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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I401: BRIAN SIPP 

Response to Comment I401-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I402: BARB SISSON 

Response to Comment I402-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I403: SANDY SLATON 

Response to Comment I403-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project and refutes 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 I403-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and evacuation and states that there is no well water currently 
available to the Harvego parking area.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. With regards to a well, the 
commenter is correct. The well would not be constructed until Phase 3, when the parking capacity is expanded 
beyond what currently exists today. The County would use a combination of surface irrigation water from existing 
rights to canal water, new and existing wells, and delivery by water truck to supply water needs at the trailheads. 

Response to Comment I403-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about use of Auburn Valley and Curtola Ranch Roads as well as road safety. 

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

Response to Comment I403-4 

The commenter expresses concern about noise and wildlife but does not address any concerns with adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 10.0 “Noise” and specifically Mitigation Measures 10-1 and S10-2, which reduce 
transportation noise levels to less than significant, and Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of 
biological resources impacts, and mitigation measures to avoid and minimize impacts. Please refer to Mitigation 
Measures S12-1 through S12-6 regarding the protection of habitats and wildlife. 

Response to Comment I403-5 

The commenter states that the local residents were not included in the planning process for the Trails Expansion 
Project.  

In 2000, the voters of Placer County were presented with a ballot measure to express their desire for the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy) and responded in the affirmative. 
Placer Legacy established the framework and funding mechanisms for the open space acquisition and outdoor 
recreational amenities that were brought to fruition through the HFRP and Trails Expansion Project properties. 
For each of the 11 property acquisitions that make up HFRP and the Trails Expansion Project properties to which 
the County was a party, beginning in 2003 the actions by the Board of Supervisors were noticed and discussed in 
public meetings, and the recreational components of each purchase and sale agreement were disclosed (See 
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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. 

Please see Response to Comments I372-2. 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I404: KIM SMALL  

Response to Comment I404-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, land use incompatibility, and wildfire at the existing HFRP. 

These comments are 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. 

For information about wildfire, safety, emergency services, traffic, and land use, please see Master Responses 2 
through 4. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I405: KYLE SMITH 

Response to Comment I405-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I406: CASEY SMITH  

Response to Comment I406-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I407: IRENE SMITH 

Response to Comment I407-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I407-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic, land use compatibility, and agriculture uses.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility; 
and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I407-3 

The commenter urges the Planning Commissioners to vote “no” on the Project that was presented on May 14, 
2020. 

The comment is noted. The sole purpose of the May 14, 2020 meeting was to receive public comments on the 
Draft SEIR, and no decisions were proposed for that meeting. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I408: JOEY SMITH  

Response to Comment I408-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I409: TOD SNOOK 

Response to Comment I409-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I410: LAURI SOBEY 

Response to Comment I410-1 

The commenter expresses support for the full buildout option of the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I411: JESSICA SOMERS 

Response to Comment I411-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I412: JEFF SPARMAN  

Response to Comment I412-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I413: KURT STEPHENS 

Response to Comment I413-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I414: TODD STERLING 

Response to Comment I414-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I415: SHELLY STEWART 

Response to Comment I415-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I416: ANTON STINAUER 

Response to Comment I416-1 

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 I416-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding wildfire, safety, and emergency response.  

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

Response to Comment I416-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about the cost of a Lightweight Rescue Vehicle (LRV) and the costs of 
operations, staffing, and rangers.  

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 also expresses concern about enforcement and policing.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I416-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about the increase in VMT and its effect on transportation and circulation.  

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

Response to Comment I416-5 

The commenter states that the local residents were not included in the planning process for the Trails Expansion 
Project.  

Please see Response to Comment I403-5and I372-2. 

The commenter again expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I417: MIKE STINSON  

Response to Comment I417-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I418: PAUL AND SHELLEY STOKSTAD 

Response to Comment I418-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I418-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic and safety.  

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

Response to Comment I418-3 

The commenter wants to keep the peace and quiet of a “country life” but does not address any concerns with 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR.  

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I419: HEIDI STORM  

Response to Comment I419-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project and states that enough resources need to be devoted to provide a 
safe clean space and to educate visitors on the need to respect and support the park and overall environment.  

The parking areas and trail systems will include areas for informational kiosks and signage to educate visitors on 
care for the environment, wildfire prevention, history of the area, information on the flora and fauna, as well as 
rules of respect for the surrounding area (i.e. no smoking, littering, loud noise, off-leash dogs, etc.) No further 
response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I420: TOM STRAUSE 

Response to Comment I420-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I421: TYLER SUMRALL 

Response to Comment I421-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I422: JOHN SUTTON 

Response to Comment I422-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.423 LETTER I423 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I423: LAURIE SWEENEY 

Response to Comment I423-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I424: LAURIE SWEENEY 

Response to Comment I424-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I425: KAREN TAJBL 

Response to Comment I425-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I426: SUZANNE TALBERT 

Response to Comment I426-1 

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 
 2-1263 Responses to Comments 

2.7.427 LETTER I427 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1264 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I427: ROSE TAMMI 

Response to Comment I427-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I428: JANET TARANTIO 

Response to Comment I428-1 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR is deficient regarding traffic and road conditions and submitted a traffic 
report prepared by Prism Engineering. The following responses are provided for the Review of the SEIR Traffic 
Engineering Study Relating to the Hidden Falls Regional Park Expansion Project prepared by Prism Engineering. 

1. Page 3, paragraph 2, 3rd bullet: Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

2. Page 3, paragraph 3: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

3. Page 3, paragraph 4: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

4. Page 4, paragraph 1: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

5. Page 4, paragraph 2: In response to Finding #1, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response. 

6.  Page 4, paragraph 3: The transportation impact analysis correctly applies the analysis methods and 
significance criteria adopted and employed by Placer County and required under CEQA. An EIR is not 
inadequate simply because experts in a particular environmental subject matter dispute the conclusions 
reached by the experts whose studies were used in drafting the EIR, even where different conclusions can 
reasonably be drawn from a single pool of information. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, Guide to the 
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] [Remy et al. 2007:499–500]; Greenebaum v. City of Los 
Angeles [1984] 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 413.) Perfection is not required, but the EIR must be adequate, 
complete, and a good faith effort at full disclosure (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). The Draft SEIR for 
the proposed Expansion Project provides an adequate, complete, and good faith effort at full disclosure of the 
physical environmental impacts and the conclusions are based upon substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record. No further response is required. 

7. Page 4, paragraph 4: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

8. Page 4, paragraph 5: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

9. Page 5, paragraph 2: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

10.  Page 5, paragraph 3, lines 1-2: The Bell Road / Joeger Road intersection was not identified in responses to 
the NOP and the intersection was not included within the traffic analysis study area. However, information 
regarding the weekday p.m. and Saturday peak hour operation of this intersection is included in the certified 
Winery and Farm Zoning Text Amendment Project (WFBZTAP) EIR (Placer County 2020b). Table 10-5 
indicates that this intersection regularly operates at LOS A under both weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday 
peak hour conditions. The cumulative analysis included in the WFBZTAP EIR included the proposed HFRP 
Trails Expansion Project, and Table 12-16 indicates that the intersection is projected to operate at LOS B 
under weekday p.m. Because the intersection operates at LOS B or better under both existing and cumulative 
plus project conditions that include the HFRP Trails Expansion Project, it can be inferred that the impacts of 
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the HFRP Trails Expansion Project alone would be LOS B or better. The project’s impact to the regular 
operation of this intersection would not be significant. 

11.  Page 5, paragraph 4 to 6, paragraph 1-2: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

12. Page 6, paragraph 3: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

13. Page 7, paragraph 2: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

14. Page 8, paragraph 2: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

15. Page 9, paragraphs 1 thru 11, paragraph 4: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

16. Page 12, paragraph 1: Comment acknowledged. The side street delays implied from the video are consistent 
with the LOS identified in Table 8-13.  

17. Page 13, paragraphs 1-3: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.. 

18.  Page 13, paragraph 4: The Draft SEIR concludes that the cumulative impacts to the SR 49 / Lone Star Road 
intersection is significant and unavoidable because Placer County cannot ensure construction of 
improvements to the State highway. Refer to Master Response T-G, Caltrans SR 49 Improvement Project 
Description and Status for more information. 

19. Page 16: In response to Finding #5, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 

20.  Page 18, paragraph 1 to 19, paragraph 1: The comment expresses support for the methods employed to 
estimate future cumulative background traffic volumes. No additional response is needed. 

21. Page 19, paragraphs 2 to 20, paragraph 1: Please refer to the Response to Comment 16. 

22. Page 21, paragraphs 1 to 22, paragraph 2. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

23. Page 23: In response to Finding #9, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 

24.  Page 28, paragraphs 2-3: The comment suggests that an alternative route could be created from SR 49 to the 
Harvego Bear River Preserve area via routes that the comment states already have offers of dedication in 
some locations. The route would take off from SR 49 at the existing unsignalized Overhill Drive intersection 
roughly 1 mile north of Lone Star Road. The route would follow Overhill Drive an 18-foot-wide, private 
gated roadway for roughly 24,00 feet to its current terminus. From that point right of way would need to be 
acquired for a new road that would appear to extend for ¼ mile to Sisson Lane, although the comment 
suggests the distance is 675 feet. The route then follows Sisson Lane to the eastern boundary of the Harvego 
Bear Ranch Reserve.  

  From the standpoint of transportation, this alternative route would cause new impacts and has unresolved 
requirements for implementation. HFRP’s use of this route would greatly increase traffic at the SR 49 / 
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Overhill Drive intersection, potentially causing impacts that are similar to those identified for the SR 49 / 
Lone Star Road intersection that have not been considered. This intersection is beyond the limits of Caltrans 
pending SR 49 improvements project. The extent to which full access at this intersection would be 
accommodated in future planning for the balance of the area of SR 49 north of Lone Star Road beyond the 
Safety Barrier project limits is unknown and the feasibility of a traffic signal, as suggested in the comment, is 
unknown. Furthermore, this alternative route would require construction of a new roadway with associated 
physical and environmental impacts and would require acquisition of right of way not currently controlled by 
Placer County. 

25. Page 28: In response to Finding #10, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 

26.  Page 29: In response to Finding #11, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 

27. Page 30, paragraph 1-3: Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

  

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1304 

2.7.429 LETTER I429 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I429: DEREK TEEL 

Response to Comment I429-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.430 LETTER I430 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I430: ROBERT THORLEY 

Response to Comment I430-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I431: MICHAEL TRONNES 

Response to Comment I431-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I432: BEN TROXELL 

Response to Comment I432-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.433 LETTER I433 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I433: LUCY TRUMBULL 

Response to Comment I433-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.434 LETTER I434 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I434: BALDUR TRYGGVASON 

Response to Comment I434-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.435 LETTER I435 
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 2-1317 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I435: SARAH TYSON 

Response to Comment I435-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I436: RYAN UNDERWOOD 

Response to Comment I436-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.437 LETTER I437 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I437: MATTHEW UNDERWOOD 

Response to Comment I437-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1322 

2.7.438 LETTER I438 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1323 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I438: ROBERT UPTON 

Response to Comment I438-1 

The commenter is concerned about traffic and safety. 

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

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

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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 2-1325 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I439: KENNETH VALDEZ 

Response to Comment I439-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.440 LETTER I440 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I440: MICHAEL VANDEMAN 

Response to Comment I440-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to wildlife and habitat from trail construction and use by 
visitors, and specifically mountain bikers.  

While the commenter provides excerpts from various studies and references regarding destruction of habitat from 
trail-building and illegal trails, the comments are 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 I441: DAVID VEST 

Response to Comment I441-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I442: ANDREW VILLA 

Response to Comment I442-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.443 LETTER I443 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I443: BRIAN VIZZUSI 

Response to Comment I443-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1343 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I444: VAN VORIS 

Response to Comment I444-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I445: TAMARA VUKOVICH 

Response to Comment I445-1 

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

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I446: CHRIS WALKER 

Response to Comment I446-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.447 LETTER I447 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I447: JALEN WALKER 

Response to Comment I447-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.448 LETTER I448 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I448: JUSTIN WALSTAD 

Response to Comment I448-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.449 LETTER I449 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I449: CLEAT WALTERS III 

Response to Comment I449-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.450 LETTER I450 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I450: LESLIE WARREN 

Response to Comment I450-1 

Th commenter expresses concerns about the public comment process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

The commenter expresses concern about cumulative impacts of the proposed project and future projects.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Section 8.6.6 “Cumulative No Project 
Traffic Operations,” and Section 8.6.7 “Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Operations” for analysis of traffic 
impacts. Please see Chapter 18.0 “Other CEQA Sections”, Section 18.4 “Cumulative Impacts” for analysis of 
overall cumulative impacts. Please also see Response to Comment I428-1. 

No further response is required. 
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2.7.451 LETTER I451 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I451: LESLIE WARREN 

Response to Comment I451-1 

The commenter expresses concern about cumulative impacts of the proposed project and future projects.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Section 8.6.6 “Cumulative No Project 
Traffic Operations,” and Section 8.6.7 “Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Operations” for analysis of traffic 
impacts. Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 18.0 “Other CEQA Sections”, Section 18.4 “Cumulative Impacts” for 
analysis of overall cumulative impacts. Please also see Response to Comment I428-1. 

Response to Comment I451-2 

The commenter expresses concern about recreation being consistent with the PLT objectives.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Additionally, the County’s contribution towards the acquisition of 
the PLT-owned properties included the provision for a public recreation component. 

Response to Comment I451-3 

The commenter expresses concern about wildlife movement and fauna and avian populations being displaced.  

As discussed in Draft SEIR Section 12.4.3 “Issues Not Discussed Further,” the construction and long-term use of 
the project would not substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species, nor would it affect important deer migration routes. The proposed pedestrian bridges over Raccoon Creek 
will span the creek well above the waterline and will not create barriers to movement of fish or other aquatic 
species (p. 12-41). 

Response to Comment I451-4 

The commenter expresses concern about impacts from excavation of fishing ponds on native birds that require 
riparian habitat for nesting, and people dumping non-native predatory fish and turtles in artificial lakes that may 
threaten native adolescent fish and turtles. 

Construction of fishing ponds were included in the original EIR for Hidden Falls Regional Park and referenced in 
the Draft SEIR. There are no new fishing ponds proposed as part of the Trails Expansion Project that is the 
subject of the current SEIR. 

The Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure S12-1: Implement Measures to Protect Aquatic Habitats and the Native Fish 
Community states the following: “The County shall consult and coordinate with CDFW to develop regulations 
and limits for angling in Raccoon Creek, restrict angling activities while adult steelhead and salmon are present, 
and coordinate on enforcement of the area to monitor and regulate fishing activities” (p. 12-54). The dumping of 
fish is illegal and is an enforcement issue. The particular issue is not a CEQA issue, however. The County will 
continue to enforce laws and regulations, as appropriate. 
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Response to Comment I451-5 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to establish how the project is consistent with the County’s General 
Plan provisions supporting agriculture.  

Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I451-6 

The commenter believes estimates of VMT, new CO2 generation and auto emissions are inadequate.  

As stated in the Draft SEIR Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Section 8.4.3 “Operating 
Characteristics,” the trip distribution was developed based on the home zip code of visitors to the existing HFRP 
on weekends and holidays. An average trip length was developed that represents the average distance from HFRP 
to the home zip code of visitors. The trip lengths were applied to the trip distribution percentages and then 
multiplied by the number of trips generated. The result of the calculation is a VMT estimate that does take the 
place of origin into account. 

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

Response to Comment I451-7 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to analyze growth-inducing impacts.  

Please see the Draft SEIR Section 18.3 “Growth-Inducing Effects” (p. 18-2 to 18-3). 

Response to Comment I451-8 

The commenter expresses concern that the Draft SEIR does not analyze economic and social impacts on farm 
operations.  

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 I451-9 

The commenter mentions a shuttle bus transport-service for visitors.  

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. 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.  
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Response to Comment I451-10 

The commenter expresses concern about the cost for traffic mitigation and whether it would be feasible and 
funded.  

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). If the proposed project is approved, the 
County will be obligated to implement the mitigation described in Section 4, the Mitigation, Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I451-11 

The commenter expresses concern about funding.  

Please see Response to Comment I451-10. 

Response to Comment I451-12 

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

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

The commenter also expresses concern about funding. 

Please see Response to Comment I451-10. 

Response to Comment I451-13 

The commenter expresses concern about emergency response and evacuation plans in the event of a fire.  

Please see Response to Comment I451-12. 

The commenter expresses concern about enforcement regarding curfew, illegal parking, trespassing, and camping.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I451-14 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to address qualitative issues of residents and that residents’ interests 
were not sought out and heard.  

Please see Response to Comments I403-5 and I372-2. 

Response to Comment I451-15 

The commenter states his believe that Western Placer County should not be developed. 
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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. No further response is required. 
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2.7.452 LETTER I452 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I452: AUBREE WATKINS 

Response to Comment I452-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.453 LETTER I453 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I453: LINDA AND NATE WATTS 

Response to Comment I453-1 

The commenters request postponement of the May 14, 2020 public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

The commenters state their opposition to access off of Bell Road.  

The opposition noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.454 LETTER I454 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I454: CAROLYN WEAVER 

Response to Comment I454-1 

The commenter expresses concerns with road safety and evacuation related to wildfire. 

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

Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response 
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2.7.455 LETTER I455 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I455: VERA AND JAMES WEDDLE 

Response to Comment I455-1 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding fire insurance availability, evacuation, traffic and road safety. 

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

Please also see the Draft SEIR Section 8.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation” for an 
analysis of transportation and circulation impacts. 
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2.7.456 LETTER I456 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I456: ROB WEHNER 

Response to Comment I456-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.457 LETTER I457 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I457: JESSICA WEST 

Response to Comment I457-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.458 LETTER I458 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I458: JUDITH WHITMAN 

Response to Comment I458-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the timing of the public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.459 LETTER I459 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I459: JUDITH WHITMAN 

Response to Comment I459-1 

The commenter requests that the public meeting be postponed. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.460 LETTER I460 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I460: JUDITH WHITMAN 

Response to Comment I460-1 

The commenter expressed frustration with the call-in procedure for the May 14, 2020 Planning Commission 
meeting.  

The commenter incorrectly claims that anyone who did not make an advanced reservation to speak was not able to 
present their comments. Commenters successfully utilized both the advanced reservation line and the call-in line 
during the meeting to provide public comment. Both the posted agenda for the meeting and the website for the 
proposed project explained the two different options for calling in.  

Please also see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.461 LETTER I461 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I461: TEENA AND CRAIG WILKINS 

Response to Comment I461-1 

The commenters express concerns about the public meeting. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.462 LETTER I462 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I462: CRAIG WILSON 

Response to Comment I462-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.463 LETTER I463 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I463: DENNY WILSON 

Response to Comment I463-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I464: JACKIE WITT 

Response to Comment I464-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I465: PATRICIA WIVK 

Response to Comment I465-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.466 LETTER I466 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I466: MARCO WRIGHT 

Response to Comment I466-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.467 LETTER I467 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I467: ROBERT WRIGHT 

Response to Comment I467-1 

The commenter comments on the Laulima Lakeside Redevelopment Project, which is not related to the Hidden 
Falls Regional Park Expansion Project.  

This comment letter was erroneously included with comment letters directed at the proposed project.  

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1402 

2.7.468 LETTER I468 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I468: NICK WRIGHT 

Response to Comment I468-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.469 LETTER I469 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I469: JANE AND CURT WURST 

Response to Comment I469-1 

The commenters express concern about the public review process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I470: JANE AND CURT WURST 

Response to Comment I470-1 

The commenters express concerns about the public review process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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2.7.471 LETTER I471 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I471: JANE WURST 

Response to Comment I471-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public review process. 

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I472: JANE WURST 

Response to Comment I472-1 

The commenter expresses concerns about new parking lots and the number of visitors to the park.  

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

The commenter notes that Twilight Ride parking lot will be 70% larger than the Mears parking lot.  

The comparison to the Mears parking lot is incorrect. The Mears parking lot has 105 auto spaces, plus 12 
equestrian spaces, for a total of 117 parking spaces. Adding in the proposed 25 spaces would provide 142 spaces. 
At full build-out, the Twilight Ride parking lot would have 140 spaces, which is less than the Mears parking lot. 

Additionally, the commenter notes that only 300 acres would be available to the public at full build-out of the 
Twilight Ride parking area.  

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

Response to Comment I472-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about impacts to wildlife and habitat.  

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

Response to Comment I472-3 

The commenter expresses concern about traffic, circulation, and parking, and specifically VMT.  

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

Response to Comment I472-4 

The commenter would like the County to choose Alternative 1.  

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I472-5 

The commenter feels that recreation is not a substitute for conservation.  

The County believes that recreation is compatible with the current land uses of the expansion area. Please see 
Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I473: CURT AND JANE WURST 

The commenter attached to the letter an Appendices that includes the following: 

1.Letter from Farm Bureau 
2. Letter from Tahoe Cattlemen's Association 
3. Letter from Mears Drive resident 
4. Add-on Tax Assessments for Support of Fire Districts 
5. Letter from Public Comment Period in June/July 2018 with attachments 

The appendices listed above are addressed in the context of the comments because they provide supporting 
information for the comments.  

Response to Comment I473-1 

Portions of this comment are introductory to the remainder of the comments and are not directed at the adequacy 
of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor do they 
contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 

The commenters express concern regarding the Twilight Ride parking lot. Please see Response to Comment I472-
1. 

The commenters express concerns regarding roadway safety.  

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

The commenters express concern that increased fire risk may impact insurance availability.  

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

The commenters express concerns regarding land use conflicts and security.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment I473-2 

The commenters state that the development of the Trails Expansion Project will shatter the ability of young 
families to raise their children in a safe, peaceful rural community.  

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenters express concerns about conflicts with land use compatibility and agriculture.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I473-3 

The commenters feel that recreation is not a substitute for conservation.  
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The County believes that the ability of the public to personally experience publicly owned open space is important 
to understanding the value of preserved lands and the willingness of the public to invest resources in conservation. 
Recreation is a stated goal of the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program of Placer 
County and compatible with the current land uses of the expansion area.  

Please also see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I473-4 

The comment is introductory to the remainder of the letter and expresses opposition to the project.  

The commenters state that their community was not included in the planning process for this Project.  

In 2000, the voters of Placer County were presented with a ballot measure to express their desire for the Placer 
Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer Legacy) and responded in the affirmative. 
Placer Legacy established the framework and funding mechanisms for the open space acquisition and outdoor 
recreational amenities that were brought to fruition through the HFRP and Trails Expansion Project properties. 
For each of the 11 property acquisitions that make up HFRP and the Trails Expansion Project properties to which 
the County was a party, beginning in 2003 the actions by the Board of Supervisors were noticed and discussed in 
public meetings, and the recreational components of each purchase and sale agreement were disclosed (See 
Appendix B of the Draft SEIR for the public trail descriptions associated with each property). As a development 
plan proceeded for each property, the County met or exceeded the public outreach guidelines for environmental 
review for each project including a previous Mitigated Negative Declaration and EIR. In the case of the current 
Project, the County provided multiple mailed notices to over 6,000 property owners in the vicinity of the Project 
in 2017 and 2018. There were two scoping meetings (in 2017 and 2018) that were both heavily attended by local 
residents, as evidenced by the scoping meeting attendance sheets and speaker sheets beginning in 2016. 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. 

The commenters express their opposition and question the validity of the Draft SEIR. 
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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 I473-5 

In reference to Section 3.2 “Existing Setting” of the Draft SEIR, the commenters ask where the County provides 
information regarding reservations and usage conditions for visitation.  

The introductory video and text included on the Hidden Falls Regional Park home page 
(https://www.placer.ca.gov/6106/Hidden-Falls-Regional-Park) provides detailed information on reservations and 
conditions. The County does not control the web site content of pages that do not belong to the County. However, 
the County Public Information Office regularly reviews outside web pages and contacts those pages to update 
their content to reflect accurate conditions. 

Response to Comment I473-6 

The commenters question the portion of trail proposed through the Liberty Ranch and Taylor Ranch properties.  

The Liberty Ranch remains privately owned with a conservation easement owned by the Placer Land Trust and 
Trail Easement owned by the County. The trail easement crosses Big Hill Road which is gated. The County owns 
and maintains many public trails throughout Placer County that cross private property, gated subdivisions, utility 
access roads, and/or private roads including in the communities of Granite Bay, Loomis, Auburn, Foresthill, 
Donner Summit, Martis Valley, Alta, and Tahoe. Trespassing from trails onto private property is addressed as 
problems arise. Deterrents to trespassing have included signage, gates, and other physical obstacles. The County 
routinely works with utility companies on the management of public access near utility infrastructure. An 
irrigation canal extends through the existing Hidden Falls Regional Park. The County has been working with 
Nevada Irrigation District (NID) since its development on infrastructure design and management of utility 
structures within HFRP and will continue to cooperate with utility companies on management of facilities near 
County trails as conditions warrant.  

Response to Comment I473-7 

The commenters state that the project description of “Multi-Use Trails”, Section 3.4.1 of the Draft SEIR, says 
there would be no e-bikes.  

This is incorrect. The project description states that “County staff is monitoring the rising popularity of electric 
bikes (e-bikes), and will make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on their regulated use within public 
recreation areas through the Public Recreation Ordinance (Placer County Code Section 12.24) as standards and 
policies are developed throughout the industry.” 

Response to Comment I473-8 

The commenters state that Exhibit 3-5 was not included in their copy of the Draft SEIR.  

Exhibit 3-5 is included in the Draft SEIR and is a photo of a surveyor conducting a survey for the connectivity 
study conducted between the existing HFRP and Taylor Ranch in support of this SEIR.  

https://www.placer.ca.gov/6106/Hidden-Falls-Regional-Park
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Response to Comment I473-9 

The commenter note that the groundwater well is currently out of service at the existing Mears Drive parking 
area.  

At the time of publication, County Parks and Environmental Health staff were assessing the viability of the well 
to return to service. Improvements to the restroom facility have been made to reduce demand including improved 
filtration to stop wear on seals that led to leakage, adjustment of the pump within the well column, and installation 
of low flow flush and sink valves. If the existing well cannot be returned to service, a capital project has been 
funded to provide a new well. The well serves a drinking fountain, 2-stall restroom, and horse watering spigot. 
There is no landscaping served by this well. 

Response to Comment I473-10 

The commenters state the Draft SEIR claims the project will reduce the potential for fire within the proposed 
project area and enhance access to park areas for emergency response vehicles, and yet the section for Impact 13-
3 fails to provide evidence, maps or descriptions of trails wider than 5 feet or access roads throughout the 2,765 
acres of additional trails.  

Draft SEIR Impact 13-3 in Chapter 13.0 “Public Services” Section 13.4.3 “Impact Analysis” relates to public 
services and utilities and if the project would cause an increase in demand for fire and emergency medical 
services. Mitigation Measure S13-1 provides for the County to purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by 
Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE to use for rapid medical and fire response in remote terrain throughout 
the region served by Placer County Fire. Draft SEIR Chapter 3.0 “Project Description” includes a description of 
supporting facilities that would be constructed including fire suppression facilities and emergency/maintenance 
access roads. The proposed trail alignments are located within existing trail easements established over portions 
of the expansion area. However, the final trail alignments could require adjustment of the easements in some 
places. Trail alignments within the easement over the Liberty Ranch property are limited to a 15-foot-wide 
corridor, and trail alignments on Taylor Ranch and the Kotomyan Preserve were designed and previously 
constructed as described above. The County has “blanket” trail easement rights over the Harvego Preserve, owned 
in fee by the PLT, which presents more flexibility to adjust future trail refinements. Additional parking areas 
would allow more access to park areas for emergency response vehicles, and Exhibit 3.9 shows bridge 
improvements connecting HFRP to Taylor Ranch expansion area; note the black lines that symbolize dirt access 
roads. As in the case of the existing HFRP, County staff has continued to improve rutted and muddy sections of 
dirt roads for all-season travel. On Exhibit 3.9, emergency access roads that cross private property were not 
shown so as not to mislead the reading public about which roads are included in the Project and which are not. 
However, an expanded emergency access map will be provided to fire personnel prior to the opening of any new 
trailhead area that depicts the status of all available emergency egress routes. A draft version of this map is 
provided in the Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. Wildfire impacts are discussed 
are analyzed in Draft SEIR Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire”, Section 16.4 “Impacts”, which carried forward additional 
fire suppression/reduction measures, including the construction of two new helicopter landing zones for 
emergency use, defensible space around parking areas and interior roads, a hydrant and an emergency water 
storage system at each parking area, and improved service roads for emergency access. Please also see Master 
Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety and Emergency Response. 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1484 

 Response to Comment I473-11 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to state that temporary construction noise will impact residents over 
many years. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-42. 

Response to Comment I473-12 

The commenters express concern over herbicide use.  

In all Placer County public recreation areas, staff and contractors are required to be state certified pesticide 
applicators. Parks staff are regulated by the Office of the Placer County Agricultural Commissioner for 
conformance with current herbicide and pesticide standards. 

Response to Comment I473-13 

The commenters express concern over the County’s ability to maintain property in its inventory and references a 
spreadsheet prepared by the County Parks Division titled “Operations Summary by Task” and a staff report to the 
Board of Supervisors dated February 5, 2018.  

Since the 2018 report to the Board of Supervisors and the 2019 printing of the referenced spreadsheet, the Board 
of Supervisors has increased appropriations to the Parks Division for fuels management, tree work, and trail 
maintenance. 

Response to Comment I473-14 

The commenters express concerns about local taxpayers funding the expansion project and its ongoing staffing 
and maintenance and that they will be the ones to bear the burden of increased danger on the roads, increased 
wildfire danger, crime, and noise in their rural communities. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-13, Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response, 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility, and Section 
10.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 10.0 “Noise” of the Draft SEIR. 

Response to Comment I473-15 

The commenters are unclear about which agency will certify the Final SEIR and have questions about the project 
description.  

The certifying body will be the Placer County Board of Supervisors. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program identifies each individual mitigation measure and the responsible party for implementation of the 
measure. 

Response to Comment I473-16 

The commenters express concerns regarding impacts on the existing agricultural land uses of the park, specifically 
cattle grazing.  
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Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Response to 
Comment I473-17 identifies the steps that the County has taken to collaborate with the local agricultural 
community. 

The commenters contend that grazing has not continued at HFRP later than 2013.  

Although the cattle grazing lease has expired, neighbors’ limited, informal cattle grazing has continued on the 
HFRP property. Additionally, the County has contracted with a, goats/ sheep herder since 2015 for grazing at 
HFRP, with no plans to discontinue grazing. 

Response to Comment I473-17 

The commenters state that the County has not collaborated with stakeholders/cattle ranchers.  

County staff have reached out to stakeholders and cattle ranchers and will continue collaboration into the future. 
For example, in 2019 the County hosted a tour of open space managed by the Santa Clara Valley Open Space 
Authority on their practices for integrating grazing and public trails within open space areas. Attendees included 
this commenter, Parks Commissioners, County staff from the Parks Division and Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Office as well as the Placer Land Trust. County staff have engaged the Placer County Farm Bureau and presented 
on future projects contained in the draft Countywide Park & Trail Master Plan. Please also see Response to 
Comment I473-4. 

Response to Comment I473-18 

The commenters express concerns about park visitors crossing over into private property, crime, littering, 
camping, elimination of grazing lands, liability of visitors encounters with cattle, and the type and placement of 
fencing on the Liberty Ranch.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Additionally, the 
County will consult with the landowner of the Liberty Ranch in the placement of fencing in accordance with the 
Management Plan for Liberty Ranch Big Hill Preserve Section 9.2 (see Draft SEIR Appendix B). 

Response to Comment I473-19 

The commenters express concern about impacts to their cattle operation if they cannot continue grazing on the 
Taylor Ranch Preserve and the Kotomyan Preserve. 

PLT has prepared management plans for each of the properties for which they have operational authority. 
Activities on the proposed Trails Expansion area are restricted to those that are consistent with management 
plan’s objectives to protect local watersheds, preserve oak woodlands, continue grazing practices and promote use 
of open space for recreational use. Each management plan lists the responsibilities and activities for the long-term 
management of the land and the habitat on the properties that are maintained by PLT. Prior to opening the 
expansion parcels to public use, the management plans would be reviewed and modified as applicable, in 
consultation with PLT, Placer County Parks and Grounds Division, and the Office of the Placer County 
Agricultural Commissioner in order to address potential impacts of increased public presence on grazing 
operations. Attention would be given to the regulation of the public’s use during times of calving. The plans 
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provide guidelines for a management regime using the concept of adaptive management (Draft SEIR p. 4-2 to 4-
3). Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture.  

Response to Comment I473-20 

The commenters express concerns over the compatibility of the proposed project with the Placer County General 
Plan and Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-19 and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment I473-21 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to give supporting evidence of how the project elements would 
ensure compatibility with land use and cattle grazing in the project area. 

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture. Also see Response 
to Comment I473-19. 

Response to Comment I473-22 

The commenters express concerns about fencing, gates, and new cattle guards at Liberty Ranch.  

Please see Response to Comment I473-18. 

Response to Comment I473-23 

The commenters express concern about wildfire risks and impacts to cattle grazing and agriculture during 
construction, maintenance, and public use of the HFRP Trails Expansion Project. 

Draft SEIR Chapter 16.0 “Wildfire,” Section 16.4 “Impacts,” found the HFRP Trails Expansion project to have a 
“less than significant” impact from wildfire with implementation of Mitigation Measure S16-1a (curtail certain 
construction and maintenance activities during high-risk wildfire periods), Mitigation Measure S16-1b (provide 
on-site source of water during certain construction and maintenance activities), and Mitigation Measure S13-1 
(County shall purchase one Light Rescue Vehicle for use by the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE).  

The potential for wildfire exists without implementation of the proposed project. The Project will construct 
additional emergency egress points at trailheads and improved surfacing to maintenance access roads within the 
Project parcels. The Project would not block any existing livestock loading or egress facilities. 

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

Response to Comment I473-24 

The commenters express concern that current data was not used regarding transportation and circulation.  

The information in the Draft SEIR reflected data available as the traffic analysis was being prepared. Please see 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking.  
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Response to Comment I473-25 

The commenters believe that there is no CHP presence on the rural roads in the HFRP Trails Expansion area.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. CHP cooperates with Placer County on traffic 
and parking enforcement as needed and provides patrols on County roads. 

Response to Comment I473-26 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to include information about crashes, collisions and fatalities for SR 
49 in the project area, specifically in North Auburn on the stretch from Lone Star Road to Bell Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, which includes discussion of SR 49 collision 
history and updated collision rates for Lone Star Road and Bell Road (Master Response 3 - Table B). 

Response to Comment I473-27 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to analyze traffic safety, design and enforcement issues on Bell 
Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The master response specifically addresses 
safety, speed limit enforcement and design issues associated with the roads in the project area. 

Response to Comment I473-28 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to analyze traffic safety, design and enforcement issues on Lone Star 
Road.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The master response specifically addresses 
safety, speed limit enforcement and design issues associated with the roads in the project area. 

Response to Comment I473-29 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to analyze traffic safety, design and enforcement issues on Cramer 
Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The master response specifically addresses 
safety, speed limit enforcement and design issues associated with the roads in the project area. 

Response to Comment I473-30 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to analyze traffic safety, design and enforcement issues on Garden 
Bar Road. 

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking, and a discussion of Garden Bar Road 
improvements. The master response specifically addresses safety, speed limit enforcement and design issues 
associated with the roads in the project area. 
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Response to Comment I473-31 

The commenters believe that the Draft SEIR fails to disclose that Bell Road, Lone Star Road, Cramer Road, 
Auburn Valley Road, and Garden Bar Road do not qualify as Class III Bikeways according to the definition 
provided on page 8-7. 

Please also see Response to Comment I73-20. 

Response to Comment I473-32 

The commenters believe that the Draft SEIR fails to use comprehensive collision data for automobiles and 
bicycle-related collisions. 

The information in the Draft SEIR reflected data available as the traffic analysis was being prepared. Please see 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. There is no evidence provided by the commenters as to 
what additional data they believe should be used. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment I473-33 

The commenters believe the SEIR must evaluate VMT based on the adopted standards, Placer County 
Sustainability Plan and Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

For Placer County, the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) is consistent 
with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The Draft SEIR 
discusses consistency with the MTP/SCS on page 8-12. 

For more information about VMT analysis, please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I473-34 

The commenters express concerns over illegal parking and entry. 

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

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to give accurate trip length based on total mileage to and from 
HFRP. 

The average trip length in Draft SEIR Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Table 8-7 is a one-way trip 
length. The trip generation numbers in Table 8-6 includes trips both in and out of the proposed project. When the 
trip generation estimate is multiplied by the average trip length, the result is VMT that captures trips to and from 
the proposed project. As stated in the Draft SEIR, the trip distribution assumptions were based on over 21,000 
individual parking reservations at the existing HFRP made on weekends and holidays between 2017 and 2019.  

The parking reservation system does serve to limit the amount of VMT generated by the proposed project. This is 
evident from past operation of the existing HFRP. Prior to the implementation of the parking reservation system, 
visitors would park along County and private roadways and walk into the park, creating numerous concerns from 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1489 Responses to Comments 

residents and visitors in the area. The parking reservation system has dramatically reduced VMT to the existing 
park by limiting the number of vehicles that access the site on weekends and holidays. 

Response to Comment I473-35 

The commenters believe the proposed project conflicts with the County’s Bike Plan.  

The proposed project does not conflict with the County’s Bike Plan because it would not preclude or alter the 
implementation of the facilities identified in the Plan. Bicycle use of public roadways is allowed by the State 
Vehicle Code. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for additional discussion of 
bicycle safety and statistics. 

Response to Comment I473-36 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to provide accurate data to determine VMT and that there is no 
evidence or data to support the County’s assumption that the reservation system serves to promote carpooling and 
control the amount of VMT generated. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-34 and Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I473-37 

The commenters express concerns about the left-hand turn lane on Bell Road into the Twilight Ride parking lot 
and cumulative impacts from drivers visiting nearby wineries, golf courses and events, open art studios, and agri-
tourism events. 

Please see the “Twilight Ride Area Access to Bell Road” section of Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking. The Draft SEIR evaluated the maximum extent of potential future phases of the project, which include 
the Phase 1 and Phase 2 entrance designs for the Twilight Ride parking lot referenced by the commenter. The 
Phase 1 project design will accommodate the turning radius of large vehicles including truck and trailers.  

Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Section 8.6.6 “Cumulative No Project Traffic Operations” and 
Section 8.6.7 “Cumulative Plus Project Traffic Operations,” and Chapter 18.0 “Other CEQA Sections,” Section 
18.4 “Cumulative Impacts” in the Draft SEIR analyze traffic and other cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment I473-38 

The commenters believe that Impact 8-5 as it relates to Cramer Road was not properly analyzed in the Draft 
SEIR.  

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

The commenters believe that the County “No Parking” signage would be an eyesore and a blight on the beautiful 
county rural roads and community. 

The comment is noted. Traffic signs would be placed consistent with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD). The MUTCD defines the standards used by road managers 
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nationwide to install and maintain traffic control devices on all public streets, highways, bikeways, and private 
roads open to public travel. The MUTCD is published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

Response to Comment I473-39 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to identify and analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project as it relates to traffic. 

See Response to Comment I473-37 for references to the traffic and other cumulative impacts evaluations in the 
Draft SEIR. 

Please also see Response to Comment I428-1. 

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 I473-40 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR provides an inadequate analysis of traffic operations, specifically at the 
Lone Star Road/SR 49 and Cramer Road/SR 49 intersections. 

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

Response to Comment I473-41 

The commenters express concerns about noise impacts on local residents and states that the Draft SEIR may have 
noise and vibration studies, but they do not quantify and accurately reveal the true impact of noise, traffic, people, 
dogs, horses and the disturbance they will generate, 365 days a year, for the local residents that surround each of 
the proposed parking lots, live near the trail network, and on the rural roads leading to them. The commenters also 
express concern over noise when open hours of the park would coincide with noise sensitive hours in the morning 
and evening.  

The existing HFRP generally experiences low usage during the early morning and late evening open hours. 
County staff has not received noise complaints to date for activities in the early and late open hours. Neighbors to 
the existing HFRP are a similar distance from the parking lot as neighbors would be to the proposed Twilight 
Ride parking lot. The threshold for significant impacts associated with noise are defined in the Draft SEIR and are 
based on standard thresholds used for similar projects. 

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. 
Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 10.0 “Noise” and Section 10.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of noise impacts. 

Response to Comment I473-42 

The commenters state that residents will have to put up with construction noise over many years.  

While phased construction may take place over many years, the individual projects would be disbursed across the 
Project property, primarily at the proposed trailhead locations. Construction noise at one trailhead would not be 
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discernable to residents near any of the other trailhead. For reference, construction of the trailhead facilities at 
Mears Place lasted for a period of approximately 5 months. New trailheads are expected to be similar or smaller in 
terms of construction duration. The existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) limits construction work hours, and 
those limitations are anticipated to be included in the CUP for the Expansion Project. 

The commenters express concern over long term operational noise impacts, such as traffic, and believes this is a 
significant impact and that the mitigation measures proposed have no basis, validity or data to support them and 
will not reduce noise to less than significant. Also, the commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to quantify and 
evaluate noise from sirens and emergency vehicles, noise related to vegetation fuels management, and noise from 
truck and trailer rigs.  

Noise from emergency service vehicles exists today in the region and the HFRP Trails Expansion area would not 
be expected to increase this noise level significantly. Fuels management work is an ongoing activity at HFRP and 
the Trails Expansion properties by the County and Placer Land Trust and would continue regardless of Project 
implementation. Trucks and trailer rigs are existing vehicles and accessories common to the rural roads in the 
HFRP Trails Expansion area and the proposed project would not increase these significantly. 

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. 
See also Response to Comment I473-41 for additional discussion of the noise impacts. 

Response to Comment I473-44 

The commenters express concerns about hydrology and water quality impacts.  

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. The commenters also express concern over the use of groundwater and 
notes that the existing well at the Mears Place parking area is out of service.  

The existing well is currently being evaluated for re-entry into service by County Parks and Environmental Health 
staff. The well is used to serve a two-stall restroom, drinking fountain, and horse watering spigot. The existing 
well does not serve any irrigation function. Improvements have been made to restroom fixtures to reduce water 
consumption. If the well is not re-approved for service a capital project has been established to construct a new 
well. At the proposed parking areas, new wells are similarly not anticipated for irrigation use. The County has 
rights to surface canal water for irrigation at the Twilight Ride and Garden Bar locations. 

Response to Comment I473-45 

The commenters express concern about water quality during storm events.  

Mitigation Measure 5-1 requires the County obtain authorization for construction and operation activities with the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and implement erosion and sediment control measures as 
required (Section 5.5 “Mitigation Measures” p. 5-31 – 5-33 of Draft SEIR). These measures include stormwater 
BMPs that will be designed in accordance with the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual. 
Additionally, a RWQCB permit will be obtained under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) construction storm water quality permit, which requires reporting to the Board’s Stormwater Multiple 
Application & Reports Tracking System (SMARTS). Mitigation Measure 11-1 requires the preparation and 
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implementation of a grading and drainage plan (Section 11.5 “Mitigation Measures” p. 11-19 – 11-20 of Draft 
SEIR). These mitigation measures list a number of BMPs that will be used during construction and post-
construction for erosion and sedimentation control of all project components.  

During the production of construction documents, the drainage and water treatment systems at each parking area 
will be designed by a registered engineer and reviewed by the County Engineering and Survey Division prior to 
beginning of construction. 

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 I473-46 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to provide evidence that Mitigation Measures 11-1 and 5-1 will 
prevent polluted stormwater runoff during storm surges. 

Mitigation Measures 11-1 and 5-1 are the County’s standard mitigation measures that implement the RWQCB’s 
stormwater requirements and regulations. 

Response to Comment I473-47 

The commenters express concern that Placer County Parks Division is unable to complete maintenance tasks on 
the properties they are currently responsible for due to lack of funding. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-13. 

Response to Comment I473-48 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to provide evidence that septic systems will not change groundwater 
quality. 

Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality,” Section 11.4.3 “Impact Analysis” of the Draft SEIR analyzes 
Impact 11-3 “Hydrology and Water Quality—Change in the Quality of Groundwater related to Installation of a 
Septic System.” As stated on page 11-16 of the Draft SEIR, although on-site soils are capable of supporting 
engineered septic systems, there is still the potential for the new or existing septic systems to change groundwater 
quality if on-site wells are not properly installed and maintained. This impact would be potentially significant. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-2, which requires a well permit and would include associated 
conditions of approval to protect groundwater, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment I473-49 

The commenters believe the Draft SEIR fails to quantify and evaluate water usage at each proposed parking lot 
and provide evidence that the wells and introduction of pavement will not impact groundwater recharge as it 
relates to Impact 11-4. 

The Draft SEIR did evaluate current and projected water usage for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project, which 
does not propose extensive water development. Water supplies to meet project facility needs would reflect typical 
patterns of recreation (i.e., most use by individuals visiting the expansion area for dispersed recreation, mostly on 
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weekends). Three new groundwater wells, constructed under the Transient Non-community Water System Permit, 
would be installed to supply water for drinking fountains and restrooms, minimal landscaping, and the 12,000-
gallon water tanks for emergency response at each parking area (Draft SEIR p. 11-17). 

The reported maximum daily demand for groundwater at the existing Mears Place entrance was 917 gallons per 
day based on recorded meter readings when the existing well was actively producing. Maximum daily demand for 
each of the additional trailhead and parking areas are anticipated to be similar to that of the Mears Place entry. At 
minimum, Placer County requires a 1.0 gallon per minute yield for each new well unless a maximum daily 
demand calculation indicates a higher yield is necessary. The required well yield would be determined by a 
method approved by Placer County Environmental Health at the time the application for a domestic water supply 
permit is submitted. As part of this permit, the Health Department requires monitoring and testing to show new 
wells have capacity to meet the calculated demand and the water quality meets potable standards (Draft SEIR p. 
11-17). 

The Draft SEIR evaluated groundwater recharge impacts due to compaction and paving and found that the amount 
of land to be covered by impervious surface to provide parking and access driveways is approximately 21 acres 
(parking and trailhead amenities), which is a small percentage relative to the approximately 2,765 acres included 
in the HFRP Trails Expansion Project area. Because the amount of impervious surfaces would be a very small 
percentage of the total land available for recharge, the Project would not have a significant impact on groundwater 
recharge and supply (Draft SEIR p. 11-17). 

Response to Comment I473-50 

The commenters state that Impact 11-5 of the Draft SEIR fails to disclose that there is a dangerous section of Orr 
Creek on the Taylor Preserve and that there is a Nevada Irrigation District Dam and canals that could be 
hazardous and a safety risk.  

The trails on the Taylor Preserve do not provide access to the dam. As a part of the project description, a bridge 
will be provided for the crossing of Orr Creek. The County routinely works with utility companies on the 
management of public access near utility infrastructure. An irrigation canal extends through the existing HFRP. 
The County has been working with NID since its development on infrastructure design and management of utility 
structures within HFRP and will continue to cooperate with utility companies on management of facilities near 
County trails as conditions warrant. Deterrents to trespassing have included signage, gates, and other physical 
obstacles. Also refer to Response to Comment I473-6. 

Response to Comment I473-51 

The commenters express concern over the County’s ability to maintain property in its inventory due to a lack of 
funding.  

Please see Response to Comment I473-13. 

Response to Comment I473-52 

The commenters express concern about wells for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project impacting nearby private 
wells. The commenter acknowledges that the Draft SEIR notes that yields found in nearby private wells to be 1.3 
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– 7 gpm; however, the commenter believes the Draft SEIR fails to provide comprehensive evidence to support 
that gpm. 

The existing tenant of the Twilight Ride property has stated that the domestic well yields 15 gallons per minute.  

The commenters have questions about how the County would obtain Nevada Irrigation District raw irrigation 
water sources for fire suppression on the Twilight Ride property. 

As the owner of the Twilight Ride property, the County has access to the 7-8 miners inches of NID raw irrigation 
water that is allotted to the property. 

Response to Comment I473-53 

The commenters express concerns about impacts to biological resources.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” and Section 12.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of 
biological resources impacts. 

The commenters state that there have been mountain lions and otters on the Twilight Ride Property, and neither 
was mentioned in the Draft SEIR.  

The passage of the California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 (Proposition 117) by California voters established 
that mountain lions are a "specially protected mammal" in California. It is unlawful to hunt, possess, transport, 
import or sell any mountain lion or part or product thereof (including taxidermy mounts). However, mountain lion 
habitat is not protected. More than half of California is prime mountain lion habitat. Generally speaking, mountain 
lions can be found wherever deer are present, since deer are a mountain lion's main food source. Mountain lions 
are not threatened nor endangered in California. In fact, the lion population is relatively high in California and 
their numbers appear to be stable. Mountain lions are legally classified as "specially protected species". This has 
nothing to do with their relative abundance and does not imply that they are rare (CDFW 2020, 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Mammals/Mountain-Lion). 

River otters are not considered a special-status species in California and therefore were not analyzed in the Draft 
SEIR. 

Response to Comment I473-54 

The commenters state that the Draft SEIR fails to specifically identify and disclose the potentially significant 
impact to the wetland community and related riparian area along Orr Creek on the Taylor Preserve due to use by 
park visitors, their dogs, and horses.  

Signage instructing park visitors to stay on trails, fencing in key places, and monitoring by rangers would be used 
to manage visitor behavior. In addition, bridges and other designed crossings of creeks and wetlands will be 
utilized to avoid and minimize any potential impacts. This is consistent with current park management. 

The commenters express concern about overcrowding at the Twilight Ride parking area if users have a limited 
area in which to disperse. 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Mammals/Mountain-Lion
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The comment is noted. The County would use the existing reservation system to limit the number of vehicles and 
visitors allowed at the Twilight parcel as needed to avoid overcrowding. This system is successfully being used at 
the existing Mears entrance to the park. 

Response to Comment I473-55 

The commenters believe that recreation is not a substitute for conservation. The commenter also has concerns 
about heavy usage by park visitors. 

Please see Responses to Comments I473-3 and I473-54. 

Response to Comment I473-56 

The commenters state that the Project will place reserve lands out of compliance with PCCP requirements.  

The County has included this Project Description in the formation process and documents for the PCCP. The 
PCCP has taken into consideration the area of reserved lands that will be disturbed as a part of this Project and 
factored those areas into the final PCCP conservation model that is nearing the approval process at the time of this 
publication.  

Response to Comment I473-57 

The commenters state the belief that the Draft SEIR fails to mitigate the long-term impact and degradation of 
aquatic habitats, specifically at Orr Creek, that is caused by people, dogs, horses, swimming and fishing. 

Please see Response to Comment I473-54. 

Response to Comment I473-58 

The commenters wish to include a more detailed description of construction activities that could impact special 
status species habitats, specifically California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, and western pond 
turtle.  

The County understands the current mitigation protocols to apply to any construction site that has the potential to 
impact special status species and will carry out biological surveys and avoidance measures accordingly as 
specified in Mitigation Measures S12-3 and S12-4 in the Draft SEIR (p. 12-55 to 12-58). 

Response to Comment I473-59 

The commenters express concern over the removal of oak trees for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project. The 
commenter believes removal of trees for roadway construction along Bell Road (turn lane), Garden Bar Road, and 
Curtola Ranch Road will be much more than a “Visual Quality Impact.” 

Project elements at the locations of concern provided by the commenter will be designed to minimize the loss of 
oak trees and other native trees wherever possible. Where avoidance is not possible, loss of native trees will be 
mitigated consistent with the County’s Tree Preservation Ordinance. The Draft SEIR acknowledges the potential 
loss of trees from a variety of project elements and includes Mitigation Measure S12-7 “Protect Oak Woodland 
Habitat” to avoid and minimize impacts to oak trees. The Draft SEIR has been prepared pursuant to the 
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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 I473-60 

The commenters express concerns about impacts to public services and utilities that were raised previously in 
their letter, such as the current well not being in service; insufficient water supply; impacts on well water, septic, 
water tables, and groundwater pollution.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities” and Section 13.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of 
public services and utilities impacts. 

The commenters questions were raised previously in this letter. Please see Responses to Comments I473-9, I473-
44, I473-45, I473-46, I473-47, I473-48, I473-49, and I473-52. 

Response to Comment I473-61 

The commenters express concern that the proposed project will increase demand for police services because of 
crime including trespassing, vandalism, theft, littering, and illegal parking. The commenters state that the Draft 
SEIR fails to provide Placer County Sheriff’s Department incident stats for HFRP and the surrounding area, 
specifically Mears Drive and Mears Place from 2010 through 2019 and request the Final SEIR include this 
information. The commenters claim crime has been rampant in the ears since the Spears section opened, and the 
public, through massive internet exposure to HFRP, has overrun the park and neighborhood. The commenters 
restate concerns previously raised in this letter about the high volume of visitors to the park and that it will 
increase crime in the area. The commenters question whether the park rangers are adequately trained and staffed. 

The incident referenced by the commenter was unrelated to camping and does not raise an issue with campfires. 
Campfires are prohibited within the park boundaries. Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility, 
Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to mention that CHP would be impacted, does not provide CHP 
incident reports in the current HFRP vicinity, and does not utilize the increase in traffic projections in the Report 
to identify and quantify the potentially significant impact on CHP. 

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

Response to Comment I473-62 

The commenters express concern that the proposed project will increase demand for fire and emergency medical 
services and that the Draft SEIR fails to provide data or evidence to support that the proposed mitigation, 
providing a light rescue vehicle, would decrease the need for a number of emergency medical assistance/rescue 
calls.  

The commenter does not identify what data or evidence should be used to evaluate this impact; however, 
emergency service response has been addressed. Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response and Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1497 Responses to Comments 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to provide CAL FIRE incident report for the HFRP from 2010 
through 2019 for emergency calls to HFRP and the emergency response, which is necessary to analyze what 
resources would be needed for the HFRP Trails Expansion Project. The commenter also states that the Draft SEIR 
failed to disclose that during the second week of June 2019 there were three emergency calls to HFRP, and one 
incident required five units and a helicopter. The commenter states the HFRP Trails Expansion Project will triple 
the number of acres and add 1,700 people daily to the numbers already visiting the current HFRP, increasing the 
demand for emergency services. 

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

The Draft SEIR Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and Utilities,” Section 13.4.3 “Impact Analysis” evaluated the 
increased need for emergency services within the project area. Mitigation is proposed that would address the 
increased need for emergency response that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level consistent 
with 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 I473-63 

The commenters express concerns about wildfire.  

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

In regard to the commenters concern about funding for wildfire prevention and fuel reduction maintenance, please 
see Response to Comment I473-13. 

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 I473-64 

The commenters express concerns about alternatives. The commenters support Alternative 1 and believes it is the 
only alternative that has economic viability and availability of infrastructure. 

The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenters state that the Draft SEIR fails to provide evidence that there is funding to support the project.  

Please see Responses to Comments I473-4 and I473-13. 

The commenters do not support Alternatives 2 or 3 and summarizes all of the reasons. 

The comment 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. 
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Response to Comment I473-65 

The commenters express concern that the Draft SEIR failed to address the concerns, issues and questions the 
commenter raised in their letter from July 2018 that was sent in during the initial public comment period (see 
letter provided in the Appendices).  

The County has closely coordinated with the Placer County Fire Department/CAL FIRE on this Project and have 
included their input in both the Draft and Final SEIR. The Notice of Availability for the Draft SEIR was sent to 
the Placer County Sheriff’s Department and other State and Federal agencies for comment. 

Response to Comment I473-66 

The commenters ask the County, “What level of harm and risk to the residents and the environment are you 
willing to accept, in order to have 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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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I474: JOHN YANNI 

Response to Comment I474-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.475 LETTER I475 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I475: TED YOUNG 

Response to Comment I475-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.476 LETTER I476 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I476: PLANNING COMMISSION TRANSCRIPT (MAY 14, 2020) 

VERBAL COMMENTS ARRANGED IN ORDER OF APPEARANCE  

Commenter 1 (Jackie Caswell) 

Response to Comment I476-1 

The commenter expresses the opinion that biological resource studies should be conducted and included in the 
SEIR for wildlife species described in her comment.  

The Draft SEIR has considered all potentially affected wildlife species in Chapter 16.0, “Wildlife,” of the Draft 
SEIR. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment I476-2 

The commenter states that the County will be receiving a letter from her lawyers in the next few days.  

The comment is noted. It 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. 

Commenter 2 (Jim Haagensmit) 

Response to Comment I476-3 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Commenter 3 (Jeff Foltz) 

Response to Comment I476-4 

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

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Commenter 4 (Keith Kentworthy) 

Response to Comment I476-5 

The commenter expresses support for the project 

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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Commenter 5 (Patrick Cavender) 

Response to Comment I476-6 

The commenter expresses support for the full build-out of the project but is worried that there are too many 
equestrian spaces proposed for the Twilight Ride parking area. The support is noted. The comment on the number 
of equestrian parking spaces 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 the parking management strategy and distribution should be refined as additional 
details, including implementation timelines, become available to best mitigate user impacts. 

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

Commenter 6 (Maureen Henderson) 

Response to Comment I476-7 

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

The support is noted. Please also see Response to Comment Letter O9. No further response is required. 

Commenter 7 (Frank Noey) 

Response to Comment I476-8 

The commenter expresses concern with the number of calls for medical services that the Trails Expansion Project 
may produce, and with the cost associated with the construction of the Project, as well as the use of private roads.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I309. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. Regarding the costs associated 
with the proposed project, the purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed 
project on the physical environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. 
This is consistent with CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). 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 with the number of calls to the Sheriff’s office. Lastly, the commenter 
discusses concerns with land use compatibility.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility.  
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Commenter 8 (Chris Walker) 

Response to Comment I476-9 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Commenter 9 (Judy Isaman) 

Response to Comment I476-10 

The commenter noted that the acronym “SU”, for Significant and Unavoidable was left out of the legend for 
Table 2.1.  

This has been corrected in Chapter 3 of this Final SEIR (Revisions to the Draft SEIR).  

The commenter claims that the local residents and members of the Protect Rural Placer group were not asked to 
be involved in the process of preparing the Draft SEIR.  

Please see Response to Comments I372-2 and I473-4. 

The commenter requests that due to the closure of County offices and libraries during the COVID-19 pandemic 
that the Final SEIR should not go immediately for certification upon completion. She also requests that all 6,000 
homeowner’s who previously received notice of the Draft SEIR also receive notice when the Final SEIR is 
published for public review.  

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 

Commenter 10 (Jane Wurst) 

Response to Comment I476-11 

The commenter expresses concerns with what she perceives as the acreage available via the Twilight Ride parking 
area at full build-out, versus the acreage that is available currently through the Mears parking area.  

After Phase 1 of construction (54 automobile spaces and 20 equestrian spaces), 481 acres with established trails 
will be available to the public. By the time full-build out of the Twilight Ride parking area is complete, 
connectivity to the entire Trails Expansion area (nearly 4,000 acres) would be complete. 

The commenter states that exceedance of VMT is avoidable by choosing Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative).  

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

Lastly, the commenter states that recreation is not a substitute for conservation.  

The majority of the Trails Expansion area parcels are held in a Conservation Easement by the PLT. These 
Conservation Easements limit the allowable uses on the properties but allow for public recreation. Recreational 
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uses are allowed within the zone district (Farm) of the project area. The County believes that recreation is 
compatible with the current land uses of the expansion area. Please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Commenter 11 (Jane Goddard) 

Response to Comment I476-12 

The commenter discusses her concerns regarding wildfires, road safety, land use compatibility, and use of wells 
and septic systems.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response, and Master Response 3 – 
Transportation, Circulation and Parking, Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. - Soils testing for septic 
systems at the three parking areas has already been conducted with a qualified consultant and all required setbacks 
and standards have been met. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 11-2, which discusses the requirement to obtain 
a permit through the Environmental Health Division for any new public wells, and the discussion for Impact 11-3, 
which states that any new septic systems will be required to meet Central Valley Regional Water Control Board 
and Placer County Environmental Health Divisions standards.  

The commenter also states that the Lone Star Fire Station #184 must be reopened and fully staffed.  

The comment is noted. It 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. 

Commenter 12 (Diane Dolley) 

Response to Comment I476-13 

The commenter discusses her concerns regarding wildfires and evacuations.  

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

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Commenter 13 (Tim O’Leary) 

Response to Comment I476-14 

The commenter states that the well that is currently out of service at HFRP is a violation of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act.  

This is an inaccurate statement. Please see Response to Comment Letter I314. The commenter also states that the 
PLT manages the well at HFRP. However, the Placer County Parks Division manages the well at HFRP. 
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Commenter 14 (Jim Goddard) 

Response to Comment I476-15 

The commenter expresses concerns with road safety, groundwater availability, and the cost of existing and future 
maintenance which will be paid for by the taxpayers of Placer County.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I159. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Commenter 15 (Robert Gilliom) 

Response to Comment I476-16 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Commenter 16 (Mike Krug) 

Response to Comment I476-17 

The commenter expresses concerns with the traffic study.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I232. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and 
Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Commenter 17 (Donna Biles) 

Response to Comment I476-18 

The commenter expresses concerns with traffic and road safety.  

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

The commenter also provides comments not directed at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR for addressing adverse 
physical impacts associated with the proposed project, nor does they contain an argument raising significant 
environmental issues. 

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, 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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Commenter 18 (Jan Fereira) 

Response to Comment I476-19 

The commenter states that the MAC’s and Planning Commission should weigh in this item before it proceeds to 
the Board of Supervisors.  

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 also states that there are insufficient funds to maintain the proposed project.  

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

Please also see Response to Comment Letter I135. 

Response to Comment I476-20 

The commenter expresses concerns with road safety.  

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

Commenter 19 (Patrick Fereira) 

Response to Comment I476-21 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding land use compatibility, and road safety at intersections.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I136. Please also see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and 
Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment I476-22 

The commenter expresses concerns with the cost of the proposed project.  

The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical 
environment and the Draft SEIR is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with 
CEQA guidelines stating that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect 
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). 
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Commenter 20 (Bob Mantz) 

Response to Comment I476-23 

The commenter states concerns with the public process, use of private roads, wildfire risks, and cancellation of 
insurance policies.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I254. Please also see Master Response 1 – Public Process, Master 
Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response.  

Commenter 21 (Lou Salantino) 

Response to Comment I476-24 

The commenter states that any change is significant to people who live in the area.  

Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a “Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, 
or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
project…”. The purpose of the Draft SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the 
physical environment.  

The commenter expresses concerns with noise from traffic and construction.  

Construction noise was addressed in Impact 10-1 in Chapter 10.0, “Noise,” of the Draft SEIR and determined 
short-term noise impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation Measures 10-1 and S10-2 would reduce 
operational noise levels to less-than-significant. 

Commenter 22 (Tina Wilkins) 

Response to Comment I476-25 

The commenter expresses concerns that many parts of the proposed project will be incompatible with existing and 
potential future ag operations.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I461. Please also see Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

The commenter also states that the trails increase the likelihood of theft, vandalism, ecoterrorism and 
bioterrorism. Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Commenter 23 (Joe Parisi) 

Response to Comment I476-26 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the County has no legal rights to bring the general public on to Auburn 
Valley Road or Curtola Ranch Road.  

While the County appreciates the concerns expressed by commenters regarding the existence of public access 
along Auburn Valley Road and Curtola Ranch Road, this is not a CEQA issue, but rather a property rights issue 
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between the project applicant, the County, and any underlying property owners who granted express, implied or 
prescriptive easements for public access to the County. The County previously provided a staff document dated 
November 10, 2016, that identified certain public access easement rights along both roadways. Please see 
Response to Comment Letter I325. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking; and 
Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the County has not disclosed information.  

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. 

Commenter 24 (Kent Ferris) 

Response to Comment I476-27 

The commenter would like to have e-bikes allowed within HFRP and the Trails Expansion area.  

The comment is noted. It 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. 

Commenter 25 (Delana Ruud) 

Response to Comment I476-28  

The commenter expresses concerns involving road safety, wildfire and evacuation.  

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

The commenter states that there is inadequate parks department budget.  

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, this comment is published in this 
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response 
is required. 

Commenter 26 (Zach Dalmau) 

Response to Comment I476-29 

The commenter would like to have e-bikes allowed within HFRP and the Trails Expansion area.  
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The comment is noted. 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. 

Commenter 27 (Heidi Hansen) 

Response to Comment I476-30 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required.  

Please also see Response to Comment Letter O13. 

Commenter 28 (Bart Rudd) 

Response to Comment I476-31 

The commenter states that his family has been farming on Cramer Road or off Cramer Road since July 1, 1940.  

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. 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not adequately address fiscal costs or liabilities.  

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, 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 I476-32 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR oversimplifies environmental impacts of the Project.  

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

Response to Comment I476-33 

The commenter states that the Lone Star Fire Station #184 should reopen and become fully operational as a part 
of the proposed project and that the County should provide written indemnification to all ranchers, livestock 
owners and landowners for any liability resulting from their agricultural operation.  

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. 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1640 

However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for 
decision maker consideration. No further response is required. 

Commenter 29 (Gayle Spears) 

Response to Comment I476-34 

The commenter expresses concern with the safety of Garden Bar Road.  

Please refer to Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. 

The commenter states that the County cannot even take care of the current HFRP area.  

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. 

Commenter 30 (Jeanne Piette) 

Response to Comment I476-35 

The commenter expresses concerns that the Draft SEIR does not adequately cover fire hazard severity zones, 
evacuation plans, visual resources, air quality, noise, hydrology, water quality, biology and traffic.  

The focus of the Draft SEIR is to determine whether the Project and associated improvements would result 
in impacts not discussed in the prior 2010 EIR, substantially increase the effect compared to that discussed in the 
prior 2010 EIR, or would be consistent with the findings of the prior 2010 EIR. The Draft SEIR identified 
additional alternatives to address the significant impacts of the proposed HFRP Trail Expansion Project. The 
analysis contained in the Draft SEIR is limited to the incremental changes associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed trail expansion would result in a significant impact. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response and Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking. Also refer to the response to letter I339 and Response to Comment I341-2 regarding fire 
safety and the proposed project. 

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

Commenter 31 (Mike Lutzger) 

Response to Comment I476-36 

The commenter has concerns with VMT. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

The commenter states that page 2-9 of the Draft SEIR calls for the removal of thousands of trees to widen the 
roads. Impact 7-3, described on page 2-9, stated that “the park and proposed project would remove vegetation 
including trees to widen Garden Bar Road, Curtola Ranch Road, and a short section of Bell Road.  
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The Draft SEIR does not state that thousands of trees would be removed. The Draft SEIR also includes Mitigation 
Measure S12-7, “Biological Resources”: Protect Oak Woodland Habitat that addresses future tree removal 
impacts and assigns mitigation.  

Response to Comment I476-37 

The commenter states that because of recent events in the area (insurance increases and PG&E blackouts) added 
to the traffic from the proposed project, that property values will diminish.  

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

Commenter 32 (Eric Moss) 

Response to Comment I476-38 

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

The County will implement Mitigation Measures 9-1 and 9-2 in Chapter 9.0, “Air Quality” Conduct On-Site Soil 
Testing and Prepare and Implement an Asbestos Dust Control Plan, If Needed. , and List Standard Air Quality 
Notes on Grading and Improvement Plans.  

Response to Comment I476-39 

The commenter also expresses concerns regarding wildfire.  

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

Response to Comment I476-40 

The commenter suggests that a paved bypass along the I-80 corridor is needed to enhance safety for road biking.  

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 I476-41 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should clearly outline the basis for all less-than-significant comments.  

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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Commenter 33 (Linda Adams) 

Response to Comment I476-42 

The commenter states that the cost of the expansion is unknown.  

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, this comment is published in this 
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response 
is required. 

Commenter 34 (Fred Yeager) 

Response to Comment I476-43 

The commenter supports the proposed project. The support is noted.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter O14. No further response is required. 

Commenter 35 (Thomas Miele) 

Response to Comment I476-44 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding potential trespassing on Sisson Lane, and about risks of wildfire.  

Please see Response to Comment Letter I284. Please also see Master Response 3 – Transportation, Circulation 
and Parking, Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response and Master Response 4 – Land 
Use Compatibility. 

Commenter 36 (Louis Fenn) 

Response to Comment I476-45 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding wildfire and insurance for homes.  

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

Commenter 37 (Lydia Schrader) 

Response to Comment I476-46 

The commenter expresses concerns with evacuation of the area during a wildfire.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 
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Commenter 38 (Jeff Darlington) 

Response to Comment I476-47 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Please also see Response to Comment Letter O14. No further response is required. 

Commenter 39 (Tim Emick) 

Response to Comment I476-48 

The commenter expresses concerns with public safety, emergency response times, insufficient staffing for Placer 
County Fire/CAL FIRE, wildfire risks, and lack of law enforcement personnel.  

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

Commenter 40 (Gary Hall) 

Response to Comment I476-49 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not address the County’s own requirements.  

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. 

Please see Response to Comment Letter I176. 

Commenter 41 (Michael Garabedian) 

Response to Comment I476-50 

The commenter asks if the proposed project is a conversion of a forest to recreation.  

Please see Master Response 6 – Agriculture.  

The commenter states that a timber harvest plan is required.  

The Trails Expansion area consists of blue oak woodland, and is encompassed under Conservation Easements 
held by the PLT. There are no plans to harvest the oak trees within the Trails Expansion area for profit. No THP is 
required.  

Response to Comment I476-51 

The commenter states that he does not see a specific requirement that the park has to have an evacuation plan.  

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 
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Response to Comment I476-52 

Lastly, the commenter notes that the County has foresters.  

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. 

Commenter 42 (Holly Sayler) 

Response to Comment I476-53 

The commenter is concerned that there will be normal traffic congestion in the local areas if the proposed project 
is approved.  

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

The commenter is also concerned with reports of vandalism, theft, trespassing, public urination, altercations and 
trash near the Mears entrance and that they would happen in the Trails Expansion areas as well.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Commenter 43 (Tiffany Vanderlinden) 

Response to Comment I476-54 

The commenter expresses support for the project, but found the VMT versus LOS discussion in the traffic chapter 
confusing. The commenters also supports Alternative 3 that would reduce parking in the Garden Bar entrance.  

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

Commenter 44 (Commissioner Nader) 

Response to Comment I476-55 

Commissioner Nader asks about where the emergency vehicle will be housed and if it will serve the Twilight 
Ride area and out to the Bear River. The Commissioner further asks about response times to reach various park 
locations. 

Mr. Hudson provided answers to Commissioner Nader’s questions regarding the emergency vehicle, service areas 
within the park, and response times. Please also see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response.  

Response to Comment I476-56 

Commissioner Nader expresses concern regarding the SEIR process and if there should be more input from the 
community and if concerns of the community are adequately addressed.  
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Please see Master Response – Public Comment Process. The Final SEIR and Conditional Use Permit 
Modification request will be heard by the Planning Commission before being decided upon by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Commenter 45 (Commissioner Johnson) 

Response to Comment I476-57 

Commissioner Johnson expresses concern that the public will expect a final document to come before the 
Planning Commission and it is unclear if Alternative 2 or 3 is the preferred alternative. The Commissioner is 
further concerned that the conditional use permit with its conditions will not be provided with the Draft SEIR and 
Final SEIR and that the public comments will all need to be addressed. 

Section 17.0, “Alternatives,” of the Draft SEIR, neither Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 were identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative. The proposed project analyzed throughout the Draft SEIR would be 
implemented after certification of this Final SEIR and approval of the project. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” this Final SEIR allows the public and the County an opportunity to 
review the responses to comments (see Chapter 2, “Response to Comments”), any resulting revisions to the Draft 
SEIR (see Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft SEIR”), and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
prepared for the project (see Chapter 4, “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program”). The Final SEIR serves 
as the environmental document to inform the Municipal Advisory Councils, Parks Commission and Planning 
Commission on their recommendations and the County Board of Supervisors’ consideration of the proposed 
project. Please see Master Response – Public Comment Process. The Final SEIR and Conditional Use Permit 
Modification request will be heard by the Planning Commission before being decided upon by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Commenter 46 (Commissioner Hauge) 

Response to Comment I476-58 

Commissioner Hauge asks to hear more about how the Draft SEIR is addressing private roads and also expresses 
concern regarding E bikes.  

Mr. Fisher addresses Commissioner Hauge’s comments regarding access to private roads and parking as well as 
explaining E bikes are not allowed in the park per County policy. Please also see Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking. 

Mr. Fisher further states that the County is requesting a modification to the 2010 CUP. This would be an all-
encompassing permit for the entire Hidden Falls/Trails Expansion area complex which would not change the key 
conditions that the community was concerned about, like hunting. 

Commenter 47 (Commissioner Johnson) 

Response to Comment I476-59 

Commissioner Johnson asks for further clarification regarding the use permit.  
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Mr. Fishers restates the use permit will apply to the existing HFRP as well as the Trails Expansion area park. 

Commenter 48 (Commissioner Moss) 

Response to Comment I476-60 

Commissioner Moss thanks the County staff for their work on the project. Commissioner Moss expresses the 
importance of following the same review and approval process as other projects proposed in the County.  

Please see Response to Comment I476-57. 

Commenter 49 (Commissioner Stevinson) 

Response to Comment I476-61 

Commissioner Stevinson expresses concern regarding the process for approving the project and if the public’s 
concerns have been addresses. Commissioner Stevinson generally supports the project because more space is 
needed to accommodate more people moving into the area. The Commissioner’s support is noted. Please see 
Response to Comment I476-57. 

Commenter 50 (Commissioner Cannon) 

Response to Comment I476-62 

Commissioner Cannon expresses the importance of following the same review and approval process as other 
projects proposed in the County.  

Please see Response to Comment I476-57. 

Commenter 51 (Commissioner Herzog) 

Response to Comment I476-63 

Commissioner Herzog thanks County staff and the commissioners for their involvement and participation. 
Commissioner Herzog states that the public would appreciate another opportunity to comment of the project.  

Please see Response to Comment I476-57. 
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LATE LETTERS 
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2.7.477 LETTER I477 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I477: JOHN DUTTON 

Response to Comment I477-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the use of Auburn Valley Road for access to the project, and that it is a 
private road that homeowners pay to maintain.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation and Parking. 
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2.7.478 LETTER I478 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I478: CORNELIUS AND SUSAN LANE 

Response to Comment I478-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter expresses concerns about traffic impacts and road safety.  

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

Response to Comment I478-2 

The commenter expresses concerns about wildfire and insurance policies.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I478-3 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process.  

Please see Master Response 1 – Public Comment Process. 
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2.7.479 LETTER I479 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I479A-C: THOMAS, MARY AND ANDY PIETTE 

Response to Comment I479a-1 

The commenters express support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I479b-1 

The commenters express support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment I479c-1 

The commenters express support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.480 LETTER I480 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1659 Responses to Comments 

 
  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1660 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I480: YVETTE SKINNER 

Response to Comment I480-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.481 LETTER I481 

 
 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1662 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1663 Responses to Comments 

 
 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1664 

 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1665 Responses to Comments 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-1666 

 



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1667 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I481: PAM TROCHA 

Response to Comment I481-1 

The commenter questions why the project is being considered and the adequacy of the report, especially with 
regards to wildfire risk.  

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 I481-2 

The commenter expresses concern about wildfires and evacuations.  

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

The commenter mentions reopening of the Lone Star Fire Station #184.  

Reopening of the Fire Station is not a part of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment I481-3 

The commenter expresses concern about water availability and water quality.  

Please see Draft SEIR Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology and Water Quality” and Section 11.4 “Impacts” for an analysis of 
impacts to water supply and water quality. Also, please see Draft SEIR Chapter 13.0 “Public Services and 
Utilities”. Mitigation Measure 11-2 requires a public well permit prior to construction of any new wells. As the 
wells will be public wells, they will be required to conduct annual testing. All new septic systems will be required 
to adhere to the standards of the Placer County Environmental Health Division and the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

Response to Comment I481-4 

The commenter expresses concern about emergency response.  

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

Response to Comment I481-5 

The commenter expresses concern about water supply and questions the availability of water to supply fire 
storage tanks and domestic service at the various trailheads.  

The County would use a combination of surface irrigation water from existing rights to canal water, new and 
existing wells, and delivery by water truck to supply water needs at the trailheads. 

Please also see Response to Comment I481-3 above and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response. 
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Response to Comment I481-6 

The commenter summarizes various sections of the Draft SEIR and expresses concern about traffic and 
circulation, specifically with reference to accidents and hazards on Cramer Road. 

Comments noted. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The Draft SEIR has been 
prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the potential impacts have been thoroughly analyzed, and 
appropriate mitigation measures have been proposed. No further response is required.  

The commenter expresses concerns about bicycles on Cramer Road; however, notes that they have only seen one 
bicycle on the road in 30 years. 

Bicycle use of public roadways is allowed by the State Vehicle Code. Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, 
Circulation, and Parking for additional discussion of bicycle safety and statistics. 

The commenter questions why the speed limit has not been reduced in this area.  

Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. The master response specifically addresses 
safety, speed limit enforcement and design issues associated with the roads in the project area. 

The commenter expresses concerns about evacuation plans for wildfires and improvements to on site access roads 
to parking lots and trail heads for emergency responders. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response for a discussion of evacuation plans. 

The commenter asks the question, “Most traffic using Bell or Cramer but very little traffic on Bell Road (from 
Lone Star to Cramer) and Bell Road at Joeger to Cramer is almost the same as Cramer from Bell to SR 49”? 

Based on comparable travel times along each route, traffic destined for the Harvego Ranch Preserve area from 
most points of origin is expected to primarily use Lone Star Road. Similarly, the shortest route to the Twilight 
Ride area makes use of Cramer Road and then turns left. As a result, the volume of project traffic on Bell Road 
between the Cramer Road and Lone Star Road is less than at other locations. 

The commenter asks the questions, “Changes to SR 49 would reduce traffic on Cramer headed to Twilight Ride 
so why is there a proposed left-hand turn lane on Bell if traffic was arriving via Cramer”? 

Based on identified funding, the Draft SEIR traffic analysis did not assume that access to SR 49 would be limited 
at the Cramer Road intersection at the time that the analysis was conducted. The volume of traffic turning left into 
the Twilight Ride access under those conditions created the need for a left turn lane. 

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

Response to Comment I481-7 

The commenter expresses concerns about land use and agricultural resources.  

Please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility and Master Response 5 – Agriculture.  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-1669 Responses to Comments 

The commenter states that the Twilight Ride parking area will provide 400 parking spaces.  

Per Table 3-1 and the discussion of the Twilight Ride parking area on pages 3-36 through 3-42, a total of 140 
parking spaces would be available at the Twilight Ride parking area. 

Response to Comment I481-8 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 
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2.7.482 LETTER I482 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I482: DANIEL BERLANT, GREATER AUBURN AREA FIRE SAFE 
COUNCIL 

Response to Comment I482-1 

The commenter writes to provide public comment on the Draft SEIR, specifically to urge the County to take 
additional wildfire mitigation efforts. The commenter states that over the past couple of years, they have heard 
concerns about the elevated fires risk as a result of the expansion project and received input from residents, 
officials from CAL FIRE/Placer County Fire, as well as the County Parks Administrator. The commenter is aware 
of the devastating effects of wildfires and the critical importance in preparing for and preventing wildfires and 
that the region is not immune to the dangers posed by wildfires.  

Comment noted. No further response required. 

Response to Comment I482-2 

The commenter supports the mitigation efforts outlined in Chapter 16 of the Draft SEIR including 1) curtailing 
construction and maintenance activities during high risk wildfire periods; 2) on-site water during construction and 
maintenance activities; and 3) purchase of one light rescue vehicle. 

Commenter expresses support for the mitigation efforts outline in Chapter 16 of the Draft SEIR. No further 
response required. 

Response to Comment I482-3 

The commenter urges the County to add the following items summarized below to the formal Mitigation 
Measures: 

1. Livestock grazing. 
2. Park closure on extreme fire weather days. 
3. Ongoing funding for fuels reduction. 

Regarding livestock grazing, please see Master Response 5 – Agriculture.  

Regarding park closures on extreme fire weather days, please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and 
Emergency Response. Placer County utilizes an adaptive program to implement closures on high fire danger days 
and this program would continue although it may be modified as new information becomes available. 

Regarding funding for fuels reduction, please see Response to Comment I473-13. The Board of Supervisors has 
increased appropriations to the Parks Division for fuels management, tree work, and trail maintenance. Placer 
County currently implements some of these activities, but the requested actions are subject to future funding 
allocations by the Board. Although desirable, this project cannot commit future boards to fund activities that are 
not required to mitigate impacts of the project. 

Response to Comment I482-4 

The commenter states that they stand ready to continue to support County efforts in preventing wildfires. 

Comment noted. No further response required. 
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