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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S1: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE (CDFW) 

Response to Comment S1-1 

The commenter states the roles of CDFW as a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency. No response is 
required. 

Response to Comment S1-2 

The commenter summarizes the project description. No response is required. 

Response to Comment S1-3 

The commenter describes the proposed Placer County Conservation Project (PCCP) and how it may be used for 
mitigation and suggests a specific discussion of the Project’s consistency with the PCCP.  

The PCCP is described in detail on page 12-38 of the Draft SEIR and using the PCCP as mitigation options is 
described in detail in several of the biological mitigation measures. To clarify the consistency, the following 
sentence has been added to the second paragraph of Section 12.4.3 Issues not discussed further on page 12-41 of 
the Subsequent DEIR: 

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

Response to Comment S1-4 

The commenter recommends the paragraph noted be altered in Mitigation Measures 12-1 through 12-5 and 12.7.  

The revised language has been incorporated. Please see Chapter 3 of this final SEIR. The revised 
language has also been incorporated into Mitigation Measures 12-1 through 12-5 and 12.7 in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in Chapter 4 of this Final SEIR. 

Response to Comment S1-5 

The commenter notes that the status of the Feather River and Northern Sierra clades of foothill yellow-legged frog 
(FYLF) has changed to be listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 

Table 12-3 has been updated to reflect this change in status of FYLF. Please see Chapter 3 of this 
Final SEIR. 

Response to Comment S1-6 

The commenter discusses acquiring “take” authorization via the PCCP or CESA or avoiding “take” altogether. 
The commenter recommends that the Draft SEIR clearly describe how take will be avoided if take authorization 
will not be obtained. 
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The commenter also notes that capture and relocation is considered “take” and that CDFW cannot approve it for 
FYLF unless the project has the appropriate take authorization. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

The County believes that Mitigation Measure S12-4, as included in the Draft SEIR and stated 
below lays out a clear plan to assess habitat, and avoid or minimize impact, or obtain a “take” 
permit, if necessary. No revisions to the language are necessary. 

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

The County and its contractor shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
foothill yellow-legged frogs and northwestern pond turtles: 

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

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

• If aquatic habitat for foothill yellow-legged frog and/or northwestern pond turtle is present at work 
sites, the County shall minimize impacts on these species by implementing the following measures: 

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

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

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

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

• Alternatively, the County may purchase credit for permanently lost habitat at an approved mitigation 
bank.  

• In the event the Placer County Conservation Program is adopted prior to submittal of improvement 
plans for this project or prior to the project’s own State and federal permits being obtained for effects 
associated with listed species and their habitats, waters of the State, and waters of the U.S., then 
Mitigation Measure S12-4 may be replaced with the PCCP’s mitigation fees and conditions on 
covered activities to address this resource impact and avoidance and minimization measures as set 
forth in the PCCP implementation document to the extent compliance with the PCCP provides equal 
or greater mitigation or reduction in the significance of impacts. If PCCP enrollment is chosen 
and/or required by the State and federal agencies as mitigation for one or more biological resource 
area impacts, then the PCCP avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures shall apply only to 
those species, habitat types, and waters that are covered by the PCCP. 

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

Response to Comment S1-7 

Mitigation Measure S12-4 calls for a habitat assessment, as desired by the commenter.  

Any habitat assessment would be conducted by qualified biologists according to the latest 
published protocols. No revisions to the mitigation measure are necessary. 

Response to Comment S1-8 

The commenter notes Fish and Game Code regarding the protection of birds and the federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. The commenter recommends that nesting bird surveys be completed by a qualified biologist familiar 
with local bird species within three (3) days prior to commencing Project activities, rather than within two weeks 
as required by Mitigation Measure S12-5.  

The following change has been made to the first bullet of Mitigation Measure S12-5. This change 
has also been incorporated into the MMRP (Chapter 4). 

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

The County and its contractors shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on 
raptors and other nesting birds during construction: 

If construction activities or vegetation removal, including tree and shrub removal, occurs between 
February 15 and August 31, a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting birds in the 
proposed construction area and 500 feet beyond the project construction footprint. Surveys shall 
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be conducted no more than two weeks 3 days before the start of the activity. If no active nests are 
found, no further mitigation is required, unless construction activities cease for a period of 2 
weeks or more. Another pre-construction survey shall be conducted as described above if a lapse 
in construction activities of two weeks or more occurs.  

Response to Comment S1-9 

The commenter is concerned that Mitigation Measure S12-5 may not protect nesting golden eagles and other fully 
protected species since surveys would only be conducted within 500 feet of construction. The commenter 
recommends that surveys for golden eagle, white‐tailed kite, American peregrine falcon, and California black rail 
nests be conducted in all areas within 0.25 mile of the construction site and its access routes, and that the Draft 
SEIR include specific measures to avoid disturbing these species’ nests. 

Mitigation Measure S12-5 has been amended as follows: 

If an active golden eagle nest, white tailed kite, American peregrine falcon, or California black rail is 
located within 0.25-mile of public trails or roads that will be used during construction construction access 
routes or construction sites, the County shall: 

o Notify CDFW of the nest within one working day of discovery of the nest; and 
o Implement recommendations from CDFW to avoid disturbance to golden eagle nesting activities. 

Response to Comment S1-10 

Because the Fish and Game Code protections for nesting and migratory birds apply regardless of the time of year, 
and a few bird species (e.g., Anna’s hummingbird) may nest during the winter and fall months, the commenter 
recommends revisions. 

Mitigation Measure S12‐5 has been amended as follows: 

• If an active nest is discovered outside of the typical nesting season, it should be avoided using the same 
avoidance measures that would be applied during the typical nesting season until such time as the young 
have fully fledged and are foraging independently of their parents. 

This change has also been incorporated into the MMRP (Chapter 4). 

Response to Comment S1-11 

The commenter requests that any special‐status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys 
be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 

Any special-status species and natural communities detected during Project surveys will be 
reported to the CNDDB, as is standard County practice. 

Response to Comment S1-12 

The commenter notes required filing fees to be paid to CDFW for the Project, as proposed.  
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The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment S1-13 

The commenter requests written notification of proposed actions and pending decisions regarding the proposed 
project be directed to California Department of Fish and Wildlife North Central Region. The commenter states 
that CDFW personnel are available for consultation regarding biological resources and strategies to minimize 
and/or mitigate impacts and provides a contact person.  

Comments noted. No further response required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER S2: CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 

Response to Comment S2-1 

The commenter states that a Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) permit and other federal, state, and 
local permits may be required for the proposed project if working within the Board’s jurisdiction, which includes 
all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, and the Tulare and Buena Vista basins 
south of the San Joaquin River. The County will obtain all necessary permits prior to working in CVFPB 
jurisdiction and/or other federal, state, and local jurisdictions. 
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2.4 RESPONSES TO LOCAL AGENCIES COMMENTS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L1: PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

Response to Comment L1-1 

The commenter notes that the Draft SEIR does not address emissions due to open burning for vegetation 
management. Currently, the current practice for vegetation management involves only mechanical means and 
grazing. If the County decides it would be beneficial to utilize open burning techniques for vegetation 
management, the County would seek a permit from Placer County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), and the 
burning would be conducted in conjunction with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE)/Placer County Fire Department. 

Response to Comment L1-2 

The commenter notes that if burning could be an option for the Project’s construction and maintenance activities 
for vegetation, the Draft SEIR should add District Rules 301-304. The County is not currently considering 
burning but the County will follow applicable rules and regulations required by the District if burning is 
considered in the future. Mitigation Measure S9-2: List Standard Air Quality Notes on Grading and Improvement 
Plans requires compliance with Rule 304 for any future activities, including burning. 

Response to Comment L1-3 

The commenter requests the County keep in mind that landscape resiliency to fire in important when increasing 
vegetation and replanting trees. Comment noted.  

Response to Comment L1-4 

The commenter is concerned with dust that could be created from gravel roads or parking areas. PM10 emissions 
from vehicle traffic on gravel parking areas and roads would be negligible compared to baseline conditions due to 
the low vehicle speeds (typically less than 25 miles per hour [mph]) and the small number of vehicles that would 
utilize these facilities.  

Response to Comment L1-5 

The commenter notes corrections are needed in section 9.2.3. There are two sections in Chapter 9.0, both listed as 
section 9.2.3. This typographical error has been corrected in Chapter 3 of this FSEIR – Revisions to the Draft 
SEIR. The Draft SEIR addresses Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) in Section 5.2.6 and again in Section 9.3.1. 
This typographical error in Section 5.2.6 has been corrected in Chapter 3 of this Final SEIR – Revisions to the 
Draft SEIR to reflect that NOA is also discussed in Section 9.3.1. 

Response to Comment L1-6 

The commenter recommends moving the discussion of the Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) 
from Section 5.3.1 to Section 9.3. Section 5.3.1 discusses the applicable requirements of the Asbestos Airborne 
Toxic Control Measure and Section 9.3 discusses the application of the Asbestos ATCM to the proposed project. 
This is an appropriate organization of the information. No change to the document is required.  
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Response to Comment L1-7 

The commenter recommends that the proposed infrastructure, including parking lots and trails, be overlaid on the 
North Auburn NOA mapping to determine exactly which parts of the proposed project are in areas most likely to 
contain NOA and then re-evaluated the mitigation measures to make sure they are sufficient to mitigate the 
impact to less-than-significant.  

The Draft SEIR evaluated the potential that the proposed project construction activities could potentially increase 
exposure to NOA. The proposed Mitigation Measure 9-1 addresses the potential exposure to NOA if it is present 
in the project area and would require the development of a plan to address the hazard if it is present. This 
mitigation measure would apply to any new construction affecting greater than 1 acre, including parking areas and 
trails, included in the proposed project. The North Auburn and Vicinity Naturally Occurring (NOA) Hazard Map 
will be consulted during the planning of project implementation to develop the testing plan. The County believes 
that these measures are sufficient to reduce the impact to less than significant if the new construction overlaps the 
hazard areas identified in the map provided in Comment L1-7. No additional revisions to the SEIR are required to 
address the potential impact of NOA.  

The commenter expresses concern that ongoing use of trails may expose foot, bicycle, and equestrian traffic to 
soil containing NOA. Mitigation Measure 9-1 is amended to add the following: 

If asbestos containing soil is found on trail surfaces, the asbestos dust control plan shall include 
provisions including capping or other treatment of trail surfaces to avoid exposure by trail users. 

Response to Comment L1-8 

The commenter recommends Mitigation Measures 9-1 be edited to clarify the requirements for the Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan and the reuse of any onsite materials that contain asbestos in concentrations greater than 5 
percent. 

Mitigation Measure 9-1 is described in Section 9.5 of the Draft SEIR. The measure includes the requirement for 
the Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan to be reviewed and approved by the District. The mitigation measure has been 
modified to include the additional clarifications regarding use of tested material with greater than 5 percent 
concentrations of asbestos as recommended by the District: 

 If asbestos is found in concentrations greater than 5 percent, the material shall not be used as surfacing 
material as stated in state regulation CCR Title 17 Section 93106 (“Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure-Asbestos Containing Serpentine”). The material with naturally-occurring asbestos can be reused 
at the site for sub-grade material covered by other non-asbestos-containing material in accordance with 
Placer County APCD Rule 228 and Section 93105, Title 17, California Code of Regulation (CCR) by the 
California Air Resources Board per Health and safety Code Section 39666. 
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2.5 RESPONSES TO TRIBAL COMMENTS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER T1: SHINGLE SPRINGS BAND OF MIWOK INDIANS 

Response to Comment T1-1 

The commenter is not aware of any known cultural resources on the project site; however, they would like to have 
continued consultation through updates, as the project progresses. Comment noted. No further response required. 

Response to Comment T1-2 

The commenter requests any and all completed record searches or surveys that were done in or around the project 
area, including environmental, archaeological and cultural reports. If new information or human remains are 
found during the progress of the project, the commenter requests the ability to go over their process with the 
County to protect important and sacred artifacts (especially near rivers and streams). If Native American remains 
are discovered, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will assign a Most Likely 
Descendant (MLD), who may or may not be a Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians tribal member. The 
County will coordinate with Shingle Springs if remains are discovered, but decisions regarding treatment and 
disposition of the remains would lie with the MLD. 

The County will coordinate with the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians to provide the requested survey and 
record search information. Please see the Draft SEIR Section 6.4 “Impacts” in Chapter 6.0 “Cultural and Tribal 
Cultural Resources” for a discussion of potential impacts to Tribal resources. Please see the Draft SEIR Section 
6.5 “Mitigation Measures” for a discussion on mitigation to avoid and minimize impacts to Tribal resources. 
These include the following mitigation measures: 

► Mitigation Measure 6-1: Design Project to Avoid Potentially Significant Direct Impacts to Cultural Resources 
and Actively Monitor Resources for Indirect Impacts (applies to Impact 6-1) 

► Mitigation Measure 6-2: Protect Previously Unknown Cultural Resources (applies to Impact 6-2) 

► Mitigation Measure 6-3: Stop Potentially Damaging Work if Human Remains are Uncovered during 
Construction (applies to Impact 6-3) 

► Mitigation Measure S6-4: Post Ground-Disturbance Site Visit (applies to Impact 6-4) 

The County will coordinate with the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians if any unanticipated remains or new 
information is identified during the implementation of the proposed project.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER T2: UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY 

Response to Comment T2-1 

The commenter requested a timeline for the initiation of ground disturbing activities and notes that they would 
need at least a week notice for a post ground-disturbance site visit to be sure to have a Tribal Monitor or 
representative available (Mitigation Measure S6-4). 

The County does not have a schedule for the proposed project construction activities at this time. However, 
consistent with Mitigation Measure S6-4, the County will notify and provide the opportunity for the tribes to 
conduct site visits for Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) subsequent to any grading and no less than one week 
prior to general public access. 

Response to Comment T2-2 

The commenter notes that all current and future IS/MNDs or EIRs have a stand-alone TCRs chapter (Assembly 
Bill [AB] 52) from Cultural Resources, as shown in the CEQA Guidelines.  

The original NOP for the proposed project was released January 2017, followed by a Revised NOP in June 2018.  

The Draft SEIR followed the outline of the 2010 EIR for the project, which did not include a separate Tribal 
Cultural Resources section. The impact evaluation and the mitigation measures were updated in the Draft SEIR to 
be consistent with the current Appendix G Guidelines that include the AB 52 framework. No additional changes 
are required for consistency with the Appendix G Guidelines. 
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2.6 RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS 

  



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-56 

2.6.1 LETTER O1 

 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-57 Responses to Comments 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O1: ALLIANCE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP (AEL) 

Response to Comment O1-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. Please see Master Response 1 – Public 
Comment Process. 

The commenter is also concerned about other projects listed in their letter. 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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2.6.2 LETTER O2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O2: AUBURN TRAILS ALLIANCE (ATA) 

Response to Comment O2-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O2-2 

The commenter expresses concern about emergency response. Park Rangers are often the first responders to 911 
calls due to heat exhaustion. Often, the incident is minor, and the reporting party is given water by the Park 
Rangers and is transported up to the parking area, negating the need for the Placer County Fire Department/CAL 
FIRE to arrive at the scene. If further medical response is required, the Park Rangers contact the Placer County 
Fire Department/CAL FIRE for assistance. The County has a “Know Before You Go” informational video on the 
Hidden Falls Regional Park website which discusses preparing for a visit to the park by wearing appropriate 
hiking clothing, bringing water and sunscreen. Additionally, the County is currently working with a consultant to 
create new signage for the Park which includes information on the uphill climb from the falls area to the parking 
area. Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment O2-3 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O3: BACK COUNTRY HORSEMEN OF CALIFORNIA (BCHC) 

Response to Comment O3-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The commenter expresses desire for expanded and separated equestrian parking areas. Schematic design for 
equestrian parking areas may be viewed in Exhibits (3-14 and 3-16) of Chapter 3.0 of the Draft SEIR.  

Commenter expresses concern over the use of e-bikes within the Project. This comment is not directed at the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. However, 
the use of e-bikes is a management issue for the County and will be addressed on a County-wide basis including 
data gathering and recommendation by the Placer County Parks Commission taking into consideration public 
input and state and federal regulations relating to the use of e-bikes on all types of trails. The timeline for 
completion of data gathering and consideration of e-bike policy is unknown at the time of publication of the Final 
SEIR. Depending on the conclusions and recommendations of the Parks Commission, the Board of Supervisors 
may be asked to consider adoption of a policy regarding use of e-bikes within Placer County public recreation 
areas. 

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O4: DEFEND GRANITE BAY (DGB) 

Response to Comment O4-1 

The commenter expresses concern about the public comment process. Please see Master Response 1 – Public 
Comment Process. 

Response to Comment O4-2 

The commenter expresses concerns regarding funding of the proposed project. The purpose of the Draft SEIR is 
to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical environment. The CEQA guidelines state 
that “An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment” 
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). The Draft SEIR is not intended to evaluate funding or other 
economic impacts. While economic impacts are not within the purview of CEQA analysis, the County has reliable 
experience and data on the cost of development and ongoing maintenance at HFRP and is committed to 
identification of funding prior to development and opening of any phases of the Project. 

Response to Comment O4-3 

The commenter expresses concerns about the use of private roads to access to the park expansion. As described in 
Chapter 8.0 “Transportation and Circulation,” Section 8.2.1, “Roadways,” The County has rights of public access 
to Auburn Valley Road through either an offer of dedication or easements.  

Big Hill Road and County Club Lane are private roadways and are not proposed for public access to the Project. 
Please see Master Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking discussion of Management of Visitor Parking. 

Response to Comment O4-4 

The commenter expresses concern about funding of sheriff and the fire department. Please see Response to 
Comment O4-2 regarding funding. 

Response to Comment O4-5 

Please see Response to Comment O4-2 regarding funding. 

The commenter expresses concern about ecological impacts. Please see Draft SEIR Section 12.4 “Impacts” in 
Chapter 12.0 “Biological Resources” for an analysis of impacts to biological resources. 

Response to Comment O4-6 

The commenter expresses concern about funding. Please see Response to Comment O4-2 regarding funding. 

Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response for additional information regarding 
fire and safety concerns. 

Response to Comment O4-7 

The commenter states Alternative 2 – Reduced Trailhead Amenities should be selected, at minimum. Comment 
noted. No further response is required. 
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Regarding up front financial commitment and long-term maintenance costs, please see Response to Comment O4-
2 regarding funding. 

Response to Comment O4-8 

The commenter expresses concern about traffic impacts. As noted in the Draft SEIR on page 8-22, mitigation 
measures to reduce VMT in rural areas are limited and most have negligible effects. The online reservation 
system has proven to be an effective management tool which serves to both limit trips and encourage carpooling 
among visitors. However, the parking reservation system is identified as part of the project description. While 
effective in controlling VMT’s the system cannot be classified as a mitigation measure unless it results in 
additional VMT reductions beyond the system described in the project description. 

Induced VMT refers to latent demand that is served after the supply of a good or service is expanded or increased. 
The proposed project will increase the supply of available hiking trails in HFRP and the Trails Expansion areas, 
resulting in increased visitors to the park. The SEIR does account for VMT associated with the increase of visitors 
to the park, which could also be called induced VMT. 

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

Response to Comment O4-9 

Please see Response to Comment O4-7. 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 O4-10 

The commenter requests the Planning Commission select the no project alternative or request a continuance. 
Comment noted. No further response required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O5: FOLSOM AUBURN TRAIL RIDERS ACTION COALITION 
(FATRAC) 

Response to Comment O5-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O5-2 

The commenter has some concerns regarding the high percentage of equestrian parking spaces planned for the 
Bell Road/Twilight Rides trail head. Commenter also recommends an adaptive management approach to use 
impacts from all trailheads. Adaptive management, by nature, responds to unforeseen conditions and cannot be 
prescribed in advanced detail. As an example of adaptive management near the existing Mears Place entrance, the 
County is implementing a plan in 2020 to remove social trails (non-sanctioned trails constructed by users) and 
provide physical deterrents and education on the damage caused by social trails. The reservation system has also 
been used for adaptive management to unforeseen situations such as COVID-19 response. The County is 
committed to adaptive management for the existing HFRP and Trails Expansion areas.  

Response to Comment O5-3 

Please see Response to Comment O5-1.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O6: GOLD COUNTRY TRAIL COUNCIL (GCTC) 

Response to Comment O6-1 

The commenter expresses support for the complete buildout of the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O6-2 

The commenter believes the full buildout of the project will meet the overall threshold of less than significant 
impacts and that the Draft SEIR adequately addresses areas of significant environmental effects and meets the 
County General Plan goals. 

Response to Comment O6-3 

The commenter expresses concern about how VMT was explained in the Draft FEIR. Please see Master Response 
3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment O6-4 

The commenter proposes that Phase 1 and 2 of the Harvego Bear River Preserve be combined; and would also 
support Phase 3 and 4 being combined.  

Comment noted. No further response required. 

Response to Comment O6-5 

The commenter supports the conclusions of the Draft SEIR page 18-12 regarding risk from wildfire.  

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O6-6 

The commenter supports the full Project Description and expresses the concern that Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would 
not meet General Plan goals, or parking demand.  

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O6-7 

The commenter expressed the opinion that the visual impact at Garden Bar Road would be temporary and 
justified by the benefit of the road safety improvements.  

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O6-8 

The commenter supports the adoption of the Draft SEIR as proposed with a full buildout option.  
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The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O6-9 

The commenter points out the economic benefits of equestrian activity to Placer County. The purpose of the Draft 
SEIR is to identify the significant effects of the proposed project on the physical environment and the Draft SEIR 
is not intended to address social or economic impacts. This is consistent with CEQA guidelines stating that “An 
economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment” (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15382). No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O7: GOLD COUNTRY TRAIL COUNCIL (GCTC) 

Response to Comment O7-1 

The commenter expresses support for the full buildout of the project with the understanding that the County will 
work with the Placer Land Trust to ensure design and construction is compatible with conservation objectives. In 
addition, based on the methods and criteria adopted by Placer County, the HFRP Trails Expansion Project’s 
cumulative impact to the SR 49/Lone Star Road and the SR 49/Cramer Road intersections are significant.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O8: GOLD COUNTRY TRAIL COUNCIL (GCTC) 

Response to Comment O8-1 

The commenter expresses support for the complete buildout of the project and supports the overall findings of the 
Draft SEIR as being less than significant.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O9: LOOMIS BASIN HORSEMEN’S ASSOCIATION (LBHA) 

Response to Comment O9-1 

The commenter introduces the association and objectives and welcomes a second larger parking area at Twilight 
Ride. The commenter expresses some concern regarding VMT versus LOS. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Traffic, Circulation, and Parking. 

Response to Comment O9-2 

The commenter agrees that the danger of wildfire has been addressed in the Draft SEIR. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment O9-3 

The commenter enthusiastically supports the project and encourages the County to work closely with Placer Land 
Trust (PLT).  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O10: MTB EXPERIENCE 

Response to Comment O10-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O11: PLACER COUNTY FARM BUREAU (PCFB) 

Response to Comment O11-1 

The commenter introduces the organization and expresses concern with non-agricultural easements and the 
project taking land out of agricultural use.  

Please see the Impact Analysis for Impacts 4-1 through 4-4 (pages 4-12 through 4-18) in the Draft SEIR and 
Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment O11-2 

The commenter questions whether the project conforms to the local general plan. Please see Master Response 5 – 
Agriculture.  

The commenter expresses concerns regarding incompatible land uses, crime, and garbage. Please see Master 
Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility. 

Response to Comment O11-3 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O11-4 

Please see Response to Comment O11-1. Additionally, please see Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility 
regarding issues of trash, trespassing, and theft, and Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O12: PEOPLE FOR BIKES (PFB) 

Response to Comment O12-1 

The commenter expresses a desire to use of e-bikes within the Project trail system. This comment is not directed 
at the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. 
However, the use of e-bikes is a management issue for the County and will be addressed on a County wide basis 
including data gathering and recommendation by the Placer County Parks Commission taking into consideration 
public input and state and federal regulations relating to the use of e-bikes on all types of trails. The timeline for 
completion of data gathering and consideration of e-bike policy is unknown at the time of publication of the Final 
SEIR. Depending on the conclusions and recommendations of the Parks Commission, the Board of Supervisors 
may be asked to consider adoption of a policy regarding use of e-bikes within Placer County public recreation 
areas. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O13: PLACER TRAILS 

Response to Comment O13-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O13-2 

The commenter believes that the public benefits of the project are clear and there is strong public support for the 
project. Please see Response to Comment O13-1. 

Response to Comment O13-3 

The commenter believes that the public investment in the project will pay off. Please see Response to Comment 
O13-1. 

Response to Comment O13-4 

The commenter expresses support for the full build out of the project and certification of the Draft SEIR.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O13-5 

The commenter believes that alternatives to the proposed project are less desirable. Comment noted. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment O13-6 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O14: PLACER LAND TRUST 

Response to Comment O14-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project.  

The support is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-2 

The commenter describes the public benefits of the project. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-3 

The commenter notes that the potential impacts found to be less than significant cover most concerns expressed 
by the public and PLT concurs with these findings. PLT recommends against the reliance on VMT and agrees 
with the finding of less than significant impact based on traffic LOS. Comment noted. Please see Master 
Response 3 – Traffic, Circulation, and Parking for a further discussion on VMT. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-4 

The commenter discusses Unavoidable Significant Impact 7-3 (Visual Resources). 

Regarding Impact 7-3, PLT recommends that if full build out of the project is approved, conditions are carefully 
monitored as the project progresses over time to assess the need for Phases 2 and 3 at Garden Bar and that the 
County strive to find a superior approach to maximize the protection of oak woodlands and the scenic character of 
the area. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-5 

The commenter discusses Unavoidable Significant Impact 8-3 (Traffic). 

Regarding Impact 8-3, PLT recommends the County consider public access and transportation in light of the 
County’s Sustainability Plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for whichever project is selected (proposed 
project or an alternative). 

Prior to the implementation of the reservation system, the County evaluated 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.  

Response to Comment O14-6 

The commenter expresses concern about over-development and over-use of the new trail system but points out 
management strategies to address these concerns. Comment noted. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment O14-7 

The commenter discussed the steps that they believe are required of PLT and the County to effectively manage 
the shared decision-making needed for the project. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-8 

The commenter supports the full project as proposed if the project phasing is made subject to future PLT and 
County review, analysis, and approval based on the level of trail use on PLT preserves, the environmental impact 
from such use, demonstrated demand, and other key factors that the County and PLT identify. 

The commenter can support Alternative 2, should County decision-makers select it; however, public benefits are 
greatly reduced because total parking spaces are reduced by 60% compared to the proposed project, and some 
planned emergency access and restroom facilities are eliminated. 

The commenter can also support Alternative 3; however, they noted that the limited access at Garden Bar would 
leave the greatest concentration of trail users at the Mears and Twilight Ride access facilities and on the trails in 
that vicinity. 

Comments noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment O14-9 

The commenter concurs the Draft SEIR thoroughly documents that the impacts of the project can be reasonably 
managed and will be far more than offset by the many benefits of public access to PLT preserves. Comment 
noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O15: TAHOE CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION (TCA) 

Response to Comment O15-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the project.  

The opposition is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter expresses concerns about safety, fire, incompatible land uses, and crime. Please see Master 
Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency Response; Master Response 4 – Land Use Compatibility; and 
Master Response 5 – Agriculture. 

Response to Comment O15-2 

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

Response to Comment O15-3 

The commenter expresses concern about fire. Please see Master Response 2 – Wildfire, Safety, and Emergency 
Response.  

Response to Comment O15-4 

The commenter expresses concerns about crime and incompatible land uses. Please see Master Response 4 – Land 
Use Compatibility. 

The commenter also expresses concerns about conflicts with livestock and park visitors. Please see Master 
Response 5 – Agriculture. 

The commenter expresses concern about liability 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). No further response is required. 

  



Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR  AECOM 
 2-121 Responses to Comments 

2.6.16 LETTER O16 

 



AECOM  Hidden Falls Regional Park Trail Expansion Final SEIR 
Responses to Comments 2-122 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER O16: TRUCKEE TRAILS FOUNDATION (TTF) 

Response to Comment O16-1 

The commenter expresses support for the project. 

The support is noted. No further response is required. 


	2.3 RESPONSES TO STATE AGENCY COMMENTS
	2.3.1 Letter S1 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife
	2.3.2 Letter S2

	2.4 RESPONSES TO LOCAL AGENCIES COMMENTS
	2.4.1 Letter L1

	2.5 RESPONSES TO TRIBAL COMMENTS
	2.5.1 Letter T1
	2.5.2 Letter T2

	2.6 RESPONSES TO ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS
	2.6.1 Letter O1
	2.6.2 Letter O2
	2.6.3 Letter O3
	2.6.4 Letter O4
	2.6.5 Letter O5
	2.6.6 Letter O6
	2.6.7 Letter O7
	2.6.8 Letter O8
	2.6.9 Letter O9
	2.6.10 Letter O10
	2.6.11 Letter O11
	2.6.12 Letter O12
	2.6.13 Letter O13
	2.6.14 Letter O14
	2.6.15 Letter O15
	2.6.16 Letter O16


