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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I301: DEBBIE MURPHY 

Response to Comment I301-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project. 

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I302: GRACE MURPHY 

Response to Comment I302-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I303: TERESA AND MIKE MUSCARELLA 

Response to Comment I303-1 

The commenter refutes the Draft SEIR, stating it makes weak assumptions. 

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 I303-2 

The commenter claims that the Draft SEIR states that Cramer Road will see a 600% increase in weekday traffic.  

This statement is inaccurate. Per the traffic study, Table 12, Cramer Road currently has an Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) level of 558 vehicles. The project would add 177 weekday trips, resulting in a 31.7% increase. Table 8-21 
includes cumulative and project related daily volumes and shows a 16% increase (217/1388). 

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

Response to Comment I303-3 

The commenter states that 2/3 of the visitors will likely be from outside the County, like with HFRP.  

Table 8-7 on page 8-18 of the Draft SEIR estimates the percent of weekend visitors from various area, based upon 
the data from the reservation system. Since the reservation system is only effective on weekends, holidays and 
other peak usage days, the information in Table 8-7 is not indicative of the normal Monday through Friday 
visitation habits. As stated on page 8-18, trip distribution during the week has indicated that the majority of 
visitors are from local areas. 

The commenter expresses concerns about visitors from outside of the county visiting the park as well as funding 
for the project.  

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

Response to Comment I303-4 

Please see Response to Comment I303-2. 

Response to Comment I303-5 

The commenter expresses concern about evacuation in case of wildfires. Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, 
Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to address homeowner’s insurance policies.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response 
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Response to Comment I303-6 

The commenter expresses concern regarding pollution generated from increased traffic.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 9.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 9.0 “Air Quality” for an analysis of impacts to air 
quality. 

Response to Comment I303-7 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding impacts to wildlife.  

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

The commenter suggests that the ponds on the Twilight Ride parcels would be removed with the proposed 
project.  

The existing ponds on the Twilight Ride parcels will not be removed or disturbed with the proposed project. Of 
the 50 acres, less than 5 acres would be permanently disturbed by the entrance road and parking area. 
Additionally, the ponds and area of oak woodland on 40-acre parcel are part of the “oak tree preservation area” 
and have been designated a no-development zone. 

Response to Comment I303-8 

The commenter expresses concern about a change in zoning from agriculture to other uses.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 4.0 “Land Use” Impact 4-3 below, which states rezoning would not be required 
(p. 4-14 of Draft SEIR). 

 Impact 4-3 Land Use and Agricultural Resources—Potential for Conflicts with Land Use or Agricultural 
Resource Plans, Policies, or Regulations. The County determines allowable land uses at a 
parcel-level according to the zoning code. The zoning district applicable to the project area is Farm 
and Building Site ranging from 10 to 160-acre minimums. According to the Placer County zoning 
code, the proposed project would be allowed in the entire project area with approval of a minor use 
permit (MUP) and would not require rezoning. Further, use of the property for trail expansion is 
considered compatible with grazing and agricultural use, with grazing activities and agricultural use 
continuing after the project is implemented and maintaining the natural state of the area. Therefore, 
proposed project is consistent with existing plans, policies, and regulations.  

Please also see Response to Comment I205-1I-205 and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I303-9 

The commenter expresses concern about water supply.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 13.4.3 “Impact Analysis” in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” for a 
discussion of water supply. This issue is specifically addressed in Impact 13-1: Public Services and Utilities – 
Potential for project operation to require construction or relocation of new facilities for provision of water or 
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wastewater (p. 13-11 Draft SEIR). Additionally, all new restroom facilities would include the installation of low 
water use fixtures, with touch-free, auto-shut off sink fixtures, so there would not be an opportunity for the public 
to “carelessly leave the water running” as the commenter stated. 

Response to Comment I303-10 

The commenter refutes the need for additional trails in Placer 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. 

Response to Comment I303-11 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I304: ROB MYERS 

Response to Comment I304-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I305: DAVE NASH 

Response to Comment I305-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I306: SABRINA AND DAVID NASH 

Response to Comment I306-1 

The commenter states his opposition to the Project and criticizes 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 I306-2 

The commenter expresses concern about homeowner’s 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). Please also refer to Master Response 2 – 
Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I306-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and evacuation. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Additionally, please refer to Tables 
8-5 and 8-6, which estimate that traffic trips to/from the Harvego Bear River parking area at full build-out would 
be 295 trips (equating to about 148 autos in/out daily) on weekdays and 573 trips on weekends (about 287 cars 
in/out).  

Response to Comment I306-4 

The commenter expresses concern about protected species and habitats and states that the Draft SEIR does not 
address the potential effects.  

The Draft SEIR analyzes potential impacts to special-status species and habitat in Section 12.4 “Impacts” in 
Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources.” 

Response to Comment I306-5 

The commenter expresses concern about road safety and states that HOA fees are paying for private roads. 

Please see the Draft SEIR Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. If the proposed project is 
approved, the County would either accept the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication on Auburn Valley Road and the 
road would then be incorporated into the County’s maintained mileage program, or the County would pay for its 
fair share of the maintenance costs as a benefitting property owner. 

Response to Comment I306-6 

The commenter expresses concern regarding noise due to increased traffic.  
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Please see the Draft SEIR Section 10.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for an analysis of noise impacts. 

Response to Comment I306-7 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility for a discussion of law enforcement, trespassing, and 
trash/littering. 

Response to Comment I306-8 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I307: JOANNE NEFT 

Response to Comment I307-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I308: NATALIE NELSON 

Response to Comment I308-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I309: NOEY 

Response to Comment I309-1 

The commenter expresses concerns related to wildfire and emergency services.  

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

The commenter questions the costs associated with the project.  

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

Response to Comment I309-2 

The commenter expresses concern regarding crime and police services.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I309-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about use of private roads and evacuations.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking Response to Comment I73-3 regarding private 
roads and improvements to Curtola Road. Also, please see Response to Comment I309-1 regarding wildfire, 
safety, and emergency response. 

Response to Comment I309-4 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding funding.  

Please see Response to Comment I309-1 regarding economic impacts. 

Response to Comment I309-5 

The commenter states criticism about 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 I310: ALISON NYGARD 

Response to Comment I310-1 

The commenter expresses concern regarding increased traffic and enforcement of speed limits.  

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

The commenter states that the Project anticipates an average of 600 trips per day to the Garden Bar parking area.  

This statement is inaccurate. Tables 8-5 and 8-6 of the Draft SEIR estimate that the daily trips on weekends 
(based upon Saturday being the peak usage day) would be 331 trips (or 166 cars going in/out), and 154 trips (77 
cars traveling in/out) during the week. 

Response to Comment I310-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire, crime and litter.  

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

Response to Comment I310-3 

The commenter expresses concern over the public comment process.  

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-949 Responses to Comments 

2.7.311 LETTER I311 

 
  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-950 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I311: TERESA OAKES 

Response to Comment I311-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project related to quality of life issues and costs.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 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 I312: PATRICK O’CONNOR 

Response to Comment I312-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I313: TIM O’LEARY 

Response to Comment I313-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to a virtual public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Response to Comment I313-2 

The commenter expresses opposition to the Project. 

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

The 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 I314: TIM O’LEARY 

Response to Comment I314-1 

The commenter states his observations from the May 14 public meeting. 

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 I314-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic and circulation.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. Use of the Overhill Drive scenario proposed by 
the commenter would require a public entrance onto a private road that the County has no legal rights to for 
public use.  

Response to Comment I314-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. The commenter incorrectly states that Mears Place 
residents were not allowed to speak at the public meeting held on May 14, 2020. The meeting was open to anyone 
from the public and commenters could either reserve a spot in advance or call while the meeting was in progress. 
Members of the public used both methods to speak at the public meeting.  

Response to Comment I314-4 

The commenter asks the County to consider the Prism Engineering study and future economic conditions. 

The Prism Engineering study is included within the Final SEIR as comment letter I428. Please refer to the 
response provided to comment I428-1.  

With regards to future economic condition, 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 I314-5 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding hydrology.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality” and Section 11.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of 
hydrology and water quality impacts. Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 
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The commenter states that the current lack of potable water for park guests at HFRP is in Violation of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act (SDWA).  

The SDWA authorizes the Unites States Environmental Protection Agency to set national health-based standards 
for drinking water to protect against both naturally occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in 
drinking water. It does not mandate that all parks and recreational areas supply potable water. There are many 
recreational areas which require patrons to bring in their own supply of water when visiting. Although some wells 
in the Auburn area (including the one at HFRP) were closed because of low yields during the drought years, a 
number of those wells have been brought back online after the past several years of higher rainfall. Recent testing 
of the well at HFRP has indicated that it will likely be able to be placed back into operation in the near future as 
well.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I315: ALEX OLSEN 

Response to Comment I315-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I316: ERIC OLSEN 

Response to Comment I316-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I317: ANDREW OLSEN 

Response to Comment I317-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I318: TOM ORGAIN 

Response to Comment I318-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required 

The commenter expresses concerns about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and emergency services. 

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

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic. 

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

Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I319: CHRISTINA OTELLO 

Response to Comment I319-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I320: SALLY AND JIM OTTO 

Response to Comment I320-1 

The commenters provide background information on their living situation. 

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 I320-2 

The commenter expresses concern about increased traffic.  

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

The commenter also expressed concerns about noise related to an increase in traffic.  

Please see Chapter 10 on Noise. Per Impact 10-3, “Increase in Transportation Noises”, noise from increased 
traffic would be mitigated to less-than-significant through limiting the hours of operation and hard surfacing of 
entrance roads and automobile parking areas. 

Response to Comment I320-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and safety.  

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

Response to Comment I320-4 

The commenter feels they should not have to pay for hundreds of cars using roads maintained by their 
homeowner’s dues.  

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 I320-5 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I321: TIM OWEN 

Response to Comment I321-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I322: JOSH OWENS 

Response to Comment I322-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I323: MELISSA PADILLA 

Response to Comment I323-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I324: ELIZABETH PAINTER 

Response to Comment I324-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I325: JOE PARISI 

Response to Comment I325-1 

The commenter expresses concerns over private roads and title rights.  

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

Response to Comment I325-2 

The commenter expresses concern over the public use of private Auburn Valley Road.  

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

Response to Comment I325-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the costs of maintenance and repairs of the roads and past Homeowner’s 
Association 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). However, it is important to note that if the 
Curtola Ranch parking expansion is constructed, the County would either accept the Irrevocable Offer of 
Dedication on Auburn Valley Road and the road would then be incorporated into the County’s maintained 
mileage program, or the County would pay for its fair share of the maintenance costs as a benefitting property 
owner. 

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I325-4 

The commenter expresses concern about increased traffic, safety and emergency response, including concerns 
about the dam on Curtola Ranch Road.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response. With regards to the concern about the dam on Curtola Ranch road, please see Response to 
Comment I73-3.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I326: SARAH PARK 

Response to Comment I326-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I327: A. PAUL 

Response to Comment I327-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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2.7.328 LETTER I328 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I328: BRIAN PEASE 

Response to Comment I328-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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2.7.329 LETTER I329 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I329: JULIE PERDUE 

Response to Comment I329-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.   
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2.7.330 LETTER I330 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I330: ROGER PERKINS 

Response to Comment I330-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and states that parking problems will increase.  

The opposition is noted. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. No further response is 
required.  
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2.7.331 LETTER I331 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I331: JAYA PERRYMAN 

Response to Comment I331-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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2.7.332 LETTER I332 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I332: MARK PERRY 

Response to Comment I332-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.333 LETTER I333 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I333: TERI PERSONENI 

Response to Comment I333-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.334 LETTER I334 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I334: CRAIG PETERSEN 

Response to Comment I334-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.335 LETTER I335 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I335: ZACH PETERSEN 

Response to Comment I335-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1011 Responses to Comments 

2.7.336 LETTER I336 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I336: JENNA PETERSON 

Response to Comment I336-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.337 LETTER I337 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I337: CHRISTINE PIEPER 

Response to Comment I337-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1015 Responses to Comments 

2.7.338 LETTER I338 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I338: JIM AND JEAN PIETTE 

Response to Comment I338-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.339 LETTER I339 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I339: JIM AND JEAN PIETTE 

Response to Comment I339-1 

The commenter expresses concern about 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. 

Response to Comment I339-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding the analysis presented in Impacts 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4 in Section 
4.0, “Land Use and Agriculture Resources,” of the Draft SEIR.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture, which specifically 
addresses the commenters concerns related to Impacts 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4. 

The commenter states that the existing HFRP has not been properly managed.  

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter infers that the local residents have not been included in the process for either the proposed project 
or for the survey for the Placer County Parks and Trails Master Plan.  

The survey for the Master Plan was available to the public on our website from April 14 - May 19, 2017. 
Additionally, the Master Plan was discussed at all Municipal Advisory Council meetings, which are public 
meetings. 

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. 
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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 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 I339-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about Impact 5-1 regarding erosion (Draft SEIR p. 5-17).  

The County will implement Mitigation Measure S5-1: Obtain Authorization for Construction and Operation 
Activities from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and Implement Erosion and Sediment 
Control Measures as Required. This would include preparing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

Response to Comment I339-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about Impact 5-2 regarding naturally occurring asbestos (Draft SEIR p. 5-27).  

The County will implement Mitigation Measure 9-1 in Chapter 9.0, “Air Quality” Conduct On-Site Soil Testing 
and Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan, If Needed.  

Response to Comment I339-5 

The commenter expresses concern about the costs related to fault zone studies and building and safety measures.  

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 I339-6 

The commenter expresses concerns about Impact 5-4 regarding landslides (Draft SEIR p. 5-29).  

As stated in the Draft SEIR, “Because the trail alignment would be routed in a manner to provide physical and 
ecological sustainability, and the proposed parking lots and entry improvements are planned in areas that are 
relatively flat, and no areas of shallow slope instability are known to occur, the project would not result in 
exposure of structures or people to landslides. This impact would be less than significant” (p. 5-30). 

The commenter expresses concerns about landslides as well as increases in the pollution of water and air quality 
and claims the combined impacts are not mentioned.  

Please see Section 18.4 “Cumulative Impacts” (Draft SEIR p. 18-3). 
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Response to Comment I339-7 

The commenter expresses concern about Impact 5-5 regarding wastewater disposal systems (Draft SEIR p. 5-30).  

As stated in the Draft SEIR Impact 5-5, “The park and expansion project would comply with Central Valley 
RWQCB and County Department of Environmental Health regulations which would ensure that on-site systems 
are properly engineered and designed to suit the on-site soil conditions” (p. 5-30). This impact would be less than 
significant. 

Response to Comment I339-8 

The commenter expresses concern about the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 

Please see Response to I339-1. 

Response to Comment I339-9 

The commenter expresses concern about Impact 7-1 regarding visual resources.  

With respect to visual resources, the CEQA thresholds of significance relate to impacts on scenic vistas, scenic 
resources, visual character, and light or glare. A viewing location must include views available to the public. 
Views from private properties are typically not considered when analyzing aesthetic impacts of a project against 
these thresholds, as supported by case law. In Banker’s Hill, Hillcrest, Park West Community Preservation Group 
v. City of San Diego, 139 Cal . App. 4th, 249, 279 (2006) decision, the court determined that “obstruction of a few 
private views in a Project’s immediate vicinity is not generally regarded as a significant environmental impact.” 
Furthermore, in the Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cal. App. 4th 477, 492 (2004) (Mira 
Mar) decision, the court wrote that "[u]nder CEQA, the question is whether a project will affect the environment 
of persons in general, not whether a project will affect particular persons." The court in that case found that an 
agency has discretion in determining substantial impacts, and that it was proper for the County to determine that 
only impairment of public views, as opposed to private views, would be considered less than significant.  

In response to a site visit to the commenters’ home by Parks staff and discussions with the Piettes, the original site 
plan for the Twilight Ride parking area was modified to remove the equestrian parking area from their immediate 
viewshed. Construction of the first phase of the Twilight Ride access and parking area would take approximately 
five months, and Phase 2 construction would take approximately another five months. Most of the construction 
activities would not take place within the immediate view of the commenters’ home. 

Response to Comment I339-10 

The commenter has additional concerns regarding visual resources and the removal of trees along Bell Road. 

The comment that visual changes have already been started is incorrect. No components of the proposed project 
have been implemented at this time. Based on the preliminary design of potential road improvements along Bell 
Road, approximately five trees would be removed. Mitigation Measure 7-1: Revegetate and Restore All Disturbed 
Areas to Minimize Visual Quality Impacts would address potential degradation of visual quality resulting from 
tree removal. As specified in the mitigation measure, the County will revegetate and restore all disturbed areas. 
Please also see Response to Comment I339-9 for additional discussion of visual resource impacts. 
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Response to Comment I339-11 

The commenter has concerns regarding tree removal. 

Please see Response to Comment I339-9. Please also see Draft SEIR Section 12.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 12.0 
“Biological Resources” and Impact 12-9 “Biological Resources – Impacts on Oak Woodland Habitat (p. 12-52 to 
12-53) and Mitigation Measures S12-7: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat (p. 12-60). 

Response to Comment I339-12 

The commenter expresses concern about Impact 7-4 regarding light and glare, and lights on vehicles or devices 
that visitors may use.  

Please see Response to Comment I339-9. 

Response to Comment I339-13 

Please see Response to Comment I339-1. 

Response to Comment I339-14 

The commenter expresses concerns about the air quality analysis, specifically with regards to impacts on his 
neighboring property. 

The air quality analysis presented in the Draft SEIR followed standard procedures related to air quality analysis 
pursuant to relevant CEQA thresholds, and the County considers the finding valid an appropriate and the 
proposed mitigation measures (e.g. Mitigation Measure 9-1, Conduct On-Site Soil Testing and Prepare and 
Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan, If Needed, and Mitigation Measure S9-2: List Standard Air Quality 
Notes on Grading and Improvement Plans) are adequate to mitigate potential impacts to less than significant. The 
commenter mentions propane equipped trailers and barbeques. No barbeques of any kind will be allowed either 
within any of the proposed parking areas or within the Trails Expansion area. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I339-15 

The commenter expresses concerns about the noise analysis, specifically with regards to impacts on his 
neighboring property. 

The noise analysis presented in the Draft SEIR followed standard procedures related to noise analysis pursuant to 
relevant CEQA thresholds, and the County considers the finding valid an appropriate and the proposed mitigation 
adequate to mitigate potential impacts to less than significant. No revisions are necessary. 

Response to Comment I339-16 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and states that the Big Hill lands and watersheds will be 
threatened, as well as wildlife and oak woodland.  

The opposition is noted. Please see Response to Comment I339-1 and Draft SEIR analyses for Impacts 11-1 – 
“Potential for Short-Term Construction-Related Soil Erosion and Impairment of Water Quality” and Impact 11-2 
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– “Potential for Long-Term Soil Erosion and Impairment of Water Quality”, as well as Section 12.4 “Impacts” in 
Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat and oak woodlands.  

The commenter expresses concerns with potential wildfire impacts.  

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

The commenter states that depletion of groundwater is not addressed.  

The County Environmental Health Division does not regulate groundwater depletion. However, construction of 
all new wells would be subject to approval of a public well permit, which includes additional annual testing 
requirements.  

The commenter expresses concerns with perceived effects from the proposed project on the Agricultural 
Community.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Regarding well usage, low-flow fixtures would be utilized. On-site 
landscaping would be minimal and would consist of native vegetation, which requires little water. The Twilight 
Ride property has access to canal water which would be utilized for on-site landscaping. 

The commenter noted concerns with the increase in traffic.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The opposition is noted. No further response is 
required. 

The commenter questions the need for more trails.  

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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2.7.340 LETTER I340 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I340: CHRIS PINCETICH 

Response to Comment I340-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.341 LETTER I341 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I341: BYRON AND SUSAN PIPKIN 

Response to Comment I341-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and questions the validity of the Draft SEIR.  

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. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment I341-2 

The commenter expresses concern about wildfire, safety and emergency response.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Additionally, there are no plans with 
the proposed project to reopen Fire Station #184. Please see Section 16.2.4 regarding classification of the project 
area into Fire Hazard Severity Zones.  

The commenter requests cost information for fire equipment and fire staff.  

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

The commenter questions how visitors will be policed for illegal camping, campfires, BBQ’s, smoking, dogs off 
leash and other issues.  

Please see the analysis for Impact 13-2 as well as Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I341-3 

The commenter expresses concern about transportation and circulation.  

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

Response to Comment I341-4 

The commenter states the County has not included the local residents in the 15-year planning effort. 

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 
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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 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. 
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2.7.342 LETTER I342 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I342: JOSH PLOTNER 

Response to Comment I342-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.343 LETTER I343 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I343: ASHLEY POWELL 

Response to Comment I343-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.344 LETTER I344 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I344: NATHAN POWELL 

Response to Comment I344-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.345 LETTER I345 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I345: SARAH PUDDICOMBE 

Response to Comment I345-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.346 LETTER I346 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I346: BEVERLY QUAN 

Response to Comment I346-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.347 LETTER I347 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I347: KJ AND JAN QUARRY 

Response to Comment I347-1 

The commenters refutes the Draft EIR and its assumptions. 

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 I347-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic including lack of bicycle lanes. 

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

Response to Comment I347-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire. 

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

Response to Comment I347-4 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.348 LETTER I348 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I348: SEAN QUILLEN 

Response to Comment I348-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.349 LETTER I349 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I349: JOYCE RADELL 

Response to Comment I349-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.350 LETTER I350 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I350: JANE RAGAN 

Response to Comment I350-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.351 LETTER I351 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I351: STUART RAGER 

Response to Comment I351-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.352 LETTER I352 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I352: JOHN RAMIREZ 

Response to Comment I352-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.353 LETTER I353 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I353: JOHN RAMIREZ 

Response to Comment I353-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.354 LETTER I354 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I354: ANTHONY RAMIREZ 

Response to Comment I354-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.355 LETTER I355 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I355: CURTIS RAPHAEL 

Response to Comment I355-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.356 LETTER I356 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I356: NICK RASHBY 

Response to Comment I356-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.357 LETTER I357 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I357: JANICE RAU 

Response to Comment I357-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.358 LETTER I358 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I358: LINDA RECTOR 

Response to Comment I358-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.359 LETTER I359 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I359: ROBERT REEDER 

Response to Comment I359-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.360 LETTER I360 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I360: WALTER REILLY 

Response to Comment I360-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.361 LETTER I361 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I361: NIELS REIMERS 

Response to Comment I361-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.362 LETTER I362 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I362: MICHELLE REZENTES 

Response to Comment I362-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.363 LETTER I363 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I363: AARON REZENTES 

Response to Comment I363-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.364 LETTER I364 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I364: MARK RICCI 

Response to Comment I364-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.365 LETTER I365 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I365: FRANK RINELLA 

Response to Comment I365-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and is concerned with cost of the project.  

The opposition is noted. 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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2.7.366 LETTER I366 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I366: ROBERT RITCHEY 

Response to Comment I366-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.367 LETTER I367 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1093 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I367: DANIEL ROBBINS 

Response to Comment I367-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.368 LETTER I368 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I368: MARIE ROPELE 

Response to Comment I368-1 

The commenter expresses concern regarding the use of mountain bikes and electric bikes and rules enforcement.  

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 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 
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2.7.369 LETTER I369 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I369: ANN RUBENSTEIN AND JONATHAN ZERIN 

Response to Comment I369-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.370 LETTER I370 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I370: DELANA RUUD 

Response to Comment I370-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.371 LETTER I371 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I371: DELANA RUUD 

Response to Comment I371-1 

The commenter asks a question regarding the private parking discussed within Chapter 8.  

Private parking areas, as discussed and analyzed within Chapter 8.0, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the 
Draft SEIR were removed from the Project Description but were left in the traffic analysis to provide a 
conservative analysis.  

The commenter questions the use of LOS and VMT, and also expresses concerns about traffic safety. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking regarding LOS and VMT thresholds and traffic 
safety. 

Response to Comment I371-2 

The commenter requested additional clarification of the assumptions utilized for the cumulative traffic analysis. 

The assumptions made for the cumulative traffic analysis are discussed on Draft SEIR page 8-44. The SR 193 / 
Sierra College Blvd shopping center project is included. Placer County planning department staff have no 
information regarding a project named Chamberlain Ranch. 

Response to Comment I371-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the collision history on SR 49, private roads, VMT, and parking. 

Please see Chapter 3.0 “Project Description” and also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter also asks why the proposed project was found to be inconsistent with the MTP/SCS.  

As stated in the SEIR, the 2020 MTP/SCS contains land use projections for the future year of 2040. The HFRP 
Trails Expansion Project is located in an area designated as “Lands not Identified for Development” in the 2020 
MTP/SCS. Because the project proposes development of lands not identified for development, it is considered 
inconsistent with the land use projections for the MTP/SCS. 

Response to Comment I371-4 

The commenter requested additional information about docent led tours. 

The traffic analysis notes on page 47 that three to five times each year docent lead tours of 5 to 15 vehicles visited 
the area. Under Phase 1 docent lead tours would be limited to once-per-day.  

The commenter discusses the need for continued cattle grazing as a means to prevent wildfires and discusses fire 
danger and potential interactions between cattle and visitors.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response.  

The commenter discusses concerns over the need for policing.  
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Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I371-5 

The commenter requested additional information about a reference on page 8-20. 

The reference on page 8-20 is to roadways operating at “LOS C or better” current roadway LOS A or B is “better” 
than LOS C. 

Response to Comment I371-6 

The commenter inquires when traffic volume data was collected. 

The weekday traffic volume data presented for Mt. Vernon Road was collected in December 2018 and represents 
“regular” conditions for the roadway. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I371-7 

The commenter expresses additional concerns about traffic. 

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

Response to Comment I371-8 

The commenter feels that only docent-led tours at the same frequency as currently exists should be allowed, that 
parking should not be allowed at the Harvego Bear River Preserve site, that car-pooling from the DeWitt campus 
should be encouraged, and that bus service to the existing HFRP from the DeWitt campus should be instituted.  

This comment is not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts 
associated with the proposed project. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments 
document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. Prior to the implementation of the 
reservation system, the County researched various parking options, including the possibility of a bus shuttle 
service from the DeWitt Campus to the existing Mears parking area. However, with the implementation of the 
reservation system, which limits the number of patrons on weekends, holidays and other peak usage days, the 
need for a shuttle system was negated.  

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I371-9 

This comment discusses road safety due to road undulations at 5401 Bell Road, which the commenter feels 
creates a blind spot. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and the section titled “Twilight Ride Area 
Access to Bell Road. 
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Response to Comment I371-10 

The commenter has concerns with traffic safety, enforcement, illegal parking, people walking from off-site, 
trespassing, and Cramer Road safety.  

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

Response to Comment I371-11 

The commenter has concerns with emergency evacuations.  

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

Response to Comment I371-12 

The commenter questions why Level of Service (LOS) was included in the Transportation and Circulation chapter 
since it is no longer considered a significant impact on the environment under the CEQA Guidelines.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking for a discussion about LOS and VMT. 

Response to Comment I371-13 

The commenter has concerns with impact from traffic on local residents of Bell and Cramer Roads. 

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

The commenter states that none of the nearby residents to the Twilight Ride property were given notice of the 
Purchase and Sale Agreement between the County and the previous property owner.  

Initial County negotiations regarding Purchase and Sale Agreements for real property are held in closed sessions 
with the Board of Supervisors. On May 22, 2018, in a public portion of the Board of Supervisor’s Hearing, the 
County’s Real Estate Services Division requested authorization to acquire the Twilight Ride property.  

Response to Comment I371-14 

The commenter expresses concern regarding lifestyle.  

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

The commenter asks about costs associated with right-of-way acquisition costs and construction and maintenance 
of roadways.  

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 
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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). 

The commenter claims that the County has not been forthright in its purchase of the Twilight Ride property.  

Please see Response to Comment I371-13. 

The commenter express concerns about road safety, parking, and wildfire.  

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

The commenter has concerns with various land use compatibility issues.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

The commenter infers that the loss of some peoples’ fire insurance is related to their proximity to the proposed 
Trail Expansion area.  

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

Response to Comment I371-15 

The commenter states that the data used for the traffic analysis was too old.  

The Draft SEIR identifies the date of traffic data collection that has occurred as the traffic analysis has 
proceeded. Caltrans traffic study guidelines suggest that traffic data be collected within two years. The baseline 
for the traffic analysis is the publication date of the Draft SEIR Notice of Preparation which was originally June 
15, 2017 and was revised June 5, 2018. The data employed for this traffic analysis was collected within two years 
of the NOP date and is representative of current conditions by Placer County. The traffic counts also include 
traffic associated with Fawn Ridge Winery. Please see Response to Comment I371-18. Please also see Master 
Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. 

Response to Comment I371-16 

The commenter requests the dates that traffic data was obtained.  

The Bell Road and Cramer Road traffic counts were conducted on Saturday June 10, 2017 and Tuesday October 
3, 2017. 

Response to Comment I371-17 

This comment refers to Appendix D, the Traffic Analysis, of the Draft SEIR but does not ask a question or make a 
statement related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking. 

Response to Comment I371-18 

The commenter states that she could not locate Figure 9.  
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Figure 9 is found on page 39 of the traffic impact analysis included in Appendix D of the Draft SEIR. 

The commenter states that cumulative traffic information was not produced in the Draft SEIR.  

The cumulative traffic impact analysis located in Sections 8.6.6 and 8.6.7 in Section 8.0, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” of the Draft SEIR addresses the effects of 30 new wineries operating in Placer County in the future 
as presented in the Winery and Farm Brewery Zoning Text Amendment Project EIR. While Placer County 
planning staff is unaware of proposals for three more tasting rooms on Cramer Road, the cumulative traffic 
analysis assumes that an additional six medium and two large wineries could be operating in the Northwest 
Auburn area. 

Response to Comment I371-19 

The commenter states that more people driving in the area of Cramer and Bell will be under the influence of 
alcohol because of the proximity to the local wineries.  

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 I371-20 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR did not take into account cumulative traffic from existing and potential 
future wineries in the area.  

Please see Response to Comment I371-15 and I371-18. 

Response to Comment I371-21 

The commenter questions the cumulative plus project traffic operations analysis.  

With the exception of cumulative conditions at the SR 49 / Lone Star Road and SR 49 / Cramer Road 
intersections, the project does not result in any other roadways and intersections operating at a level of service 
exceeding the General Plan standard based on Placer County’s adopted methods and criteria. Please also see 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

 Response to Comment I371-22 

The commenter states that she is surprised that the traffic operations at the SR49/Cramer Road intersection would 
not degrade from LOS D to LOS F.  

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 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for additional information regarding LOS. 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1116 

Response to Comment I371-23 

The commenter asks about funding for maintenance and repair for Highway 49  

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. 

Additional information regarding improvements to Highway 49 are provided in Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I371-24 

The commenter opposes the project, and again notes the costs for parks personnel and maintenance.  

The opposition is noted. 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. Also, please see Response to Comment I371-23. 
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2.7.372 LETTER I372 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I372: DELANA RUUD 

Response to Comment I372-1 

This comment refers to road safety and wildfire concerns. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and 
Parking. Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I372-2 

This comment discusses current parking trends at the Mears entrance.  

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. 

This commenter is concerned with potential changes in lifestyle for the local neighbors.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

The commenter asks where the money is going to come from to construct and operate the Trails Expansion 
Project.  

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

The commenter claims that local residents have not been invited to participate in the process.  

With both Notices of Preparation that were mailed out, the County went well above and beyond normal protocol 
for noticing and sent out notices to over 6,000 homeowners each time. 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. Additionally, the County Parks Division staff offered to meet with any local residents 
who wished to discuss the project. Parks staff met on 3 separate occasions with local residents who had requested 
meetings. 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 
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 states that cattle grazing operations and multi-use trails for the public are incompatible.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

The commenter again states a variety of reasons why she is opposed to the proposed project, including perceived 
impacts to safety and wildlife, as well as costs and use of Auburn Valley and Curtola Ranch Roads.  
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For road safety and use of Auburn Valley and Curtola Ranch Roads, please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation and Parking, and for personal safety, please refer to Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 
With regards to wildlife concerns, please refer to the mitigation measures contained within Chapter 12, Biological 
Resources. 

The commenter infers that the County is “killing off the last of the open space Oak woodlands”.  

On the contrary, the purchases of the Trails Expansion properties by the Placer Land Trust, and the placement of 
those properties into Conservation Easements guarantees that the oak woodlands within the Trails Expansion 
properties will be protected in perpetuity.  
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2.7.373 LETTER I373 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I373: BART RUUD 

Response to Comment I373-1 

The commenter has concerns about the public review process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.374 LETTER I374 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I374: DELANA RUUD 

Response to Comment I374-1 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding Agriculture.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Additionally, although the grazing lease with the Spears expired in 
December 2013, cattle from various adjacent ranches have continued migrate into HFRP to this day. Since April 
2015, the County has contracted with local grazers for annual goat/sheep grazing of the property to maintain the 
shaded fuel breaks and areas of high human contact (like the entrance parking area).  

Response to Comment I374-2 

The commenter expresses concern regarding land use compatibility.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I374-3 

The commenter asks about costs associated with maintenance and expresses concern regarding lifestyle.  

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). For concerns regarding lifestyle, please refer 
to Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I374-4 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding Agriculture.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

The commenter discusses policing of the Trails Expansion area. Please refer to Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I374-5 

The commenter expresses concern regarding fire and evacuation, and loss of fire insurance.  

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

Response to Comment I374-6 

The commenter expresses concern regarding land use compatibility and Agriculture. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility, and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 
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Response to Comment I374-7 

The commenter expresses concern regarding land use compatibility.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

The commenter discusses the risks of fire from visitors.  

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

The commenter believes that only docent-led tours should be allowed and expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1129 Responses to Comments 

2.7.375 LETTER I375 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I375: BART RUUD 

Response to Comment I375-1 

The commenter relates concerns regarding Agriculture and Wildfire.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I375-2 

The commenter states that local people from the Agricultural Community were not involved in the process.  

Please see Response to Comments I204-2, I205-1 and I372-2. Response to Comment I375-3 

The commenter discusses fire behavior.  

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

Response to Comment I375-4 

The commenter asks about costs associated with 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 I375-5 

The commenter discusses the risks of wildfire, states mitigation for wildfire does not reduce the risk of human 
use, asks how maintenance of access roads and fuel breaks and the Light Rescue vehicle will be paid for, states 
the Community Wildfire Protection Plan identifies values at risk that are important to the way of life in the study 
area, states that emergency response time will be reduced for the residential areas surrounding the proposed 
project, discusses the opening of the Lone Star fire station, and is concerned with evacuation in an emergency.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Regarding costs, please see the 
Response to Comment I375-4. While page 16-2, Section 16.2.2 of the Draft SEIR makes general mention of the 
fact that Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE is seeking resources to staff the currently-closed fire station at 
Lone Star Road and Highway 49, the Trails Expansion Project does not include providing resources to re-open 
Lone Star Station #184. Lastly, the commenter inaccurately states that the County has suggested 6,000 homes 
could be impacted by wildfire. No such statement has been made by the County.  

Response to Comment I375-6 

The commenter expresses concern that ranchers and cattlemen have not been given any consideration throughout 
the planning process.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Please also see Response to Letter O15 and Response to Comments 
I204-2, I205-1 and I372-2. 
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The commenter states that anyone involved with approving the project must sign legal statements assuming 
personal accountability for damages to local residents and ranchers.  

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. 

The commenter requests a mitigation measure be included requiring cattle grazing for fuel reduction within the 
Trails Expansion area, and states that fencing must remain in place.  

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. 

The commenter states that planners who do not see that there are land use incompatibility issues with the 
proposed project should be held personally accountable for losses incurred by agriculturalists.  

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 I375-7 

Please see Responses to Comments I375-1 to I375-6. 
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2.7.376 LETTER I376 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I376: DELANA RUUD 

Response to Comment I376-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about the project description. 

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

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

The 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.  

The commenter states that the web address for the webcam at HFRP is outdated.  

The updated website is provided in Chapter 3.0 of this Final SEIR – Revisions to the Draft SEIR. 

The commenter requests information on the types of management strategies to be utilized by the County for the 
Trails Expansion area. Management strategies will include use of the reservation system, ranger patrols, County 
maintenance and managerial staff, vegetation management and close coordination with the Placer Land Trust, 
who owns the majority of the Trails Expansion property. They have their own management plans for each of the 
preserves.  

The commenter requested additional information regarding trail easements.  

Copies of all relevant trail easements are included in Appendix B of the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment I376-2 

The commenter discusses traffic from the proposed project, cumulative traffic impacts, LOS versus VMT in the 
traffic analysis, road safety and accidents and land use compatibility issues.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility. 
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Response to Comment I376-3 

The commenter has concerns with perceived Agriculture impacts, potential wildfire and wildlife impacts.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture, Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response and 
Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. Additionally, please refer to Mitigation Measures S12-1 through 
S12-6 in Chapter 12 (Biological Resources) for mitigation measures pertaining to potential wildlife impacts. 

Response to Comment I376-4 

The commenter asks about costs associated with project improvements and 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. 

The commenter discusses Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road.  

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

Response to Comment I376-5 

The commenter asked about the availability of water via wells, opposition to motorized vehicles and hunting that 
occurs within HFRP.  

This comment regarding water availability and motorized vehicles 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. There is no public hunting 
allowed within HFRP. and no public hunting will be allowed within the Trails Expansion area. The only hunting 
that occurs within HFRP is depredation hunting of animals that do damage within the park (like feral pigs). The 
County’s Wildlife Specialist works in tandem with the Parks Division under a permit from the State Department 
of Fish and Wildlife to dispatch nuisance animals. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I376-6 

The commenter asks how the county defines “blanket” easements. 

Blanket easements apply to an entire area, while right of way easements are generally narrow and linear, allowing 
only for a trails or utility to traverse a parcel. On parcels with blanket easements, the county could add additional 
trails and amenities in the future. However, additional trails and amenities planned, designed and completed in the 
future would be addressed in future tiered CEQA documents as appropriate and would require additional resource 
surveys prior to completion. Future CEQA documents would provide a detailed description of all proposed trails 
and amenities and provide an analysis of physical environmental impacts resulting from these additional trails and 
amenities. 
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Response to Comment I376-7 

The commenter claims that none of the contiguous or nearby home/property owners were ever contacted or 
invited to participate in the process.  

This claim is unfounded and is responded to in Response to Comments I204-2, I205-1, I341-4 and I372-2.  

The commenter makes disparaging comments about Planning and Parks staff.  

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

The commenter discusses concerns of wildfire and evacuation.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking and Response to Comment Letter O15. 

The commenter would like to see the Lone Star Fire Station #184 reopened as a part of the proposed project.  

Comment noted. Opening of the Lone Star Fire Station #184 is not a part of the Project Description for the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment I376-8 

The commenter is concerned with where the water for toilets would come from.  

Please see Chapter 13.0, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the Draft SEIR for information regarding water supply 
and proposed wells. 

Response to Comment I376-9 

The commenter states that Curtola Ranch Road is a private road and discusses a variety of issues, including 
potential land use compatibility, wildlife and agriculture impacts, and questions the costs for liabilities.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility, as well as Mitigation Measures for wildlife included within Chapter 12. The cost of payment for 
damages to cattle 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 Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking and Master Response 4 – Land Use 
Compatibility. 
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Response to Comment I376-10 

The commenter asks about an engineering evaluation of the earthen dam on Curtola Ranch Road and states her 
opposition to Phases 2 and 3 of the Harvego Bear River parking area.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

The proposed use of the dam is consistent with existing types of vehicle use. Examples of current vehicle use 
include large machinery, including cattle trucks associated with the Harvego Bear River Preserve cattle 
operations, and docent-led tours that currently cross the dam. There have been no reported issues with the dam’s 
integrity and Placer County Fire/CAL FIRE personnel have visited the dam site and have not raised any concerns 
with being able to drive across the dam with their fire apparatus. Please also see Response to Comment I73-3. 

The commenter feels that the Twilight Ride parcels were illegally purchased by the County.  

Initial County negotiations regarding Purchase and Sale Agreements for real property are held in closed sessions 
with the Board of Supervisors. On May 22, 2018, in a public portion of the Board of Supervisor’s Hearing, the 
County’s Real Estate Services Division requested authorization to acquire the Twilight Ride property.  

Response to Comment I376-11 

The commenter asks about costs associated with 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 I376-12 

The commenter desires the removal of the Twilight Ride and Harvego Bear River parking areas in order to limit 
traffic.  

The comment is noted. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter also states that Placer County taxpayers shouldn’t have to pay for the maintenance and staffing on 
the behalf of out-of-County users.  

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 I376-13 

This comment includes anecdotal information about the Spears family and discusses lack of funding for 
improvements.  
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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. 

This comment discusses potential land use incompatibility issues, and loss of fire insurance.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and 
Emergency Response. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I377: DEBRA SABO 

Response to Comment I377-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I378: LOUIS SALATINO 

Response to Comment I378-1 

The commenter asks to postpone the public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I379: LOUIS SALATINO 

Response to Comment I379-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

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. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment I379-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding noise; however, does not point to any specific impacts or analysis 
of the Draft SEIR.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 10.0 “Noise” for a discussion of noise and an analysis of impacts. This 
comment does not 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. 

The commenter also expresses concern about increased traffic.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I380: LOUIS AND CAROL SALATINO 

Response to Comment I380-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

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. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment I380-2 

The commenter expresses concern about wildfire, safety, and traffic.  

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

The commenter also expresses concern about local wildlife safety.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of impacts to wildlife, and 
mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts. 

Response to Comment I380-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the use of well water for park drinking water and restrooms.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 11.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality”, and 
specifically “Impact 11-4” and impact analysis summary (Draft SEIR p. 11-16 to 11-17). 

Response to Comment I380-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about noise and impacts to local residents and wildlife.  

Please see Response to Comment I379-2 and Response to Comment I380-2. 

Response to Comment I380-5 

The commenter expresses concern about the review time for the Draft SEIR.  

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Response to Comment I380-6 

Please see Response to Comment I380-1.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I381: SABRINA SANTOS 

Response to Comment I381-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I382: MARY SARTORI 

Response to Comment I382-1 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding traffic and safety and increases substantial increases in traffic since 
the traffic report was prepared in 2016.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, which updates the collision history and 
roadway safety as well as addresses traffic volumes.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I383: DOUG SAYLOR 

Response to Comment I383-1 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I384: HOLLY AND DOUG SAYLOR 

Response to Comment I384-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire, safety, emergency services, and traffic.  

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

Response to Comment I384-2 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. 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. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1171 Responses to Comments 

2.7.385 LETTER I385 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1172 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I385: ALEXANDRA SCHAAL 

Response to Comment I385-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I386: EMILIE SCHNEIDER 

Response to Comment I386-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I387: KEVIN SCHNEIDER 

Response to Comment I387-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I388: CODY SCHWARTZ 

Response to Comment I388-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I389: GARY SCOTT 

Response to Comment I389-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1181 Responses to Comments 

2.7.390 LETTER I390 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1182 

 
  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1183 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I390: ANDREW & DIANE SCOTT 

Response to Comment I390-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, safety, and wildfire.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation and Parking.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I391: ANDREW & DIANE SCOTT 

Response to Comment I391-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, safety, and wildfire.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I392: DONALD SEGERSTROM 

Response to Comment I392-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I393: JARED SELLERS 

Response to Comment I393-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I394: MARK SHAW 

Response to Comment I394-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I395: GRANT AND PATRICIA SHAW 

Response to Comment I395-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

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 I396: STEVEN SHELDON 

Response to Comment I396-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I397: MATT SHELLEY 

Response to Comment I397-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I398: ADAM SHERF 

Response to Comment I398-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I399: SHARON SILVER 

Response to Comment I399-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I400: BARBARA SIMMONS 

Response to Comment I400-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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