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LETTER 20: BALLANTI, DON, CONSULTING METEROLOGIST  
 
Response to Comment 20-1 
 
The comment refers to two typographic errors in RDEIR Table 4.5-3, in which project-
related NOx and PM10 emissions are overestimated. The corrected table is provided 
below. 
 

Table 4.5-3 
Construction Emissions for Project 

Construction Phase ROG NOx CO PM10

Site Grading 53.0 385.3 347.6 441.4 1208.6 
Building Construction 16.1 98.1 129.0 15.3  4.1 

PCAPCD 
Significance Threshold 82.0 82.0 550.0 82.0 

Note: The significance thresholds apply to each phase of construction separately, not additively, because 
the phases would occur sequentially and the construction emissions would not thus be cumulative. 
Source: Donald Ballanti, Certified Consulting Meteorologist.  
 
This is a minor change, which indicates a reduction in total emissions, is included for 
clarification purposes. 
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LETTER 21: CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, REDBUD CHAPTER 
 
Response to Comment 21-1 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.8MM-4(e), on RDEIR page 4.8-31, requires the project applicant 
to sponsor a determinate survey for Sanford’s arrowhead, a federal Species of Concern, 
within one year prior to construction and during the appropriate blooming season for the 
species. At the applicant’s discretion, further directed surveys targeting California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) listed plant species may be conducted; however, no legal 
requirement exists for the applicant to conduct such surveys, since only species listed as 
Threatened or Endangered require mitigation under the California and Federal 
Endangered Species Acts.  Please refer to page 4.8-5 of the RDEIR. 
 
Also see Section 1 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
 
Response to Comment 21-2 
 
As noted on page 4.8-12 of the RDEIR, surveys conducted on-site by Acorn 
Environmental Consulting and Dr. Robert Holland failed to reveal the presence of legally 
protected special-status plant species, or any CNPS List 1B species. Please refer to 
Response to Comment 21-1.   
 
While Valley Oak (CNPS List 4) occurs on the site, the removal of individual valley oak 
trees during implementation of the proposed project would not constitute a violation of 
applicable laws or regulations affecting the site. Nonetheless, the RDEIR acknowledges 
that implementation of the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts to oak trees.  Please refer to RDEIR pp. 4.8-25 to 4.8-27.  
 
Response to Comment 21-3 
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the RDEIR. 
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LETTER 22: CALIFORNIA OAKS FOUNDATION 
 
Response to Comment 22-1 
 
The City disagrees that the Professional Foresters Law applies to the project to require 
use of a Registered Professional Forester for this project.  However, to avoid any dispute 
over this issue, the applicant has retained a Registered Professional Forester to conduct an 
Oak Woodland Evaluation.  His report is attached as Appendix F. 
 
Response to Comment 22-2 
 
Minimization of impact to resources and establishment of preserves by conservation 
easement are common forms of mitigation under CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines 15370)  
 
Also see Sections 2 and 3 of Master Response 8 – Biological Resources. 
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