to 
as the Friant Ranch Decision) requires that environmental documents consider a project’s regional air quality 
impacts relative to specific health effects or explain why it is not technically feasible to perform such an analysis. 
The Friant Ranch Decision reviewed the long-term, regional air quality analysis contained in the EIR for the 
proposed Community Plan Update and Friant Ranch Specific Plan (Friant Ranch Project). The Friant Ranch 
Project is a 942-acre master-planned development in unincorporated Fresno County within the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Basin, an air basin currently in nonattainment under the national ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQS) and California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for ozone (O3) and particulate matter with 
aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). The Court found that the EIR’s air quality analysis was 
inadequate because it failed to provide enough detail “for the public to translate the bare [criteria pollutant 
emissions] numbers provided into adverse health impacts or to understand why such a translation is not possible 
at this time.” Consistent with the Friant Ranch Decision, the following table provides a conservative estimate of 
potential health effects associated with operational emissions of the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion 
Project. The estimates provided in the table were developed using SMAQMD’s draft Project Health Effects Tool 
(version 2), which characterizes health risks for projects within the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area 
(SFNA), including western Placer County. To develop the tool, SMAQMD conducted photochemical and health 
effects modeling of hypothetical projects throughout the SFNA with oxides of nitrogen (NOX), reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and PM2.5 emissions at 82 pounds per day, which corresponds to the highest daily emissions 
threshold of all SFNA air districts, including the Placer County APCD (see Draft SEIR, Table 9-5). The tool 
outputs the estimated health effects at the 82-pound-per-day emissions rate by spatially interpolating the health 
effects from the hypothetical projects based on user inputs for the latitude and longitude coordinates of a project. 

The results presented in the following table are conservative because they are based on a source generating 82 
pounds per day of ROG, NOX, and PM2.5. As shown in Table 9-5, maximum daily emissions during operation of 
the proposed project are well below 82 pounds. For this reason, any increase in regional health risks associated 
with project-generated operational emissions would be less than those presented in the following table, which are 
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already very small increases over the background incident health effect. As discussed in the Draft SEIR and as 
clarified and amplified further by the results of this tool, the impact during operation would be less than 
significant. 

Table 9-5. Conservative Estimate of Increased Regional Health Effect Incidence Resulting from Operation 
of the Projecte (cases per year)  

Health End Point Age Rangea 
Mean Incidences (per 

year)b 
Percent of Background 

Health Incidencec 

Emergency Room Visits, Asthma 0–99 <1 <1% 
Mortality, All Cause 30–99 1 <1% 
Hospital Admissions, Asthma 0–64 <1 <1% 
Hospital Admissions, All Cardiovasculard  65–99 <1 <1% 
Hospital Admissions, All Respiratory 65–99 <1 <1% 
Acute Myocardial Infarction, Nonfatal 18–24 <1 <1% 
Acute Myocardial Infarction, Nonfatal 25–44 <1 <1% 
Acute Myocardial Infarction, Nonfatal 45–54 <1 <1% 
Acute Myocardial Infarction, Nonfatal 55–64 <1 <1% 
Acute Myocardial Infarction, Nonfatal 65–99 <1 <1% 
Hospital Admissions, All Respiratory 65–99 <1 <1% 
Mortality, Non-Accidental 0–99 <1 <1% 
Emergency Room Visits, Asthma 0–17 <1 <1% 
Emergency Room Visits, Asthma 18–99 <1 <1% 
Source: SMAQMD Minor Project Health Screening Tool, version 2, published January 2020. Accessed August 27, 2020. The analysis point 

is located at the Hidden Falls Park and Ride location (38.959179, -121.163625; Mears Place, Auburn, CA). 
a Affected age ranges are shown. Other age ranges are available, but the endpoints and age ranges shown here are the ones used by the 

USEPA in their health assessments. The age ranges are consistent with the epidemiological study that is the basis of the health function. 
b Health effects are shown in terms of incidences of each health endpoint and how it compares to the base (2035 base year health effect 

incidences, or “background health incidence”) values. Health effects and background health incidences are across the Northern California 
model domain. 

c The percent of background health incidence uses the mean incidence. The background health incidence is an estimate of the average 
number of people that are affected by the health endpoint in a given population over a given period of time. In this case, these 
background incidence rates cover the modeled domain. Health incidence rates and other health data are typically collected by the 
government as well as the World Health Organization. The background incidence rates used here are obtained from BenMAP, as 
reported in SMAQMD's Minor Project Health Screening Tool, version 2. 

d Less myocardial infarctions. 
 

Response to Comment I183-10 

The commenter believes the DEIR fails to adequately analyze wildfire risk and emergency access. 

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

Response to Comment I183-11 

The commenter believes the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impacts associated with hazardous 
substances and that the mitigation measure provides adequate performance standards. 

The analysis conducted in support of the Draft SEIR followed standard approved methodology and used the best 
available data. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant 
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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) 

Mitigation Measure 14-2: Prepare and Implement a Safety Hazard Plan and Conduct Soil Sampling spells out the 
standards that need to be applied by construction contractors, what documents need to be prepared, and who shall 
review and approve them for implementation. All potential impacts are adequately analyzed and the mitigation 
measure is sufficiently protective or workers and the public, without being overly prescriptive. No revisions are 
necessary. 

Response to Comment I183-12 

The commenter believes the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate impact to agriculture and land use. 

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I183-13 

The commenter believes the DEIR fails to adequately analyze alternatives. 

The evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 17.0, “Alternatives,” of the Draft SEIR adequately considered 
and analyzed potential alternatives as required under CEQA. As specified under the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft 
SEIR considered potential alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project, as identified in the Draft SEIR. However, as described in the evaluation of alternatives, the available 
options to substantially reduce potential impacts would not meet the project objectives or provide the community 
benefits of the proposed project as described below. 

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 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/3420/Placer-Legacy
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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 
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.  

Response to Comment I183-14 

The commenter alleges the DEIR must be recirculated. 

None of the information presented by the commenter or received during public circulation of the Draft SEIR lead 
to significant new information and the Draft SEIR presents a full, thorough and adequate analysis of all potential 
impacts resulting from the proposed project. Recirculation is not required. 

Response to Comment I183-15 

The commenter states their client HRE looks forward to working with the County on the proposed project.  

The comment noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.184 LETTER I184 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I184: JENNIE HAWKINS 

Response to Comment I184-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.185 LETTER I185 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I185: DEBBIE HAWLEY 

Response to Comment I185-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.186 LETTER I186 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I186: DAVID HAYS 

Response to Comment I186-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.187 LETTER I187 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I187: ATHENA HENDRIX 

Response to Comment I187-1: 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.188 LETTER I188 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I188: ERIK HILLARD 

Response to Comment I188-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.189 LETTER I189 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I189: WAYNE AND CATHERINE HILLARD 

Response to Comment I189-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.190 LETTER I190 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I190: NEAL HINSON 

Response to Comment I190-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.191 LETTER I191 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I191: JENNIFER HOBSON 

Response to Comment I191-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.192 LETTER I192 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I192: ERIK HOLBACK 

Response to Comment I192-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I192-2 

 The commenter expresses concern about road safety and fire. 

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

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. 
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2.7.193 LETTER I193 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I193: ERIK HOLBACK 

Response to Comment I193-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I193-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about fire danger and traffic. 

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

Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I193-3 

The commenter asks that the upcoming public meeting be cancelled. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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2.7.194 LETTER I194 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I194: ROBERT HOROWITZ 

Response to Comment I194-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.195 LETTER I195 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I195: JOEL HOUSTON 

Response to Comment I195-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about road safety and traffic. 

The Draft SEIR addresses traffic in the project vicinity, including the SR 49 / Cramer Road intersection 
referenced in the comment (Table 10-17 ).  

The Draft SEIR addresses existing and planned bicycle facilities on study area roads on page 8-07 of the Draft 
SEIR, while project’s impact to bicycle facilities or activity is discussed on page 8-28 of the Draft SEIR. The 
Draft SEIR analysis determined that the HFRP Trails Expansion Project’s impacts to bicycle activity and facilities 
was not significant and no mitigation is required. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for discussions of bicycle safety, traffic impacts, 
and road safety issues. 

Response to Comment I195-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding wildfire. 

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

Response to Comment I195-3 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project based on concerns that the project does not adequately provide 
for the safety of the public and local residents, including the commenter’s family.  

The Draft SEIR evaluates the potential road, traffic, and wildfire safety issues identified by the commenter. This 
Final SEIR includes additional discussion of these topics in Master Response 2 -–, Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response, and Master Response 3 -– Traffic, Circulation and Parking. Based on the information 
evaluated by the County, and with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures for traffic, parking 
control, and wildfire risk, the potential impacts of the proposed project would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 
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2.7.196 LETTER I196 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I196: ALI HOUTING 

Response to Comment I196-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.197 LETTER I197 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I197: GREGORY HOWARD 

Response to Comment I197-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.198 LETTER I198 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I198: SANDI HOWARTH 

Response to Comment I198-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the meeting on May 14, 2020 and public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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2.7.199 LETTER I199 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I199: ANDREW HUFF 

Response to Comment I199-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.200 LETTER I200 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I200: DON HUNTSMAN 

Response to Comment I200-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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