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Letter 44: Sierra College ECOS Club 
 
Response to Comment 44-1 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 44-2 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 44-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 44-4 
 
Please refer to the response to comments 25-3, 40-2, and 40-5. 
 
Response to Comment 44-5 
 
As noted in the first paragraph of each technical subchapter of the RDEIR (Chapters 4.2 
through 4.12), “Pertinent comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) for the proposed project have been considered in this analysis.” For a list of NOP 
commenters and a synopsis of issues raised, please refer to pages 1-6 through 1-12 of the 
RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 44-6 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 44-7 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
 

3.3-405 

 

Letter 45 

45-1 

45-2 

45-3 



Final EIR 
Clover Valley LSLTSM 

June 2007 
 

Chapter 3.3 – Written Comments and Responses 
 

3.3-406 

LETTER 45: SIEMENS, MARK, CHIEF OF POLICE 
 
Response to Comment 45-1 
 
The comments do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 45-2 
 
The comments do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 45-3 
 
The comments do not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 46: STANTEC CONSULTING, INC. 
 
Response to Comment 46-1 
 
The commenter is correct in that currently the proposed project would result in the use of 
Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) retaining systems and not masonry walls. The first 
bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.3MM-7 is hereby changed as follows: 
 

All road crossings of Clover Valley Creek shall be bridged or arched culverts with 
masonry creek walls or other engineered retaining system found to be 
aesthetically comparable shall be used, to eliminate minimize fills into the 
riparian areas on and off the project site. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not result in any changes to the 
adequacy of the mitigation measure. In addition, the implementation of this change would 
help further reduce the aesthetic impacts related to this mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 46-2 
 
The commenter is correct that the proposed project would not include any levees or 
grading of the detention basins. The third bullet in mitigation measure 4.3MM-7 is 
hereby changed to delete the last sentence as follows: 
 

The shape of each basin and its dam and levee areas shall be graded in a non-
linear design to reduce the impression of a man-made structure and designed in 
conjunction with a licensed landscape architect; 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not result in any changes to the 
adequacy of the mitigation measure. 
 
Response to Comment 46-3 
 
The design guidelines for this project were adopted with the annexation of the property in 
1997. 
 
Response to Comment 46-4 
 
The commenter supports the possible restriction of sidewalks and states a desire to 
identify possible locations for the final improvement maps. 
 
Response to Comment 46-5 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
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Response to Comment 46-6 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 46-7 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 46-8 
 
The commentor is correct that the prohibition on construction during non-breeding times 
for fish would be overly inclusive and is overbroad. The first bullet in mitigation measure 
4.8MM-7 is hereby changed to delete the words and fish as follows: 
 

Construction shall occur during non-breeding times for raptors and fish; 
 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not result in any changes to the 
adequacy of the mitigation measure. 
 
Response to Comment 46-9 
 
The commenter is correct, for clarification purposes, the final paragraph of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8MM-10(a) is hereby changed as follows: 
 

If the above survey does not identify any nesting legally protected raptor species 
on-site, adjacent to the site, or at off-site proposed sewer line locations, further 
mitigation would not be required. However, should any legally protected raptor 
species be found nesting at any of the surveyed locations, the following mitigation 
measures shall be implemented. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not change any conclusions 
contained within the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 46-10 
 
The commentor suggests that the replacement vegetation ratio should be consistent with 
that required under the Corps Section 404 permit.  The last sentence of the third bullet in 
mitigation measure 4.8MM-15(a) is hereby changed as follows: 
 

All riparian vegetation that is removed or destroyed shall be replaced on site at a 
3:1 ratio at the replacement ratio specified in the approved Section 404 Corps 
permit issued for the project; 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not result in any changes to the 
adequacy of the mitigation measure. 
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Response to Comment 46-11 
 
The commenter is correct, for clarification purposes, the final paragraph of Mitigation 
Measure 4.8MM-15(b) is hereby changed as follows: 
 

The Corps City shall ensure that the VortechnicsTM or approved equivalent 
filtration system is maintained in perpetuity to ensure they are functioning 
properly to remove pollutants and protect water quality. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not change any conclusions 
contained within the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 46-12 
 
See Master Response 1 – Introduction for clarifying discussion of bridge and culvert 
terminology.  
 
Response to Comment 46-13 
 
The commenter is correct in identifying a misspelling on the second-to-last paragraph of 
page 2-77. The sentence is hereby changed as follows 
 

The primary goal of this mitigation measure is to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent praticable practicable. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not change any conclusions 
contained within the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 46-14 
 
The commenter is correct in that there is a numbering error for the figures in Chapter 3 of 
the DEIR. The numbering of the existing figures 3-4(a) through 3-10 are hereby changed 
to 3-4 through 3-15 as indicated below. This change also applies to the table of contents. 
 
Figure 3-4(a) is now Figure 3-4 
Figure 3-4(b) is now Figure 3-5 
Figure 3-4(c) is now Figure 3-6 
Figure 3-4(d) is now Figure 3-7 
Figure 3-4(e) is now Figure 3-8 
Figure 3-4(f) is now Figure 3-9 
Figure 3-5 is now Figure 3-10 
Figure 3-6(a) is now Figure 3-11(a) 
Figure 3-6(b) is now Figure 3-11(b) 
Figure 3-7 is now Figure 3-12 
Figure 3-8 is now Figure 3-13 
Figure 3-9 is now Figure 3-14 
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Figure 3-10 is now Figure 3-15 
 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not change any conclusions 
contained within the DEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 46-15 
 
The commenter is correct in identifying a typographical error in the second sentence 
following Table 3-3 on page 3-20 of the DEIR. The sentence is hereby changed as 
follows: 
 

Similarly, MDR (medium density residential) and PQP (public/quasi-public uses) 
uses would decrease from 5.2 percent and 1.8 percent of the total project area 
under the existing designations, relatively, to 4.5 percent and 1.0 percent under 
the proposed project, relatively. 

 
This change is for clarification purposes only and would not change any conclusions 
contained within the DEIR. 
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LETTER 47: SULLY, LYNNE, PLANNING COMMISSIONER 
 
Response to Comment 47-1 
 
The comment consists of “concern over off site impacts to trees” and refers to Impact 
Statements 4.3I-8 and 4.8I-2, but does not provide specific reference to any inadequacy 
of the RDEIR in addressing this topic.  Please refer to Mitigation Measures 4.3MM-8(a), 
4.3MM-8(b), and 4.8MM-2 in the RDEIR for further discussion. 
 
Response to Comment 47-2 
 
Sensitivity training for construction personnel is a standard measure routinely employed 
on large construction projects.  The level of the training varies from project to project, 
depending on likelihood of finding buried resources, and other project attributes, such as 
the use of cultural resource monitors.  The details of the training program will be 
included in the management documents, see Master Response 7 – Cultural Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 47-3 
 
The permanent fencing will be placed in such a manner as to not draw attention to 
cultural resources.  This technique has been successfully used in other venues allowing 
sites to be preserved in a public venue such as the American River Bike Trail in 
Sacramento County and the Twelve Bridges development by limiting access. 
 
Response to Comment 47-4 
 
As noted in Mitigation Measure 4.11MM-5(c) (page 4.11-24 of the RDEIR), the 
applicant and the City would work together to determine the specific types and locations 
of stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be implemented. 
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LETTER 48: UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY 
 
Response to Comment 48-1 
 
Commentor indicates the United Auburn Indian Community (“UAIC”) has participated in 
direct negotiations with the developer resulting in additional mitigation measures. 
Commenter lists the additional measures and requests they be included in the Final EIR 
as conditions of project approval. 
 
The direct negotiations to which Commenter refers are being conducted in the context of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (“Corps”) Clean Water Act § 404 permit process as 
explained more fully in the “Cultural Resources Master Response 1.” (See Mitigation 
Measure 4.8MM-4(a) requiring developer to obtain a Clean Water Act § 404 permit.) A 
number of Commenter’s recommendations appear in the January 2006 Recirculated Draft 
EIR. Response to Comment 48-2 explains the City’s determination that including 
Commenter’s recommendations that are not already part of the Recirculated Draft EIR as 
additional mitigation measures and conditions of project approval will not reduce effects 
to, nor enhance protection of, cultural resources. 
 
Response to Comment 48-2 
 
Commentor lists the additional cultural resources mitigation measures proposed for 
inclusion in the final EIR. 
 
1. Relocate lots and infrastructure to avoid known cultural sites. 
 
Recirculated Draft EIR §4.7I-1 explains that the site design has been revised a number of 
times to avoid and protect resources. The City will continue to work with the developer to 
determine whether additional revisions to protect cultural resources are practicable. Even 
so, due to the narrowness of the valley and the requirement for adequate access for 
residents and emergency vehicles, some resources cannot be avoided. For resources that 
are not avoided a program of mitigation will be developed as a result of developer’s 
obtaining a Clean Water Act § 404 permit from the Corps in consultation with the State 
Office of Historic Preservation. (See Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-4(a) requiring 
developer obtain a Clean Water Act § 404 permit.) 
 
2. Deed cultural sites in fee and/or easement to the UAIC. 
 
Cultural resources that are preserved in open space will be protected in accordance with 
agreements developed between the Corps and the State Office of Historic Preservation as 
part of the federal Clean Water Act § 404 permit process and in accord with the 
requirements of the federal Historic Preservation Act. (See Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-
4(a) requiring developer obtain a Clean Water Act § 404 permit.)  Site ownership will be 
an important element of the agreements. Therefore, it would not be appropriate for the 
City to impose, by means of a condition of approval, a determination of ultimate 
ownership of the sites. 
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3. Halt work if artifacts are encountered. – Included as Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-
4(a) and 4(b) require work to stop if artifacts are encountered.  
 
4. Develop and implement (if necessary) a reburial plan in coordination with the 
UAIC. 
 
A reburial plan will be developed as part of the Clean Water Act § 404 permit process. 
(See Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-4(a) requiring developer obtain a Clean Water Act 
§ 404 permit.) 
 
5. Turn over all previously collected artifacts to the Tribe. 
 
Commenter’s recommendation to make turning over previously collected artifacts to the 
Tribe (UAIC) a condition of approval does not explain how doing so reduces effects to, 
or enhances preservation of, cultural resources. The City believes ultimate possession of 
artifacts is a matter more appropriately addressed between the developer and the UAIC. 
 
6. Provide qualified cultural resources monitors during construction, and also allow 
the UAIC’s cultural monitors to be present. 
 
The City concurs with Commenter that qualified supervision of construction activity may 
minimize effects to cultural resources. For that reason, Recirculated Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 4.7MM-1(a) requires, among other things, use of qualified monitors throughout 
all earth-moving activities on the project site. The City believes Mitigation Measure 
4.7MM-1(a), as stated, adequately protects resources during construction activities. 
 
7. Provide cultural resources training to construction personnel. 
 
The City agrees with Commenter that providing cultural resources training for 
construction personnel may minimize effects to cultural resources. Consistent with the 
suggestion, RDEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-1(a) requires all construction personnel 
receive cultural resources sensitivity training from a qualified archeologist. 
 
8. Protect known cultural sites with temporary construction fencing. 
 
Recirculated Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7MM-1(b) requires the developer place, in 
consultation with a qualified archaeologist, temporary orange construction fencing fully 
enclosing cultural resources sites. Sites to receive fencing will be identified during the 
federal Clean Water Act § 404 permit process. 
 
10. [sic] Provide plans of all cultural resources interpretive signs to the Tribe for review 
and approval prior to placement. 
 
Responsibility for the design of interpretive signage is more appropriately addressed as 
part of the agreements developed as part of the Clean Water Act § 404 permit process. 
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(See Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-4(a) requiring developer obtain a Clean Water Act § 
404 permit.) 
 
Response to Comment 48-3 
 
The City agrees with the Commenter that the mitigation measures included in the January 
2006 Recirculated Draft EIR offer more comprehensive protection than what was offered 
in the earlier Draft EIR. 
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LETTER 49: WEIBERT, BETTY, PLANNING COMMISSIONER 
 
Response to Comments 49-1 through 49-12 
 
The comments restate issues raised at the public meeting which are addressed throughout 
this FEIR.  
 
Response to Comment 49-13 
 
Please see Master Response 4 – Traffic and Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 49-14 
 
See Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources.  
 
Response to Comment 49-15 
 
Trees existing in open space areas will remain except for minor tree removal related to 
installation of utilities. The Open Space Management Plan sets forth management goals 
for protecting the oak resources. A discussion of the unintended impacts to oak trees as a 
result of the construction of the proposed project, including the trees considered to be in 
open space areas, is included in Impact 4.8I-2. 
 
Response to Comment 49-16 
 
Page 2 of the Kleinfelder report states that the scope and purpose of the report is to 
evaluate the “subsurface conditions at various locations on the site at various locations on 
the site in order to provide preliminary geologic and geotechnical engineering parameters 
and general recommendations for project planning.” The Kleinfelder study included the 
digging of 19 exploratory test pits and studying the overall existing geologic setting in 
Clover Valley. The Kleinfelder report assumed that the proposed project would include 
900 residential units, the project as proposed is substantially smaller than this figure. 
Because the proposed project is smaller than the total scale of the project explored by the 
Kleinfelder report, impacts related to geological conditions of the proposed project site 
would be expected to be similar to, or less than those determined in the Kleinfelder 
report. Given that the geologic conditions on the project site are long-term and not 
subject to change a revised geologic study would not be likely to conclude any new and 
significant impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 49-17 
 
The hydrology report prepared by West Yost and Associates as well as the hydrologic 
planning for the proposed project prepared by Stantec Consulting considered the 
condition of the canal.  
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Response to Comment 49-18 
 
See Response to Comment 43-212. 
 
 


