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LETTER 146: MURPHY, ROD 
 
Response to Comment 146-1 
 
The traffic noise level increase along Sierra College Boulevard associated with the 
proposed project is identified in Table 4.6-4 as ranging from 0.1 to 0.8 dB. Noise level 
increases in this range are not considered to be audible, and therefore not considered to be 
significant. As a result, no adverse noise impacts were identified for the existing residents 
located adjacent to Sierra College Boulevard. Noise barriers were recommended for the 
proposed Clover Valley residential uses to be located adjacent to Sierra College 
Boulevard because noise levels are predicted to exceed the City noise standards 
applicable to new residential uses. This situation is consistent with the application of the 
City noise standards for any new residential development within the City limits. 
 
Response to Comment 146-2 
 
The cumulative impact assessment section contemplates development of other projects as 
well, such as Bickford Ranch. 
 
Response to Comment 146-3 
 
The change in LOS for the westbound approach to the intersection of Sierra College 
Boulevard and Del Mar Avenue from “C” to “D” is not considered a significant impact 
because the standard of significance for intersection operations is based on the overall 
level of service.  For unsignalized intersections, a level of service is computed based 
upon the overall weighted average delay of all traffic utilizing the intersection.  While 
side-street delay will increase at this location, LOS “D” operations are not uncommon for 
stop sign approaches to unsignalized intersections.  The increase in traffic at this location 
will not result in any undue safety issues. 
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LETTER 147: NEWINGTON, BETSY 
 
Response to Comment 147-1 
 
The comment notes that native plantings will attract and provide food and cover for 
wildlife. However, the landscapes within privately owned yards will not be restricted by 
the project. The comment further notes that lawns near Clover Valley Creek would 
contribute to herbicide and insecticide runoff into the creek that would poison drinking 
water. Impacts related to residential runoff are addressed in Impact 4.8-35, which finds 
that even with the implementation of erosion and sediment control measures listed in 
4.11MM-3 and 4.8MM-8, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. If the project 
were approved, the City Council would be required to issue a statement of overriding 
considerations acknowledging these impacts and explaining the reasoning behind their 
determination that the benefits of the proposed project would outweigh the impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 147-2 
 
See Section 2 of Master Response 11 – Hydrology and Water Quality. 
 
Response to Comment 147-3 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 147-4 
 
The DEIR notes that cultural resources impacts will be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level by implementation of Impacts 4.7MM-1(a) through 4.7MM-1(c). The 
suggestions offered by the commenter are not considered necessary to reduce impacts to 
cultural resources to a level below the threshold of significance. 
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LETTER 148: O’DEEGAN FAMILY, THE 
 
Response to Comment 148-1 and 148-2 
 
These issues will be handled in the course of preparation and implementation of the 
Historic Properties Management Plan, reviewed by cultural resource professionals. See 
Master Response 7 -  Cultural Resources for further explanation of the federal NHPA 
Section 106 process.. The Cultural and Paleontological Resources section of the RDEIR 
satisfies CEQA. The City has conducted a thorough deliberative review of the cultural 
resources and impacts thereto which is reflected in the RDEIR. The RDEIR provides 
historical and ethnographic context with which to understand the significance of the 
resources. (RDEIR 4.7-1 – 21) Contents of the 33 cultural resources are reported at Table 
4.7-2. Standards of significance and applicable law and regulation are reported. (RDEIR 
4.7-26 – 30) The RDEIR explains the methodology used to assess resources. (RDEIR 4.7 
– 30) Impacts to cultural resources are described generally because, as explained in 
Master Response CR-2, confidentiality is a means of protecting the integrity of the sites 
from vandalism and looting. Mitigation measures appear at 4.7-34, 4.7-38, 39. Master 
Response CR-1 explains further how the federal NHPA Section 106 process will develop 
additional mitigation for construction impacts and management measures to provide 
ongoing protection of sites that will not be impacted. 
 
Moreover, it is important to note that the federal NHPA Section 106 process is designed 
to ensure history is not “lost”. The State Office of Historic Preservation will evaluate the 
impact to each site individually and develop an appropriate mitigation measure. One 
commonly imposed means of mitigation is excavation of sufficient material to exhaust 
the archaeological contribution of a site. 
 
Response to Comment 148-3 
 
The Army Corps of Engineers and Office of Historic Preservation are satisfied with the 
work conducted to date.  Therefore, the City does not see a need for additional studies. 
See Master Response 7 - Cultural Resources regarding confidentiality. Commentor 
requests a new cultural survey be performed on the basis that the 2002 Peak & 
Associates’ Determination of Eligibility reported excavations were conducted only in 
areas in the path of construction. A new survey is not called for. Excavation limited to 
areas proposed for construction is consistent with modern archaeological practice and 
State law: “Excavation as mitigation shall be restricted to those parts of the unique 
archaeological resource that would be damaged or destroyed by the project.” (Pub. 
Resources Code § 21083.2(d)) Additionally, pursuant to the federal NHPA, the Corps 
and the State Office of Historic Preservation will review the proposed construction 
impacts on each site and require additional excavation if the agencies believe a site may 
yield additional information. 
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Response to Comment 148-4 
 
The commenter speculates that a conflict of interest exists for Peaks and Associates; 
however, all documents to date and in the future will be reviewed by two impartial 
agencies: the Army Corps of Engineers and the OHP.  These reviews ensure accuracy. 
 
Response to Comment 148-5 
 
See Response to Comment 148-1. The RDEIR at 4.7-33 notes that the project has been 
revised to avoid and protect resources. A minimum setback of 100 feet from all cultural 
sites is not feasible because it would preclude installation of required fire access roads 
and other necessary infrastructure. Moreover, it is important to note that CEQA does not 
prohibit adverse effects to cultural resources but requires mitigation to the extent 
resources are not preserved: “To the extent that unique archaeological resources are not 
preserved in place or not left in an undisturbed state, mitigation measures shall be 
required . . .” (Pub. Resources Code § 21083.2(c)) 
 
Response to Comment 148-6 
 
See Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 148-7 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 148-8 
 
Impacts to special-status fish, including Central Valley steelhead trout, would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
4.8MM-15(a) and (b), which include implementation of the terms and conditions of the 
NOAA Fisheries Biological Opinion.  
 
Regarding impacts to riparian and seasonal wetland habitat see Response to Comment 
10-8. 
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LETTER 149: ODZAJ, JOSIP 
 
Response to Comment 149-1 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 149-2 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  
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LETTER 150: OLSEN, ELEANOR 
 
Response to Comment 150-1 
 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 150-2 
 
It should be noted that the smaller lot sizes enable more land to remain in open space. 
This issue was addressed on page 4.2-10 of the Land Use chapter in the DEIR, which 
notes that the proposed General Plan Amendment would “allow for more open space and 
less residential development” than the current land use designations provide. Because the 
reason for the fence suggestion is not provided, the intent of the comment is unknown, 
and a response is therefore not possible.   
 
Response to Comment 150-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. 


