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INTRODUCTION

This Final EIR contains both the Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Nevada County General Plan and a revised DEIR. Comment
letters are contained in Volume II, Chapter 7. Responses to comments are also contained
in Volume II, Chapter 8. Any changes to the text of the original DEIR (Volume I) are
shown by bolding of new text and a delete mark (-) for any text removed. Some revised
tables only show new numbers to enable easier reading. Pagination may vary between the
Final EIR and the Draft EIR due to new text additions that affected the pagination.

A public hearing on the DEIR was held on 12 January 1995 by the Nevada County
Planning Commission. A summary of verbal comments made at this hearing is provided
in Letter No. 64 of the comments in Volume II. Individual comments, both written and
verbal, are numbered and followed by responses which have corresponding numbers to the
comments.

Volume II also includes a Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Chapter 9 of Final EIR) which has
been prepared as part of the Final EIR. This Plan includes a summary of all impacts and
recommended mitigation measures, as well as monitoring requirements for each mitigation
measure.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RECEIVED

January 17, 1995
y 17, JAN 2 3 1995
TOM MILLER s
, [HEVADA COUNTY
NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT Bl ARININZA NEPARTHENT

P.0O. BOX 6100
950 MAIDU AVE.
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959

Subject: NEVADA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN UPDATE SCH #: 91032019

Dear TOM MILLER:

The State Clearinghouse has submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is now closed
and the comments from the responding agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. On the enclosed
Notice of Completion form you will note that the Clearinghouse has checked the
agencies that have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to ensure that
your comment package is complete. If the comment package is not in order, please
notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Renember to refer to the project’s
eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104 of the California Public Resources Code required

that:
"a responsible agency or other public agency shall only make substantive

comments regarding those activities involved in a project which are within
an area of expertise of the agency or which are required to be carried out

or approved by the agency."”

Commenting agencies are also required by this section to support their comments with
specific documentation.

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. Should you
need more information or clarification, we recommend that you contact the commenting

agency(ies).

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California =
Environmental Quality Act. Please contact Kristen Derscheid at (916) 445-0613 if
you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

Michael Chiriatti, J
Chief, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency
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Nevada County BOARD OF EDUC
® ATION
Superintendent of Schools Clauis Consngham

David DuPell
. B . Cassandra Gagnon
Harold "'Skip' Houser, Superintendent Marianne Slade-Troutman
Donna Soldano
11745 Maltman Drive Jackie Weills
Grass Valley, California 95945 DQlacsicisbets
(916) 272-7222 + FAX (916) 272-7226

JECEIVED
Date: December 21, 1994 ‘N o
To: Tom Miller i NTY
fouser @ | EDASONTC
From: H. L. H0user»® :

Re: Review of the Draft E.I.R.

| have circulated your letter of 11/30/94 to all school districts
along with copies of pages 4.10-27 through 4.10-31 (public services
and utilities).

Some simple edits to consider on page 4.10-27 are as follows:
» First line should read “...12 separate school districts.”
 Line 5 - strike out£Spee+aL—Edueat|en—Geﬂsem&m—D+5m6t
The consortium is an agreement between districts as a subset
of the County Superintendent of Schools. It is not a district. 11
« Last line (1st paragraph), technically should read “...the 1,
Placer County Superintendent of Schools Office serves...” The
Placer County School Board is not the “administrative body”
spoken to in the California Education Code.
« Paragraph 4, first line might more accurately read “new or
expanded facilities -would might be funded through State
funds, “such as”, (Leroy Greene, ----- ).

The rest is seemingly plausible under the present interpretation of
the laws and political climate of this date.

Your time, effort and patience is greatly appreciated. If there are
any concerns, issues or thoughts that you believe we need to give
further consideration, we would be grateful for any assistance._

Again, thank you. )

JAN 23 W99

ARLA! 0 Ba N “LQF&EW
" RSA{“A .n.m\) CA



cc: Terry McAteer
All District Superintendents
N.C.O.E. Business Officials
N.C.O.E. Interim Facilities Committee
Mary Beth deGoede

HLH/jb



287,000 ACRES SITUATED IN NEVADA, PLACER, SIERRA & YUBA COUNTIES #2
PLANDEPT.BOARD.NID

"~ INID Nevada Irrigation District

10836 ROUGH & READY HWY. o P.O.BOX 1019 ¢ GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945-1019 o (916) 273-6185

AUBURN & LINCOLN: 878-1857
P 7'” E\ l [ D COLFAX: DIAL OPERATOR, ASK FOR ENTERPRISE 14293

r‘ A FAX: 477-2646
o 5 1 94 IN REPLYING REFER
Dec ey 2 9 TO FILE NO.
JAN 23 1995 EMbE 22
m1pnn pARTHOLOMEW
HARLATD RARTHOLOHEW - D
SACHAENTO, CA @2§§(§Eﬂ\j€i
Mr. Thomas Miller, Acting Planning Director AN 3 $ﬂ5
County of Nevada RH
Planning Department : "
950 Maidu ‘ NE\{“}E?\SorOT”“
b,‘.n-.l.!\‘

Nevada City, CA 95959 Pl

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report
General Plan Update

Dear Tom:

The District responds to the Draft EIR documents with the
following comments:

m Chapter 11, Water Volume 1
I bring to your attention Policy 11.6 which states:

The County shall continue to enforce its
regulations concerning the installation and
operation of private sanitary waste disposal
systems in order to protect the quality of
surface and ground water.

m Also Objective 11.4 which states:

Preserve the Integrity and Minimize the
Disruption of Watersheds and Identified Critical
Water Courses.

These two items, when combined and utilized in conjunction
with each other, are expected to provide the mitigation
measures stated on page 4.3-18 of the Draft EIR.

There has been much discussion lately with more to follow
concerning setbacks for leach fields and other waste disposal
systems. The 100 foot setback is still not considered

adequate by District staff when certain soil types do not

provide adequate filtering before disposed water enters a 2.1
water course. State and Federal requirements are requiring *
more significant restrictions and increased water treatment
requirements. Recent outbreaks in other areas of the nation

of cryptosporidiosis and/or Giardiasis points to the need to
maintain both surface and groundwater quality standards.

Directors: David E. Southern, Division 1 ¢ Emst L. Bierwagen, Division 2 ¢ Dale H. Birdsall, Division 3
R. Paul Williams, Division 4 « George Leipzig, Division 5 ‘
General Manager: James P. Chatigny ¢ Secretary: Dorothy P. Miller » Treasurer: Teresita T. Andrews
Attorneys: Minasian, Minasian, Minasian, Spruance, Baber, Meith & Soares



Mr. Thomas Miller
December 21, 1994

page 2

District staff feels that the County Department of Health
should also play a major role in determining what levels of
protection (setbacks) are required.

There are several areas of concern on the land use and
circulation plan maps that appear to need attention.

Some lands around Scotts Flat Reservoir share both PUB and
Rec. Any lands in ownership of the District, should be PUB
only. (See my 1etter of April 19, 1993.)

Some lands around Rollins Reservoir are shown as WA only.
These lands are owned by Nevada Irrigation District and
should correctly be designated as PUB as they include the
physical facilities of the recreation areas. (Letter of
April 19, 1993.)

Please consider these comments as you proceed with the DEIR
process, and feel free to contact me for further explanation.

Sincerely,

JPC:cd

Attachment



#7,000 ACHES SITUATED IN NEVADA, PLACER, SIERRA & YUBA COUNTIES

NI Mevada irpigation District

10836 ROUGH & READY HWY. ¢ P.O.BOX 1019 ¢ GRASS VALLEY, CA 85945-1019 o (916) 273-6185

AUBURN & LINCOLN: 878-1857
COLFAX: DIAL OPERATOR, ASK FOR ENTERPRISE 14293
FAX: 477-2646

April 19, 1993

IN REPLYING REFER
TO FILE NO.

5/1-N

Attn: Robert J. Leggett, Acting Planning Director

Nevada County Planning Department

P.O0. Box 6100 ) /
Nevada City, CA 95959-6100

Re: Nevada County General Plan

Dear Mr. Leggett:
This is to expand District comment in our correspondence to
you dated April 9, 1993, pertaining to the request that all
District properties around Rollins Reservoir, Scotts Flat
Reservoir and Lower Scotts Flat Reservoir not currently zoned
"P" be designated "PUB" and also "WA" where appropriate.

The following parcels are District owned properties at Scotts
" Flat Reservoir and Lower Scotts Flat, and the current zoning .
per our records. Parcels in bold print are currently zoned "P":

14-171-14 .. Al-30 38-030-04 .. Al-30 38-040-31 .. Al-30
34-310-19 .. Al-30 38-030-20 .. Al-30 38-050-05 .. Al=-30
36-160~-06 .. P 38-040-11 .. Al-30 38-050-28 .. Al-30
38-020-10 ,. RA-10 38-040-30 .. Al-30 38-050-29 .. Al-30

The following parcels are District owned Nevada County properties
at Rollins Reservoir and the current zoning per our records. The
parcels in bold print are currently zoned "P". We also request
the current "ME" zoning be retained on the applicable parcels:

12~710-33 .. Al-20/ME 28-150-72 .. P/ME  28-190-78 .. Al
12-710-48 .. Al-20/ME 28-150-73 .. P/ME  28-190-79 .. Al
12-710-49 .. P/ME 28-170-06 .. Al-20 28-280-12 .. Al
12-710-57 .. Al-20/ME 28-170-10 .. Al-20 28-280-33 .. Al
12-730-58 .. P/ME 28-181-02 .. Al 28-290-12 .. U
12-730-59 .. P/ME 28~181-20 .. Al 28-290-20 .. U
12-750-41 .. Al=-20 28-181-21 .. Al 28-290-22 .. U
12-750~42 ., A1-20 28-190-7T .. Al 28-290-23 .. U
28-150-67 .. U 28-190-73 .. Al 28-300~04 .. Al/U
28-150—68 () U 28-190_74 o Al 28-300-45 ) U
28-150-69 .. P/ME 28-170-76 .. Al 65-240~-37 .. OS/FR40/ME
28-150-71 .. U/P/ME 28~190-77 .. Al 65~-260-02 .. U
65-260-05 .. U

Directors: David E. Southern, Division 1 » Ernst L. Bierwa
R. Paul Williams, Division 4
General Manager: James P. Chaltigny + Secretary:

Attorneys: Minasian, Minasian, Minasi

gen, Division 2 + Dale H. Birdsall, Division 3

* George Leipzig, Division 5
Dorothy P. Miller « Treasurer: Teresita T, Andrews
an, Spruance, Baber, Meith & Soares
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3.1

RECEIVED
JAN 1 © 1995

NEVADA COUNTY
PLANNING NEPARTIAENT

P. O. Box 433
Grass Valley, CA 95945
January 3, 1995

Nevada County Planning Commission
¢/o Nevada County Planning Department
950 Maidu Avenue

Nevada City, CA 95959

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Nevada County General Plan
Dear Commissioners:

On behalf of the Glenwood Homeowners’ Association, a subcommittee of Association
members has prepared comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report as it relates
to the environmental effects of the Final Draft General Plan on the Glenbrook Basin. We
believe, however, that the concerns of our community about residential density increases
are shared by residents in other communities throughout the western County.

The Final Draft General Plan significantly increases the density of residential land uses in
the Grass Valley Community Region, which includes the Glenbrook Basin. In reviewing
the Land Use Maps, and taking into consideration the density decreases agreed to by the
Resolution Committee, we still see a number of residential density increases over existing
zoning. The density increases will destroy the “rural character” of the Glenbrook Basin,
inconsistent with the basic theme of the whole Plan, and will have significant adverse
impacts on a variéty of environmental resources.

We understand from the EIR that the loss of rural neighborhood character from a
significant density increase is a social impact and, therefore, not addressed in the EIR.
However, there are also physical impacts associated with the density increases which have
not been addressed in the Draft EIR. We support the EIR’s conclusion that maintenance
of existing County zoning in the Community Regions will mitigate impacts to public
services, but it should be recognized that the measure will also reduce other significant
impacts.

There is no evidence in the General Plan, Background Data and Analysis or Draft EIR that
the land use designations reflected on the Land Use Maps were based on a comprehensive
environmental constraints analysis. Rather, the EIR relies on “after the General Plan “

#3



Comprehensive Site Development Standards and a Habitat Management Plan to protect
environmental resources. Expecting catch-up standards to replace responsible land use
planning can only result in disgruntled developers whose land use expectations are based
on the Land Use Maps but whose development potential is curtailed by standards which
should have been used to develop the maps. Relying on standards and a Habitat
Management Plan which haven’t yet been prepared or adopted seems to be ineffective
mitigation. Revising the maps to reflect a legitimate constraints analysis is the only
legitimate way to protect resources.

The wetlands in the Glenbrook Basin have been almost eliminated in favor of conduits, fill
and asphalt. Mitigation in the Draft EIR is inadequate to protect the remaining wetlands
in the County. Effective mitigation would require preparation of an inventory of wetlands
and riparian habitat and clear Open Space designations in those areas. The designation,
and supporting zoning regulations, would prevent destruction of sensitive areas before a
development application is filed. '

The Glenbrook Basin is a bowl with little natural vegetation remaining on the intensely
developed floor. Today, the visual effect of hundreds of acres of impervious surface is
softened by surrounding lower density residential areas that remain well-vegetated. The
significant increase in density will result in loss of native vegetation, bringing coincidental
significant adverse visual impacts and displacement of the resident wildlife population.
The EIR does not address the direct impacts of density increases in the Community
Regions.

For those of us who have enjoyed keeping farm animals as pets, the density increase can
be expected to raise land use incompatibility issues which have not been addressed. The
proposed Comprehensive Site Development Standards will not likely be applied to single-
family residential development, leaving no protection for existing land uses which will
become non-conforming when existing Residential Agricultural zoning is changed to
implement the higher density (Rl Single-family Residential).

The Final Draft General Plan proposes more commercial acreage iri Glenbrook and higher
residential densities on Brunswick Road and west of the Nevada City Highway in our
community. Because the area is a basin, and air quality is already poor, the air quality
impacts of build-out must be found to be significant. Traffic, wood smoke, outdoor
burning, service stations and commercial cooking and heating already contribute to poor
air quality which will worsen with Plan build-out. By selecting Level of Service D as an
acceptable traffic flow in the Community Regions, congested traffic can also be expected
to contribute greatly to degraded air quality, particularly in basins.

Because the General Plan does not include road standards, it is not possible to assess the
impact of new development and coincidental street improvements on potentially affected
private properties. It is also not clear from reading the Housing Chapter whether road
standards, as well as other development standards, can be set aside for “affordable”
housing projects (per Policy 8.4 d.). The impact of road improvements, new roads, and

3.2
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3.4

3.5

3.6



3.7

3.8

see #3.6

potential road and development standard exceptions needs to be evaluated if we are to
understand the potential effect the density increases, and any affordable housing project,
will have on our neighborhoods.

It is also unclear whether sidewalks, pedestrian paths, and bike lanes will be required on
Local Streets. We do not know whether cyclist and pedestrian safety, including the safety
of children walking to bus stops, has been adequately addressed and mitigated.

Since our neighborhood is within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Grass Valley,
information on applicable road and development standards is relevant if there is to be
assurances that new development will not be non-conforming when it is annexed. The
EIR includes no discussion on the compatibility of the Plan with Nevada City and Grass
Valley’s applicable General Plans and specifications.

We believe the Traffic and Circulation Chapter of the Final Draft General Plan is
confusing, unsupported in fact and incredible. Consequently, relying on the conclusions in
the Plan and its supporting Volume 2 Background Data and Analysis, the EIR’s
discussions of Traffic and Circulation, we believe, are inadequate and conclusions are
inaccurate.

We question the methodology used by the General Plan consultant in analyzing existing
Levels of Service (LOS) on the major roads. The General Plan analysis appears to
recognize the LOS for road segments, but there is no analysis of intersection and
interchange functions, including traffic signal functions, turning movements, intersecting
commercial or industrial driveways which stall traffic flow, and stacking capabilities for
turning movements and between intersections. It is difficult to accept that the Nevada
City Highway and Brunswick Road in the Glenbrook Basin operate at acceptable levels
today, when total breakdown of traffic flows occurs many times daily. This congestion
occurs with the Basin not yet fully-developed under the existing General Plan, and Sierra
College, with over 3000 students, not yet in operation.

The Circulation Chapter appears to be predicated on data and analysis from a variety of
disjointed and uncoordinated efforts undertaken by the County, the General Plan
consultant and the Regional Transportation Commission. The following issues merit
consideration and discussion:

L It is not clear whether “spot improvements” and the additional travel lanes
referred to in the Plan, can be accomplished within the existing County-
owned right of way or whether additional right of way will be required.
The impact of improvements on adjoining private properties needs to be
identified and discussed.



IL

The Plan and EIR analysis appear to be based on urban improvements
recommended in the Nevada County Transportation Commission’s
subregional transportation study for the Grass Valley/Nevada City area.
Volume 2 indicates “ those improvements may be incorporated into the
General Plan, or some improvements may be found to be unnecessary.”
The only improvement referred to specifically is construction of the Dorsey
Drive Interchange with State Highway 49. Traffic projections for the
Nevada City Highway and Brunswick Road appear to rely on that new
interchange to relieve traffic at the Brunswick Interchange.

The improvements recommended in the subregional study have not been
subjected to environmental review, formally considered or approved by the
Transportation Commission or by either Nevada City or Grass Valley.

The EIR concludes that the impact of buildout on the State Highway
system is significant and cannot be mitigated because the County has no
control over improvements to the State system. The Dorsey Interchange,
along with other improvements recommended in the study, are within the
City Limits of Grass Valley over which the County has no control. The
interchange has been contested by property owners on Dorsey Drive and
Idaho Maryland Road. Other aspects of the subregional transportation
study have also been questioned by both the public and by Grass Valley
staff. The political feasibility, and the feasibility of funding, are highly
questionable.

The EIR needs to clearly identify improvements on which projected Levels
of Service are based, recognize and discuss the feasibility of both approval
and funding, and the environmental effects of those new improvements on
adjoining private properties.

The General Plan projects a buildout traffic volume of 20,000 vehicles per
day on Dorsey Drive between SH20-49 and Sutton Way, but there is no
discussion on how noise or air quality impacts on adjoining sensitive
receptors can feasibly be mitigated. While the consultant has added a
mitigation measure in the Noise Chapter indicating noise impacts from road
improvements will be fully mitigated, it is questionable whether mitigation
is feasible.

3.9

3.10



3.11

118 There appears to be an inconsistency between road improvements on which
Grass Valley’s General Plan is predicated and road improvements proposed
in the Final Draft General Plan. Grass Valley appears to rely on the
Western By-Pass to reduce traffic impacts on West Main Street. The Final
Draft General Plan concludes that the By-Pass does not attract a significarit
level of traffic to warrant inclusion but offers no mitigation for an
unacceptable LOS on West Main Street or on other City streets.

We support the consultant’s recommendation that the new General Plan retain existing
County zoning, at least as far as maintaining existing residential densities, within the
Community Regions. In order to keep the land use balance desired in the Plan, the County
should consider reviewing the Market Analysis and Development Forecast information
generated earlier in the General Plan process to determine what kinds of trade-offs are
available.

According to the Forecast, in the Grass Valley Community Region the Plan provides for a
generous surplus of land for residential units (12 to 19 years afier 2015). But, it provides
for 278 years of industrial acres after 2015. Some of the land designated for industrial
uses could be redesignated for residential units. Policies aimed at expanding home
occupation and cottage industry opportunities may further expand the surplus of industrial
lands.

Because of the importance of this project, we respectfully request that the Planning
Commission provide a defined period for written comment and public hearing on the
consultant’s response to comments. The public’'s comments will help you reach
acceptance of a legally adequate Environmental Impact Report.

Respectfully submitted,

GLENWOQD HOMEOWNERS’ ASSOCIATION

%@%Pmsihem

ce/Harold A. Berliner
Richard Ellers
Rural Quality Coalition
Federation of Neighborhood Associations
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RECEIVED

JAN 1 2 1695

. o = s NEVADA
Nevada County Planning Commisslon pLAmMmM;Dgﬁkgﬂg;NT

c¢/o Nevada County Planning Department

Ke; Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Nevada County General Plan.

Dear Commissioners:

As homeowners in the Glenwood area we question the
intregrity of the proposed General Flan which allows
significant density increases in a long-time,well
established rural neighborhood thus destroying a "way of
lifel.

We question the Draft Environmental Impact Report's

failure to address +the problems of density increase

in an area "rural in character" thus creating land use 4.1
incompatibility.

We do support the consultants recommendations that the
New General Plan retain existing County zoning as it
pertains to our community neighborhood.

Sincerely _ ?QQQQZ
%ﬁa@%@ ?;}&

JAN 2 3 199 Joe Moore
Gwen Moore
Marguerite Gentili

11320 Hubbard Rd.
11332 Hubbard Rd.
Grass Valley, Ca 95945
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RECEIVED
Vs JAN 12 1995

Carol Hollingsworth

deiré.doc
NEVADA COUNTY 11713 Polaris Drive
PLANMUING NEDAQTEATMT Grass Valley, CA 95949
To: Planning Commission

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed
General Plan

Re:

I will keep my comments brief and submit the bulk of my input

in writing.

)
gB When you review the Draft Environmental Impact Report, please
S keep in mind the first two Central Themes of the Proposed
General Plan:
N .
<T 1. Fostering a rural guality of life;
=
2. 'Sustaining a quality environment.

In the DEIR, under the Summary of Impacts, six impacts of
the Proposed General Plan are identified as "significant,

unavoidable and unmitigable”. The first two are:

1. Conversion of Open Space to Urban/Suburban Uses;

2. Conversion of Farmland to Urban/Suburban Uses.

The conversion of agriculturally zoned land to urban/suburban
uses is of special concern to me. As acknowledged in the
DEIR, the policies in the Proposed General FPlan and the
suggested mitigation measures in the DEIR do little to ensure

see #5°36 the continuance of agriculture in Nevada County.

I suggest the following additional "Action 5.1

Therefore,
be inserted under 0Objective 16.3 of the Proposed

Policies"
General Plan:

Make the Williamson Act more accessible to small

1.
farm operations. Small farms represent the future
of agriculture in Nevada County.

2. Create an iIncentive program to encourage putting

and/or keeping land in agricultural production.

The long-term economic, social, and envirenmental benefits of
having land in agriculture are many, and far outweigh the
shart—-term economic benefits of conversion to urban/suburban
uses, which carry with them the very expensive baggage of

demands for services and facilities.

remember those two Central Themes: to foster a rural

Please,
and to sustain a gquality environment.

quality of life,



DEIR3.doc

12730794
While reviewing the DEIR, remember the first two Central

Themes of the Proposed General FPlan are "Fostering a rural
quality of life" and "Sustaining a quality environment”.

INTRODUCTION

Overview of Impact Analyses:

Page 1-4. Buildout would more than double thé existing
population....resulting in significant environmental impacts.

The long-term economic and social implications of these
impacts are profound. In the marketing analysis, Bob
Spencer (RHA) concluded that growth would cause a decline in
the gquality of life in Nevada County, but that it would
remain relatively attractive over the next 15-20 years
compared to heavily impacted cities elsewhere. What do we
have when our quality of life is no longer relatively
attractive? A very expensive, unattractive place to live and
work. We will have consumed the goose that laid the golden
eggs. For what? Short-term gains. Long-term grief, for

those who stay.

The assumption that the targeted growth is positive and
jnevitable should be studied. Spencer’'s fiscal analysis
pointed out that: growth would be fiscally positive over 15-
20 years, but he did not factor in the facilities needed
{est. cost $56,000,000); employment generating land use is
fiscally positive; and, residential land development is
fiscally negative. The $56,000,000 seems conservative when
they talk of %8,000,000 for one interchange on the freeway,
the need for 27 schools, and extensive sewer and water

facilities.

For whom would growth be fiscally positive over the 13-20
years?

What would be the cost to those who live here now?

What would be the cost to those moving in?

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following impacts are identified as being significant,
unavoidable and unmitigable:

1. Impact #2. Conversion of open space to urban/suburban
uses.



‘see #5.36

2. Impact #3. Conversion of farmland to urban/suburban

uses.

3. Impact #42. Increased demand for surface water and
groundwater.

4, Impact #46. Need for increased school capacity.

5. Impact #48. Increased exposure to wildland fire.

Not listed, but identified in the text as significant and
unavoidable, is Impact #43: Increased wastewater flows.

Impact #2. Conversion of open space.

Mitigation #2. n, .consider forming Open Space District to
acquire and manage open Space lands". This will create
another bureaucracy. There has been no money to buy and/or
maintain recreation land, let alone open space. The only
source for such money is the landowner‘s tax bill (special
assessment). Not acceptable! It would be a management
nightmare: Who can use the land? For what? Will it be
managed for fire suppression? For wildlife? For hunting?

For recreation?

Instead:
1. Require landowners to maintain undeveloped properties for
agriculture, forest, wildlife, or "open space". Suppression

of wildfire fuels should be required in any area where fire
could carry to other properties.

2. Provide tax incentives for those who manage their land
for agriculture and timber production. (Agriculture and

forestry contributed more to the County’'s economy in 1994
than did tourism.)

Impact #3. ..conversion of farmland.

As stated in the DEIR, there is nothing in the Proposed
General Plan to protect agricultural lands from development.
The land is priced above its agricultural value.
Agricultural improvements are taxed above and beyond that,
even though they do not increase the selling price.

An incentive plan is needed to reward landowners for keeping
and/or placing their land under productive ag and forestry
management. The returns to the County would be: positive
contributions to the economy, less demand for facilities and
services, scenic corridors, wildlife corridors and habitat;
in general, the "rural quality of life" espoused in the

5.2

83

5.4

&5



5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

Proposed General Plan.

Mitigation #1.

All land used for, or capable of being used for, agriculture
should be considered important, in Nevada County. The future
of agriculture in Nevada County is in small, intensive, high
value operations, such as wine grapes, berries, nurseries,
specialty livestock, and who knows whatelse...niches. This
iz an important and growing part of Nevada County’'s economy.

Impact #43. ..increased demand for water (surface/ground) .

Mitigation #38 -

" .undertake a Countywide aquifer study.." Expensive and
questionably useful. It is acknowledged on pages 4.3-8
and 4.10-1 that a true aquifer exists only in the eastern

part of the County.

"Rural development may be required to tie into a surface
water supply system.."” This would be very expensive and
growth inducing in the rural areas where growth is
"discouraged". Limited groundwater supplies are a fact of
life; if some parcels are unbuildable, so be it. That is one
of the natural constraints of foothill living; not all
locations are developable.

Impact #46. Schools.

The need for 27 new schools to serve the buildout population
is indeed significant. The cost is unlikely to be met by new
development. Too likely, the "solution" will be more
taxes/assessments on landowners (see Pol. 7.5).

Have the environmental impacts of siting 27 schools been
considered? Traffic? Where are the suitable sites (most
will be in or near Grass Valley)? Neighborhood consequences?

Sewers”?

Impact #48: Wildland Fire.

Re Mitigation #1, clustering will not reduce risk of wildland
fire to homes oOr resources. 1t could just as well have the
opposite effect unless there is some way to insure that the
"open space" will be maintained is such a way as to maintain
low fuel loads. This is expensive and/or labor intensive,
unless fencing and livestock are used; not likely in this

context.



Impact #43: Wastewater.

In calculating wastewater flows, it should be noted that in
Grass Valley staorm runoff goes into the sewers and into the
treatment plant. Was this taken into consideration when you

figured your flows?

As noted, due to already marginal facilities, Mitigation #39
does not reduce the impact to less than significant and

unavoidable.-

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Page 3-1: The watersheds are described, but their importance
is trivialized, "...these watersheds provide recreational
resources for winter and summer activities, such as skiing,
boating, fishing, and swimming." These watersheds provide
drinking and irrigation water for two states and several
counties. The State may make additional demands on this
resource for improving the quality of the Delta. The
protection of these watersheds is extremely important,

locally and beyond.

1t should also be noted that the more polluted the watersh
become, the greater the cost for treatment.

Hydrology and Water Quality:

On page 4.3-4, French Lake (NID dam) was omitted from the
list of dams; it is at the top of Canyon Creek, above
Faucherie and Bowman.

Re Impact #13 ("overall decrease in surface water quality"
due to, among other things, septic system failure), the DEIR
sites Policy 11.6 (page 4.3-16), and, re Impact #14 ("overall
decrease in ground water gquality as a result of increased use
of septic systems" [page 4.3-171]1) the DEIR sites the County’'s
Zoning Ordinance (minimum lot sizes when septic tanks and/or
wells are used) as protection measures.

It should be noted that Policy 11.6 and the Zoning Ordinances
have been weakened by the permitting of two dwelling units
(the primary dwelling and a Granny/handicapped unit) per
parcel regardless of zoning and density, by ministerial
permit. Granny units have been permitted on l-acre parcels
served by well and septic tank. Also refer to Policies 8.2
b. and B.2 c. of the Proposed General Plan re second
residential units and lower—-income housing. This should

not be permitted in Estate (3-acre/d.u.) and Residential
(1.5—-acre/d.u.) zoning, unless sewered. (Also see Pol. 3.19)

5.11

5.12

5.13

S.14



5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

Biotic Resources:

Re Timber Resources: The DEIR states the majority of Nevada
County’'s extensive timber resource is under the jurisdiction
of the Tahoe National Forest, (page 4.4-17).

Are you aware of the large private holdings of the Southern
Pacific Rail Road, in the checkerboard strip?

How are they addressed?

What incentives can be offered to ensure this economically
and environmentally important remewable resource will be

managed for sustained yield?

Re page 4.4-23, v, . minimize removal of existing vegetation.":
Removal of vegetation is not necessarily a bad idea. Since
the large parcels have been divided and livestock has been
removed from the land, the understory has gotten completely
out of hand in many areas and represents a very dangerous
wildfire threat. Open space needs to be managed too, and it
may require the remaval of brush and understory.

Impacts #19 (wetlands) and #20 (riparian areas) may be
further complicated by Policy 16.15 b. Lining and encasing
NID ditches will impact miles and miles of riparian habitat
and longstanding wetlands created by leaking ditches.
(Leaking ditches also contribute to recharging groundwater,
and some leakage is recovered, per NID‘'s Master Plan.)

Traffic and Circulation:

This DEIR covers both the Proposed General Plan and the RTP,
but I doubt if very many have studied the RTP (which may have
more impacts than the Proposed General Plan).

Impact #30: " RTP improvements and proposed GP policies

ensure that area roadways continue to operate at acceptable
levels of service".

Re the 20-49 intersection, McCourtney Road and Allison Ranch
Road, this assumes the land use intensities are reduced for
the Northstar project, the New Town, and the PV/LW area. How

can we be sure this will happen?

Impact #32: RTP improvements impact on environment and
surrounding land uses. Wider, faster, straighter roads
through the countryside are not compatible with a rural
environment: larger cuts and fills, more erosion, lass of



trees, more noise, more traffic, more speed, dangerous
access.

Impact #34: Demand for transit services. Fares are now

paying less than 20% of the costs of the existing transit

service (and this figure does not include all of the costs). SJZI
How will we pay for expanding the service? By increasing the
subsidy of a larger system, which will probably continue to

run around the County with near—-empty buses?

Air Quality:

Impact #36, "Buildout...will incrementally increase air

emissions from mobile sources." The DEIR considers this to

be less than significant, assuming improved technology will

result in air gquality improving over time. This faith does

not appear well advised, historically, your numbers
notwithstanding. - 5:22

Your numbers seem limited to auto emissions. Was air
pollution from other domestic and industrial sources
considered, such as air conditioning and heating, solvents,

etc.?

Public Services:

Impact #42. NID's estimated ability to serve as many as
160,000 additional treated water customers (page 4.10-4 and
page 4.10-12) may come a cropper if the State demands

delivery of water to the Delta. 523
Was this considered in your findings?

DEIR figures on water available from NID are at odds with

figures in NID's Master Plan. NID’'s Master Plan states no 5;24
more than 153,600 a.f. of demand can be met without >50%

shortage in drought. The DEIR refers to a "safe yield" of
220,000 a.f. and NID's availability to deliver 218,000 (pg
4,10-4), a difference of 64,400 a.f..

NID's shift in interest toward supplying treated water
customers will probably be at the expense of agricultural
deliveries (which now represent 95% of their water sales). 5J25
Increasingly expensive irrigation water will be another
disincentive to agricultural operat:ions.

Was this considered in your DEIR?

Re page 4.10-13, 38B.: »_..undertake a Countywide aquifer
study...". Elsewhere it is stated =hat "groundwater in the



5.26

5.27
5.28

5.29

5.30

v

see #5.17

5.31

* What guarantee 1is there that the

terized by well-defined aquifers.
The highly fractured characteristics....create inconsistent
groundwater characteristics." (page 4.10-6). So why would

you undertake a Countywide aquifer study?

western area is not charac

Re page 4.10-20: n..as stated in Pol 3.8 the County shall
develop and adopt a comprehensive development impact fee
program to offset the cost of growth—related infrastructure

and facilities..”
How are these development fees accounted for?

se funds will be used to pay
for the designated facilities?

Impact #43: Why was this impact (wastewater) not listed with
your Significant Unavoidable Impacts? Page 4,10-21.

CEQA Considerations does include 1it.

Impact #44-45: Considering the history and on—going problems
surrounding solid waste disposal in this County, is it
realistic to think an increase of 145% would not result in a
crisis? We haven’'t solved the old crisis yet. Landowners
are paying a special assessment to close up, manage and mis—
manage the old dump. The hauling of garbage out of the
County may not be possible or practical farever.

Impact #48: (Wildfire threat). Loss of land managed far
agriculture exacerbates the wildfire problem as livestock and
cultural practices are given up and the ladder fuels
proliferate unchallenged.

Again, there is a need to encourage the use of the land for
agriculture.

When a rural area is subdivided, perhaps they should create
"open range" within the subdivision...fence the perimeter,
install cattle guards, let people fence the animals out of
their gardens, and rent or utilize the grazing lands for
sheep, goats and/or cattle. In this way undeveloped lots and
portions of lots could be grazed arid browsed seasonally.

Now, there is rural quality, open space management and fuel
control' This could be implemented with "clustering", but

probably would not be.



CEQA Considerations

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:

1. Loss of open space;

2. Conversion of agricultural land;

3. Traffic on state roads;

4, Potable water demand; (what about effect of increased

demand for potable water on the availability and cost
of agricultural water?); :

5. Wastewater collection and treatment;

6. Schools;s

7. Wildland fire.

IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS: Conversion of agricultural land is as 5432
irreversible as conversion of open space.

Short—-term vs Long—term Productivity: Page 5-2 states the
Plan commits land to uses that may limit the long term
productivity, particularly with respect to agricultural and
timber production (important contributors to Nevada County’s
economy). This is important!

Growth Inducement: Re page 5-2, "Any GP that designates
undeveloped land for future development can be defined as
‘growth inducing’."”

In line with this statement, the PD designation should be

removed from the Conway property at 0ld Auburn Road and 5:33
McCourtney Road. The designation was not requested by the *
owner, most of the land is currently under the Williamson Act

and is zaoned Al, AE and Open Space.

Mitigation #38 would be growth inducing (providing treated
water to rural areas which have inadequate water supplies). 5:34

Page 5-4, Summary of Significant Impacts from the Proposed
Project:

Why were Water Demand, Wastewater, Schools, and Wildland Fire
not included in the first paragraph, as significant 5.35
unavoidable long-term impacts?



5.36

Central Themes, 1. Fostering a rural quality of life:
I hope we really mean to foster a rural lifestyle, not the

illusion of rurality. We need more than islands of
unproductive, unmanaged open sSpace; mare than shielding
development behind a band of trees. We need to keep the

majority of the land in sufficiently large parcels that
people can manage the land for agriculture and timber
production, and live in relative self sufficiency with
respect to services. Some of the Central Concepts would seem
to address this, but the population target and the appetite
for development do not seem compatible with any of this. The
only way to pay for the consequences of growth (roads,
schools, treated water, sewers, solid waste management,
parks, etc.) will be development fees on new projects, and
parcel charges, special taxes, and assessments on existing
parcels. This will make housing, land, and living in Nevada
County ever less affordable. We will also pay with a
steadily declining quality of life, prompting ever more to
sell/divide and get out.

The conversion of farmland to urban/suburban uses is of
special concern to me.

Increasing land values, taxes and fees all discourage keeping

and/or putting land to agricultural uses. The policies in
the Proposed General Plan do little to ensure the continuance
of agriculture on agriculturally zoned lands. There needs to

be a positive incentive for putting and/or keeping land in
agriculture. ’

There should be other "Action Policies” under Objective 16.3
of the General Plan.

Make the Williamson Act (Policy 16.13) more accessible to
small farmers.

Create an incentive program for agriculture.

Have there been successfully crafted incentive programs for
agriculture in other areas?

What are they?

The environmental, social and economic benefits of having the
land in agriculture are many; the disadvantages of conversion
to urban/suburban uses are even greater, as follows:
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Consequences of conversion. of agricultural land to more

intensive residential uses:

Agriculture

Conversion to Residential

A growing, sustainable
economic contribution to
County; creating no new
demands for sevrvices or
infrastructure. Agr. &
forestry contributed more
to the economy than did
tourism in 1994.

Taxes paid are based on a
property value which exceeds
agricultural value, in most
cases, with few demands for
services and infrastructure.
A good deal for the County.

Enhances air quality by
retaining vegetation and
lack of population. (We
have no rice burners!)

Less demand on ground watet.
Few farms can afford to pump
water out of the ground to
irrigate.

Preservation of watersheds.
Absorbs rainfall, recharg-
ing ground water and reduc-
ing run—off.

Sewage disposal 1s not a
problem due to large parcel
sizes.

Provides habitat and migra-—
tion corridors for wildlife.

Short-term (one—-time) economic
contribution; creating long—
term economic demands for
services and infrastructure:
roads, schools, sewerage,
water, police and fire
protection, social services.

Higher taxes paid to the County
due to density and improvements
but a net loss to the County
due to greater demands for
services and infrastructure.

Degrades air quality due to
loss of vegetation, increase of
vehicle use, heating and cool-
ing, and other human activity.

Greater densities mean more
wells where treated water 1is

not available.

More degradation of surface
water. Creates run-off
problems due to soil
disturbance and increase of
impermeable surfaces, resulting
in erosion and pollution of
streams, etc.

BGreater densities may result in
failing septic systems,
especially in light of the
County’'s policies to permit
increased densities regardless
of zoming or density for Granny
units (X2) and lower-income
housirg (X.25). The result
will be need for treated water
and/or sewerage.

Removes habitat and disrupts
migratory corridors for



Land managed for agriculture
provides lower fuel loads
due to grazing, browsing
and/or cultivation. Creates
defensible space/firebreaks.

Agriculture provides chores
and responsibility for farm-
grown children.

Culturally, the agricultural
(rural) lifestyle is one of
more individual responsi-
bility and self-reliance.

wildlife. Increases conflicts
between man and beast. (I
once overheard a citizen call
Animal Control for assistance
because there was a lizard in
her house!)

Residential developments create
wildfire nightmares of closely
packed homes on unmanaged,
heavily fueled sites.

Urban/suburban neighborhoods
are more apt to create bored
children with "nothing to do".
More demands for recreation,
police and social services.

The urban/suburban lifestyle
is more dependent on and
demanding of government
facilities and services.
EXPENSIVE!'
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Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

Introduction and Summary

We commend Harland Bartholomew and Associates, together with Ann Berken of Environ-
mental Planning, for a through analysis of the impacts resulting from the implementation of
the proposed Nevada County General Plan update. The mitigation measures contained in
the Draft EIR are clearly needed to insure that the future growth of Nevada County will be
moderate and controlled.

The EIR concludes that the amount of growth proposed in the Draft General Plan would do
substantial damage to our environment and that the Proposed Plan does not take adequate
measures to mitigate these impacts. There are several significant, unavoidable impacts
noted. An overriding public need is required to justify them. We feel there needs to be a
formal definition of “public need”. The Draft General Plan needs to include specific policies
relating to the infrastructure required for this proposed growth.

Traffic and Circulation: Additional Mitigation Measures are still needed to reduce traffic
volumes and achieve the Levels Of Service required by Proposed General Plan Policies 4.1
and 4.3. The Draft EIR miss-states that General Plan Policies and RTP Policies are adequate
for this purpose.

Scenic Corridors: Mitigation Measure #26 should be revised to include the missing por-
tion of Highway 20 from Highway 49 to the Yuba County line. This section of Highway 20
is just as valuable as the others listed. Mitigation Measure #27 needs also to require the
preparation and implementation of Scenic Highway Reports for collector roads within the
rural portions of the County in addition to the State Highways.

Equestrian Trails: There is almost a complete lack of consideration of Equestrian Trails
within the Draft EIR, the Proposed General Plan Policies and the Proposed RTP Policies.
We need non-motorized trails for combined use by both pedestrians and equestrians within
the rural areas of the County. Proposed General Plan Policy 4.27 for “a Pedestrian Master
Plan... within established Community Boundaries” is not sufficient. There is a Multi-use
Non-Motorized Trail Master Plan that was developed by a sub-committee of STAR. This
plan should be incorporated into the General Plan. In addition, Impact #33 should include
the word “equestrian” in the phrase “bicycle and pedestrian facilities”, and the trails mas-
- ter plan Should be included in Mitigation Measure #32. In rural regions of the County,
easements should be required alongside all newly constructed or improved collector roads,
to provide for non-motorized trails. The General Plan Policies should include the addition
of non-motorized trails to existing rural roads.

Enforcement of Policies and Mitigation Measures: Regarding the need for ensuring
effective enforcement, the specific language in many of the Mitigation Measures needs to
be strengthened - for example, by using the word “shall” instead of “should”, and by
directing instead of suggesting.
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Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

Language in Mitigation Measures

In order to increase the probability of effective enforcement, the specific language in many of
the Mitigation Measures must be strengthened as follows:

Mitigation Measure #2 (page 2-5): Replace “The County shall consider forming”, with “The
County shall form”.

Mitigation Measure #10 (page 2-17): Replace “a survey ... should be undertaken ...”with “a
survey ... shall be undertaken ...”.

Mitigation Measure #14 (page 2-18): Change “The following policies should be added” to
“shall be added” and, in the third paragraph, replace “should be modified” with “shall be
modified”.

Mitigation Measures #17, 19, 20, 21 & 22 (pages 2-20, 21, 22, 23): Replace “should be added”
with “shall be added”.

Mitigation Measure #26 (page 2-25): Replace “should designate” with “shall designate” and
add “Highway 20 from Highway 49 to the Yuba County line;”

Mitigation Measure #28 (page 2-26): Replace “should be 45 feet” with “shall be 45 feet”
Mitigation Measures #40 and 41 (pages 2-30, 31): Replace “should adopt” with “shall adopt”.

Mitigation Measure #42 (page 2-31): Replace “should evaluate and critique” with “shall
evaluate and critique”.

In order to properly provide for reducing the impact of noise in rural regions, Mitigation
Measure #37 (page 2-29) should additionally state that “The use of earthen berms and solid
fencing shall be limited to Community Regions.”

Mitigation Measure #1 (page 2-10), specifying an entirely new General Plan Policy 1.17
should change the new paragraph (h) to read: Buffering and screening to mitigate adverse

noise and aesthetic effects and still maintain aesthetic values in rural regions.




Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

The following impacts have been identified as significant and unavoidable. Although
mitigation measures are recommended to help reduce the impacts, they cannot be reduced
to a less-than-significant level:

Impact #2, Land Use: Buildout of proposed General plan land uses and RTP road improve-
ments would result in the conversion of open space areas to urban/suburban uses. Mitiga-
tion measures include a suggestion that the County form a special district to purchase land
and preserve it as open space.

Impact #3, Land Use: Buildout of the proposed plan would result in the conversion of farm-
land to urban or suburban scale uses.

Impact #42, Public services and utilities: Buildout of the proposed plan and associated
population growth will result in increased demand for surface and ground water supplies.

Impact #46, Public services and utilities: Buildout of the proposed plan could result in the
generation of over 25,000 school aged children. Existing facilities would not have the capac-
ity to serve these children.

Impact #48, Public services and utilities: Buildout of the proposed plan and associated
population growth would result in increased exposure of persons and property to wildland
fire.

Mis-classified Impact: Impact #43, Page 4.10-18. Increased wastewater flows is listed in
section 2 as Significant, but should be listed as Significant and Unavoidable. In Par 5 on page 6.11
4.10-21, it is identified as significant and unavoidable.

Significant Impacts incorrectly listed as fully mitigated: Impact #30 and 32 as explained
on pages 13 and 14. :

State law forbids a public agency to approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has
been completed which identifies one or more significant impacts when feasible alternatives
and mitigations are available. If there are no alternatives, the agency must show that there
is an overriding public need to justify the project.

The proposed General Plan relies primarily on two-policy concepts as a means of alleviat-
ing the physical effects of growth on the environment. Policy 1.17 directs that the County
shall prepare and adopt a set of Comprehensive Site Development Standards to protect the
County’s unique character. Policy 1.18 encourages clustering on sites where significant
environmental features and/or constraints are present. These two policies supposedly
mitigate land use impacts and are applied to most of the natural resource impacts.

The question remains: What is the overriding public need for the level

of growth proposed by this plan
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Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

4.1 Land Use

General Plan Update Alternative 4 assumes the designation of the New Town Reserve to be
revised to 20-acre minimum parcel sizes (page 2-4 paragraph 3) by implementing Mitiga-
tion Measure #14. This 20-acre minimum parcel size is critical, but insufficient by itself to

6.13 achieve the necessary reduction in traffic volumes. However, Mitigation Measure #14 (page

2-18) has no such provision. Mitigation Measure #16 (page 2-19) was apparently the in-

6.14 tended reference. Furthermore, where Mitigation Measure #16 refers to an exception

6.15

spelled out in Mitigation Measure #10, this is apparently also an error, probably intending
to refer to Mitigation Measure #18, which provides for a 40-acre minimum parcel size in
critical migratory deer winter ranges. '

Mitigation Measure #16 also states in the last sentence that “This re-designation to a 20 acre
minimum parcel size would also result in the elimination of the New Town SDA”. In the
future, if the New Town is ever given further consideration, its effect, particularly on traffic
and circulation, will require a re-analysis and complete revision of the EIR, since the cur-
rent Draft EIR clearly assumes “the elimination of the New Town”. Even with this assump-
tion, the Draft EIR fails to achieve the required traffic Level Of Service.

If the New Town Proposal is to be considered, the provision contained in Proposed General
Plan Policy 1.16, paragraph (c), must be strictly adhered to - namely that:

"The Specific Plan shall require a finding that: c. Development will provide a significant
positive increase in the County’s jobs/housing ratio and that mechanisms to ensure phased
development of employment preceding or concurrent with housing is assured."




Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

4.2 Geology and Soils

Shallow soil depths and slow permeability of soils create significant constraints to septic
uses and effluent disposal. According to the United States Department of Agriculture Soil
Conservation Service, all soil types within Nevada County are classified as having severe
limitations for private sewage disposal. Soils are rated severe because they have slopes of
more than 9 percent, are less than 4 feet deep, or are limited in their ability to percolate
‘water.

Areas of the Western County that have been targeted for development, such as the New
Town Reserve, are not serviced by public sewage disposal. Additional effluent from pro-
posed General Plan land uses would impact surface and ground water quality. These im-
pacts are covered in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the EIR.

The EIR has identified 4 potentially substantial adverse effects to our geological and soil re-
sources resulting from buildout of the proposed General Plan:

Impact #7. Buildout ... may result in exposure of future residents and structures to land-
slide hazards. Mitigation measures include clustering of new development to avoid site
constraints such as steep slopes and highly erosive areas. However, such clustering is
encouraged and not required. Mitigation measure 1.17, preparation of site development
standards, is applied. These standards have not been set and therefore cannot be evaluated

in the context of this EIR.

Impact #8. Buildout ... may result in increased erosion associated with development in
areas of steep slope and/or improper development practices. Pockets of steep slopes and
associated erosion hazard exist within the area of the New Town Reserve. Mitigation mea-
sures include elaborate site development standards requiring geologic investigation for
proposed development, enforcement of county grading ordinances and other measures that
would require County funding for personnel and equipment throughout a project.

Impact #9. Buildout ... may result in development over known or potential mineral depos-
its. Mitigation measures include identification of MRZ areas to avoid encroachment of
incompatible land uses, notification of property owners of the potential for mining in the
area, and incorporation of MRZ’s in land use maps.
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4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality

Re page 4.10-13, Mitigation Measure #38: “...undertake a Countywide aquifer study...” The
6.16 Master Environmental Inventory, Section 4-2, Hydrology, states that “groundwater in the
° western area is not characterized by well-defined aquifers. The highly fractured character-
see #5_:7 istics .... create inconsistent groundwater characteristics.” (page 4.10-6). Why undertake a
Countywide aquifer study?

Re Project Description (page 3-1) and Hydrology and Water Quality (page 4.3-1): The wa- -
6.17 tersheds are described, but their significance is trivialized, “...these watersheds provide
recreational resources for winter and summer activities, such as skiing, boating, fishing,
see #5.12 and swimming.” (pg. 3-1) It should be noted that these watersheds provide drinking and
irrigation water to Nevada County, Placer County, Yuba County and the State of Nevada.
The State of California may make demands on this resource to bolster the Delta as well.

The protection of these watersheds is very important, locally and beyond. It should also be
noted that the more polluted the waters become the greater are the costs for treatment.

6’18 On page 4.3-4, French Lake (NID dam) was omitted from the list of dams. It is at the top of
see #5.1 3 Canyon Creek, above Faucherie and Bowman.

Impact #13: “overall decrease in surface water quality” due to, among other things, septic
6.19 system failure, the DEIR sites Policy 11.6 (page 4.3-16), and, Impact #14 “overall decrease in

ground water quality as a result of increased use of septic systems” (page 4.3-17) the DEIR

see #5, 14 sites the County’s Zoning Ordinance (minimum lot sizes when septic tanks and/or wells

' " are used) as protection measures. However, Policy 11.6 and the Zoning Ordinances have

been weakened by the ordinance which allows two dwelling units (the primary dwelling
and a Granny /handicapped unit) per parcel regardless of zoning and density. Granny units
have been permitted on l-acre parcels served by well and septic tank.

Pages 2-8 &17: The aquifer study identified in Mitigation Measure #38 could be coordi-
nated with the septic tank/leachfield systems (ST/LS) study identified in Mitigation Mea-
sure #10. As a joint study some cost savings could likely be incurred. It is important that
the ST/LS study be carried out to find out if there has been any long term degradation of
groundwater quality. The results of this study will have a significant impact on the long
range planning for wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal.
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Hydrology and Water Quality continued

Page 2-30: The cost of Impact #43 will be significant. These costs should be identified in the
long-range Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) shown on page 3-11. The previously mentioned 6.20
ST/LS study will significantly impact the Capital Facilities Plan. One question is who will )
actually be doing the CFP and how will it be funded.

Pages 4.3-8&9: Next to last paragraph indicates that the 1974 DWR report identified a
number of areas or wells which exhibited poor water quality, mostly due to bacteriological
contamination caused by inadequate sewage disposal from households. The second line on
page 4.3-9 indicates that there has been no testing of existing wells over time and the effect
of septic systems on the water supply is not known. This is another indication of the need
for the ST /LS study.

Pages 4.3-15 through 19: The significance of Impacts #13 & #14 r elated to septic systems

could be better identified when the ST/LS study identified in Mitigation Measure #10 is 6.21
implemented. One question is who will do the study and how is it to be funded? It should

also be recognized that the results of this study may not necessarily point towards central-

ized sewer systems, but perhaps improved septic systems may be a result.
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4.4 Biotic Resources

Re Timber Resources: The DEIR states the majority of Nevada County’s extensive timber
6.22 resource is under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe National Forest (page 4.4-17). Are you aware
15 of the large private holdings of the Southern Pacific Rail Road in the checkerboard strip?
see #5. How are they addressed? What incentives can be offered to ensure this economically and
6;#2"5316 environmentally important renewable resoutce will be managed for sustained yield?
See #J.
Re page 4.4-23, “..minimize removal of existing vegetation.” Removal of vegetation is not
necessarily a bad idea. Since the large parcels have been divided and livestock has been
6.24 removed from the land, the understory has gotten completely out of hand in many areas
45.17° and represents a very dangerous wildfire threat. Open space needs to be managed too, and
3L it may require the removal of brush and understory.

6.25 Impacts #19 (wetlands) and #20 (riparian ar eas) may be further complicated by
see #5.18 Policy 16.15 b. Lining and encasing NID ditches will impact miles of r1par1an habitat and
- long-standing wetlands created by leaking ditches.

6.26 Examples of areas in which significant, un-mitigated impacts are unacceptable and should
not be permitted are as follows.
1. Disruption of Native American cultural sites.
2. Removal of wetlands.
3. Removal of large oaks and oak groves.
4 Disruption of deer migration.
5. “Taking” of endangered, threatened and otherw1se listed species.
6. Causing traffic bottlenecks and /or excessive usage.
7. Development on agricultural lands.
8. Development on timberlands or lands with mineral resources.

6.27 Impact #3: We feel that conversion of land suitable for farming, such as large portions of
the Penn Valley area, should be prohibited. These resources are irreplaceable. Such prohi-
bition should be included in the Site Development Standards. (Mitigation Measure #1)

Impact #19: The proposed policy change should not permit development when riparian or
6.28 wetland habitat would be lost. The wording should be changed to
“Development projects ...... shall not be permitted even if no suitable alternative site or
“design exists for the land use.”

6.29 Impact #18: Mitigation #20 should r ead, “The taking of endangered, threatened or otherwise
° listed species shall not be permitted.”

The following mistakes have been identified:
6.30 Page 2-12 - missing word in the second line.
Page 4.4-33: The word “species” should be changed to “resources”.

10
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4.5 Cultural Resources

It is well known that Nevada County lies within the traditional territories of the Hill
Nisenan [or southern Maidu] Indians, who inhabited the west-central Sierra Nevada. In
general, the lower elevations were occupied on a permanent or semi-permanent basis.

In reviewing cultural resources sensitivity predictions for Nevada County, it can be shown
that the Penn Valley area meets all criteria of a highly sensitive area.

* Grasslands and oak woodlands below 3000 feet.

* Areas less than 30% slope.

* Areas containing hard woods, brush and grass.

* Zones which accommodate deer migration routes and winter ranges.

The full implementation of the proposed General Plan Policies 4.39, 19.1 through 19.7
would reduce the impact but not to a less than significant level. The EIR advocates further

mitigation measures.
Mitigation Measure #1: A revision of Policy 1.17 & 1.18.

Mitigation Measure #16: Eliminates the New Town SDA by providing for re-designation of
lots less that 20 acres to a minimum parcel size of 20 acres or larger in rural regions.

Mitigation Measure #23: Revision of Policy 19.6.

Mitigation Measure #24: Incorporates the use of the Cultural Sensitivity Modeling con-
tained in Appendix D for developing the SDS of revised Policy 1.17 and Policy 19.5.

If these measures are fully implemented, impacts should be mitigated to a less than
significant level.

11
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4.6 Visual Quality

6.31 Scenic Corridors: Mitigation Measure #26 should be revised to include the missing portion
. of Highway 20 from Highway 49 to the Yuba County line. This section of Highway 20 is
just as valuable as the others listed.

6.32 Mitigation Measure #27 needs also to require the preparation and implementation of Scenic
y Highway Reports for collector roads within the rural portions of the County in addition to

the State Highways.

12
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

Additional Mitigation Measures are needed to reduce traffic volumes and achieve the
Levels Of Service required by Proposed General Plan Policies 4.1 and 4.3. The DEIR mis-
states that General Plan Policies and RTP Policies are adequate for this purpose. Required
Levels of Service for traffic are not achieved.

Section 4.7 contains numerous serious errors and inconsistencies regarding vehicular traffic
volumes that directly conflict with the stated conclusions.

General Plan Policy 4.1 specifies that “The minimum level of service allowable in the Rural
Regions of the County [i.e., not included within a specific Community Region, see page 3-7]

... shall be Level Of Service (LOS) C ...”, however, Pleasant Valley Rd. between SR 20 & 6.33
Lake Wildwood currently has a Planning LOS E and an Operational LOS D. This is al-

ready below the minimum allowable LOS.

Penn Valley Dr. between Spenceville & SR 20 is listed in Table 4.7-4, but the projected data

is missing. According to Table 4.7-1, this section of Penn Valley Dr. already has five times 6.34
the traffic volume of the portion of Penn Valley Dr. extending to Pleasant Valley Road,

which is projected to become 7,000 trips per day (Table 4.7-4). As a result, this section of

Penn Valley Dr. to SR 20 will require a 4-lane road.

McCourtney Rd. between Indian Springs Rd. & Old Auburn is projected to become Level of 6.35
Service E without improvements and an LOS D even with spot improvements (Table 4.7-4).  ™*
These are both below the minimum allowable Level Of Service!

Re the 20-49 intersection, McCourtney Road and Allison Ranch Road, this assumes the land 6.36
use intensities are reduced for the Northstar project, the New Town, and the Penn Valley/ see #5.19
' Lake Wildwood area. How can we be sure this will happen?

Impact #32: RTP improvements impact on the environment and surrounding land uses. Six
and four lane roads through the countryside are not compatible with a rural environment. 6.37 _
They entail larger cuts and fills, increased erosion, loss of trees, increased noise and traffic, S¢€ #5.20

higher speeds, and dangerous access.

Impact #34: Demand for transit services. Fares are now paying less than 20% of the costs of 6.38
the existing transit service (and this figure does not include all of the costs). How will we *

pay for expanding the service, by increasing the subsidy of a larger system, which will see #5.21
probably continue to run around the County with near-empty buses?

Impact #30: (pages 4.7-15 & 2-33) states that “Buildout ... would cause operation of some
roadways to drop to unacceptable levels” but is stated “to be a less-than-significant impact,
as RTP improvements and proposed General Plan policies would ensure that area road-
ways continue to operate at acceptable levels of service.” However, the last sentence on

13
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Penn Valley Community Association Comments on the Draft EIR

Traffic and Circulation continued

page 4.7-15 acknowledges many exceptions (listed on pages 4.7-16 to 4.7-20).

In fact, in the middle of page 4.7-20, it states that “Buildout of General Plan land uses and
associated population would cause several roadways to operate at unacceptable levels of
service, even with the implementation of RTP improvements, which constitutes a significant
impact.” IMPACT #30 is mis-classified and requires new Mitigation Measures to substan-
tially reduce the traffic volume!

Impact #31: (pages 4.7-21 & 2-27) tries to imply that buildout will not significantly affect local
roads. The second paragraph on page 4.7-22 and the second paragraph on page 2-27 both
incorrectly state that General Plan policies and RTP policies would reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level. The basis for this being incorrect is fully explained above.

Physical Impacts of Roads on Aesthetic Values: IMPACT #32 (page 4.7-22) refers to
“physical impacts on the environment and surrounding land uses ... considered to be a less-
than-significant impact as proposed plan policies would ensure that such impacts are fully
mitigated.” However, this conclusion is contradicted by the language of IMPACT #26 (page
2-25) which states that “buildout... could diminish the aesthetic value of the roadside scen-
ery” and “is considered a significant impact, as implementation of proposed plan policies
will not necessarily protect visual quality.” This resulted in the suggested Mitigation Mea-
sure #26 to “designate scenic corridors along” certain routes. The sections of highway listed
in MM #26 must be revised to include Highway 20 from Highway 49 to the Yuba County
line. This section of Highway 20 is just as valuable as the others listed.

Impact #26 also led to Mitigation Measure #27 requesting the State to prepare Scenic High-
way Reports for State Highways within the County and then implement these studies by
zoning of Scenic Corridors. The County also needs to prepare Scenic Highway Reports for
collector roads within the rural portions of the County and implement the results of these
studies with appropriate Policies.

Equestrian Trails: There is almost a complete lack of consideration of Equestrian Trails
within the Draft EIR, the Proposed General Plan Policies and the Proposed RTP Policies.
We need non-motorized trails for combined use by both pedestrians and equestrians within
the rural areas of the County. Proposed General Plan Policy 4.27 for “a Pedestrian Master
Plan... within established Community Boundaries” is not sufficient. There is a Multiuse
Non-Motorized Trail Master Plan that was developed by a subcommittee of STAR. This
plan should be incorporated into the General Plan. In addition, Impact #33 should include
the word “equestrian” in the phrase “bicycle and pedestrian facilities”, and the trails mas-

. ter plan should be included in Mitigation Measure #32. In rural regions of the County,

easements should be required alongside all newly constructed or improved collector roads
to provide for non-motorized trails. The General Plan Policies should include the addition
of non-motorized trails to existing rural roads.

14
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4.8 Air Quality and Climatology

Impact #36: “Buildout...will incrementally increase emissions from mobile sources.” The 42
DEIR considers this to be less than significant, assuming improved technology will resultin

air quality improving over time. This faith does not appear well advised, historically, your gae #5.22
numbers.notwithstanding.

Was air pollution from other domestic and industrial sources considered, such as air condi-
tioning and heating, solvents, etc.?

15
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4.9 Noise

Impact #34: Buildout of General Plan land uses and RTP road improvements would result
in increase in noise level along roadways. This is considered to be a significant impact as
proposed General Plan policies would not necessarily ensure that siting of plan -related
land uses would not result in conflicts with noise regulations.

see #6.9
Impact #37: Revised Noise Element policy 9.11 reads, “Provide for ... through increased
setbacks, landscaping, earthen berms, and solid fencing.” The following sentence should be
added. “The use of earthen berms and solid fencing shall be limited to Community Re-
gions.”. Dirt mounds or walls of any kind along side of a road are not appropriate for rural

areas of the County.

Policy 9.11 stipulates that design controls including increased setbacks, landscaping, and
barriers (berms or walls) would be provided to “assist in minimizing” impacts of future
noise. As written, this policy would not necessarily ensure that significant noise impacts of
future development would be mitigated.

Comprehensive Site Development Standards, identified in policy 1.17, shall also consider
standards which provide transitions between uses and buffering and screening to mitigate
adverse effect. However, as these standards have yet to be prepared, it is difficult to assess
their effectiveness in minimizing noise impacts.

Regional Transportation Plan policies 1.1 and 2.2 would serve to reduce the impact of
future land uses and roadway improvements, but not to a less-than-significant level.

16
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4.10 Public Services and Utilities

Impact #42: NID's estimated ability to serve as many as 160,000 additional treated water
customers (page 4.10-4 and page 4.10-12) will quickly evaporate if the State demands deliv- 6.43
ery of water to the Delta. The NID Master Plan shows a safe annual yield of 156,600 acre- .
feet, while the DEIR uses a figure of 220,000 acre-feet. see #5.24

NID'’s shift in interest toward supplying treated water customers will probably be at the
expense of agricultural deliveries (which now represent >80% of their water sales). Increas- 6.44
ingly expensive irrigation water will be another disincentive to agricultural operations.  see #5,25

Re page 4.10-13, Mitigation Measure #38: “...undertake a Countywide aquifer study...” The
Master Environmental Inventory, Section 4-2, Hydrology, states that “groundwater in the
western area is not characterized by well-defined aquifers. The highly fractured character-
istics ... create inconsistent groundwater characteristics.” (page 4.10-6). Why undertake a

Countywide aquifer study?

Wastewater systems

Page 4.10-16: The two paragraphs at the top of the page are a good summary of the septic
systems in Nevada County. The need for the ST/LS study is again pointed out.

A significant comment is made in the last sentence of the second paragraph, “Generally,
septic systems and leach fields are considered as only a temporary solution for medium to
high density areas.”

Pages 4.10-20: The projected average residential wastewater flows shown in Table 4.10-7 6.45
are high by a factor of 1.57 when compared to the existing wastewater flows shown in Table ’
4.10-6 on page 4.10-15.

A revised calculation using the data in Table 4.10-6 (using 2.5 people/EDU) came up with

97 gpd as the average flow per capita. Why use estimated data using 2/3 of the water flow

when actual wastewater flows are available?

Parks and Recreation

Page 4.10-42 paragraph #1: The correct name is Western Gateway Regional Park and Recre- 6,46
ation District. It should also state that the Western Gateway Regional Park and Recreation

District operates an 80 acre park site in Penn Valley.

Page 4.10-42 paragraph #2 states that Western Gateway Regional Park and Recreation

District has considerable undeveloped acreage which has not yet been improved due to

lack of available funding. This is not true. This park facility has been engineered for the 6.47
needs of the community. Every last “inch” does not need to be developed.

Relevant Plan Policies 5.1-5.23: Throughout these policies there are assumptions that the
County should and will get into the Park and Recreation business. This would be in direct
opposition to the wishes of Western Nevada County voters. By past elections, the voters

17
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Public Services and Utilities continued

have not been interested in creating more county bureaucracy. Policy 5.2 does support the
formation of local park districts, which is what the voters do want.

Impact #50 does not mention the current need for 236 acres of park land. It also depends on
County.involvement in Parks and Recreation to make the growth less than significant. This is
not practical.

Schools: The projected school population increasing from 17,337 to 25,769, together with
present overcrowding in some schools, indicates a need for further mitigation measures.

There is a considerable lag time for both the financing and construction of new facilities.
Recent local High School General Obligation Bonds have been defeated, state building
funds are very limited, developer impact fees are lagging, and possible Mello-Roos bonds
are uncertain. How would money be acquired for construction if this negative trend contin-
ues? Demographics, to a degree, dictate school site selection. The County needs to conduct
a dedicated School Demographics Study.

18
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR), NEVADA
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN, SCH # 91032019

Staff of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have reviewed
Nevada County’s General Plan Draft EIR. The "project" consists of the General Plan, the
1994 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and amended zoning regulations and maps. The
Proposed Action would more than double the present population of the County, but would
result in a lower buildout population than the existing (1980) General Plan. Most growth
would be directed to designated "Community Regions", and limited growth would occur in
"Rural Regions". Within the Lahontan Region, the Town of Truckee’s sphere of influence
would be designated a Community Region with a projected buildout population of 35,630.
Lands outside of Truckee would be a Rural Region with the community of Hirschdale as a
"Rural Place". The proposed action includes policies which encourage clustered
development and call for the adoption of Countywide site development standards to mitigate
impacts of new growth on sensitive environmental resources such as wetlands, flood plains,
and high erosion hazard soils. The draft EIR identifies a variety of potentially significant
impacts of the proposed action and recommends a "Mitigated General Plan" alternative which
requires clustering and includes specific guidance for the pending site development standards.
Most water-related impacts under this alternative are said to be mitigated to less than
significant levels, except for increased demand on surface and ground water supplies. The
EIR is programmatic and is not meant to serve as a project level environmental document for
any specific activities under the new General Plan.

We are concerned only about provisions of the General Plan which affect the portion of
Nevada County within the Lahontan Region (i.e., those within the Truckee River and Little
Truckee River watersheds, east of the Sierra Nevada crest). The RWQCB will not be
issuing any permits as a direct result of General Plan adoption. However, the RWQCB is a
"trustee agency" under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for potentially
affected surface and ground waters. Staff’s comments on the draft EIR are as follows:
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General Comments

The EIR identifies the Mitigated General Plan (Alternative 4) as the environmentally superior
action alternative. Lahontan RWQCB staff agree that this alternative provides the greatest
protection for water quality and beneficial uses, and would support its adoption and
implementation with the additional needed changes noted in our specific comments below.

Alternative 4 includes a number of very constructive measures to protect and enhance water
quality and beneficial uses, and related sensitive resources such as riparian vegetation and
erosive soils. The County is to be commended for considering proposed Policy 11.4, which
directs it to:

"Cooperate with State and local agencies in efforts to identify and reduce to
acceptable levels all sources of existing and potential point and non-point source
pollution to ground and surface waters, including leaking fuel tanks, discharges from
storm drains, auto dismantling and dump sites, sanitary waste systems, parking lots,
roadways, logging and mining operations".

The Truckee River watershed is one of our highest priorities for "watershed planning" to
identify and remediate water quality problems, and ensure needed watershed restoration.
County cooperation will be essential in this effort.

Our major concern with the EIR can be summarized as its failure to recognize and mitigate
the impacts of potential conflicts with the RWQCB’s waste discharge prohibitions for the
Truckee River and Little Truckee River watersheds. Particular problems are discussed in
our specific comments below.

Specific Comments

1. The target year for buildout and full plan implementation is not clear from the EIR.
Timing could be important in providing mitigation for impacts related to domestic
water supply, wastewater treatment capacity, and solid waste disposal capacity.

2. (page 2-12, third full paragraph) The last sentence should refer to limitation of
"minimum subdivision parcel size", rather than "maximum" in relation to water and
sewage disposal standards.

3% (pages 3-17 and 4.7-16) The RTP’s Road Improvement Summary includes the
proposed widening of State Route (SR) 89 from two to four lanes between the Placer
County line and Interstate 80. This would include a road segment which parallels the
Truckee River. The potential water quality impacts of this recommendation are not
adequately addressed in the EIR. It appears to conflict with other proposed plan
provisions such as setbacks from stream corridors, flood plains and riparian
vegetation. The RWQCB implements prohibitions against discharges or threatened
discharges of waste earthen materials to surface waters and 100 year flood plains of
the Truckee River and Little Truckee River watersheds (see Comment 8 below.)
Although the exemption criteria for the flood plain prohibitions may allow
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construction of transportation facilities in regional transportation plans, specific
mitigation measures apply, and avoidance is preferable to mitigation. The final EIR
should recognize this potentially significant conflict and consider alternatives to
widening SR89 such as greater use of transit and transportation management in this
area. Without such an analysis, we cannot agree with the EIR’s conclusion that
transportation impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.

4. (page 4.1-26) The recommended mitigation for plan impacts on open space includes
formation of an Open Space District and an Open Space Authority to acquire and
generate funds for acquisition of open space lands, particularly those which contain 74
unique, valuable or sensitive resources. We suggest that these entities also be s
designed to serve as mitigation banks which could provide funds for the restoration
and enhancement of wetlands and watersheds in coordination with mitigation for new
development allowed under the General Plan.

S (page 4.3-7) The discussion of surface water quality focuses on the results of a 1974
Department of Water Resources (DWR) study of the western portion of the County.
More recent information is also available for the eastern portion. The Lahontan
RWQCB has designated the Truckee River and several tributaries, including Donner 7 &
Lake, as impaired "water quality limited segments" under Section 303(d) of the
federal Clean Water Act due to elevated levels of metals and/or toxic organic
substances in fish tissue sampled under the State Water Resources Control Board’s
Toxic Substances Monitoring Program. RWQCB staff are currently sampling a
number of Truckee River stations to determine the extent of problems related to
sediment, nutrients, and ambient metals.

6. The water quality section (page 4.3-8) discusses the roles of RWQCBs mainly in
reference to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. In 7.6
addition to such permits, RWQCBs may issue and enforce waste discharge
requirements under state law, participate in the state Water Quality Certification
process, and set water quality standards and waste discharge prohibitions.

7. The EIR’s water quality discussion should also address impacts of the General Plan
on compliance with the RWQCB’s water quality standards and waste discharge A d
prohibitions related to wastewater disposal and 100 year flood plain disturbance in the o0
Truckee River watershed, and cross-reference relevant information in other sections.
(See Specific Comments 8,10, 11 and 23, below.)

8. (pages 4.3-11 and 4.3-12, pages 2-15 and 2-17) The final EIR’s discussion of flood
plain impacts (and the final General Plan policies) should recognize the Lahontan
RWQCB’s waste discharge prohibitions and exemption criteria for the Truckee River 7 8
and Little Truckee River watersheds, which were referenced in our response to the
Notice of Preparation. The prohibitions preclude fill within all 100 year flood plains
of these watersheds, whether or not they have been mapped by federal authorities; the
RWQCB may require flood plain mapping by a qualified consultant as part of a
project application. Elevation of flood plain structures above the flood level, -as
proposed on page 4.3-12, does not constitute compliance with the prohibitions. Waste
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10.

11.

12.

discharge prohibitions are regulations with the force of law, and are also considered
part of our water quality standards. Noncompliance should be considered a
significant impact. Please note that our exemption criteria are for public -projects or
private projects which provide public benefits such as recreation; exemptions are not
available for residential and most commercial projects. The recommended "Other
Mitigation Measures" on pages 4.3-12 and 2-15 should be qualified by references to
the RWQCB'’s prohibitions and exemption criteria for the Truckee River watershed.

(page 4.3-14) The proposed "Maximum Impervious Surfacing".limits include 5% for
Water Areas. Elsewhere, the EIR indicates that the "Water Area" General Plan
Designation is for open water bodies. Does the 5% figure include proposed allowable
wetlands disturbance? (Wetlands are considered surface waters of the State.)

(page 4.3-17) The discussion of septic system impacts should recognize the
RWQCB’s waste discharge prohibitions and exemption criteria for septic system
discharges in part of the Truckee River watershed in Nevada County, and its
regionwide septic system density limits, which apply to the portion of eastern Nevada
County east of the prohibition area. This information was referenced in our response
to the Notice of Preparation. The Central Valley RWQCB may also have septic
system prohibitions applicable in the western part of the County. RWQCB staff have
discussed the implications of septic system use for clustered development with staff of
Nevada County and the Town of Truckee. Compliance with septic system exemption
criteria would need to be evaluated on a project by project basis.

(pages 4.3-18 and 2-17) Proposed mitigation measures for septic system impacts
would prohibit septic systems and leachfields within the 100 feet of all natural
waterways and within 100-year flood plain but would allow limited fill in fiood
plains. It is not clear what fill in flood plains has to do with septic systems. In any
case, such fill within the Lahontan RWQCB’s jurisdiction would be in conflict with
the waste discharge prohibitions referenced in Specific Comment 8, above.

(pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-15) Wetlands are discussed as biotic resources, under the
heading "Sensitive habitats and Important Habitat Features". The first paragraph on
page 4.4-15 should be changed to reflect the fact that wetlands are waters of the State
as well as of the United States, and that State Water Quality Certification under
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act is required for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) permits for disturbance of wetlands. The State Water Resources Control Board
has denied the application of most COE "Nationwide Permits" within California. In
particular, the Section 26 permit, which applies to disturbance of "headwaters", is not
in effect. (See Comment 14 below.) Wetlands are considered surface waters, and
surface water quality standards apply. The Lahontan RWQCB's new Water Quality
Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan), which may take effect by March
1995, includes specific beneficial use designations for the wetlands of the Truckee
River and Little Truckee River watersheds, and new language on the RWQCB’s
policies for protection and restoration of wetlands. To the extent that wetlands of the
Truckee River and Little Truckee River watersheds are also 100 year flood plains, the
flood plain discharge prohibitions and exemption criteria also apply.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

(page 4.4-15) In the second paragraph under the heading "Stream and Riparian

Corridors", "water pollution" is included by implication in a list of "improvement 713
activities" which have disrupted riparian corridors. We do not consider pollution to be

an "improvement".

(page 4.4-31) The EIR analyzes and proposes to mitigate General Plan impacts on

"significant" wetlands (defined as jurisdictional wetlands larger than one acre).

Because of their scarcity, and the sensitivity of the environments in which they occur,

even small wetlands of the Lahontan Region can have significant ecological functions,

and the cumulative impacts of disturbance of such wetlands, both on wetland functions 2 A
and on downstream waters, can also be significant. The State of California currently 7.14
reviews and considers mitigation requirements and Section 401 certification for all

proposed wetland disturbance because of the noncertification of the COE Section 26

Nationwide Permit referenced above. The RWQCB’s new Basin Plan includes a

commitment to work with local governments, the COE, and other concerned agencies

to coordinate and streamline the wetlands permitting process. We look forward to

working with Nevada County toward wetlands protection and restoration.

(page 4.10-12) The EIR projects domestic water demand for the Truckee Community
Region at buildout at 10,075 acre feet per annum (afa). Water demand has been
estimated based on current per dwelling unit usage; it does not appear that flow needs
have been factored into the total figure. The final EIR should consider cumulative
impacts of eastern Nevada County demand together with potential domestic water
demands from growth in Placer and Sierra Counties on the limited supplies legally 7.15
available within the California portion of the Truckee River watershed under Public
Law 101-618. The limit applies to diversions from all sources, including ground
water. Placer County will also be increasing its demands on the Martis Valley
aquifer. If it appears that the PL. 101-618 limit may be exceeded, mitigation
measures should be proposed. Any proposals for greater use of reclaimed wastewater
in the Truckee River watershed must consider the RWQCB’s 9 mg/1 nitrogen
limitation discussed in Comment 17 below.

(pages 4.10-16 and 4.10-17) In its discussions of the Tahoe Truckee Sanitation

Agency (TTSA), and the Donner Summit Public Utility District, the EIR cites the — — - -
increased number of connections which could occur if the Lahontan RWQCB issues

orders requiring connection of existing septic tank subdivisions, and the expectation

that such sewering will be required within 5-10 years. (The Donner Summit Public

Utility District is within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB; the reference 716
to Lahontan RWQCB policy should be moved up to the TTSA discussion.) While our .
new Basin Plan assumes that many existing lots currently approved for septic system

use will eventually be sewered, the Lahontan RWQCB has no current plans to issue

orders requiring sewering within any specific schedule. A RWQCB mandate for

sewering of existing subdivisions would require adoption of Basin Plan amendments

setting "zero discharge" prohibitions for these areas, not a simple order.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

(page 4.10-19) The EIR projects a 5.9 million gallons per day (mgd) increase in
wastewater flows within the Truckee Community Region as a result of growth under
the General Plan. Recommended mitigation includes user fees and a comprehensive
County development impact fee program.

The RWQCB’s Basin Plan includes a prohibition of discharges of wastewater with an
average total nitrogen concentration greater than 9 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to
waters of the Truckee River and Little Truckee River watersheds. The 9 mg/L limit
reflects the level of nitrogen removal which can be achieved by TTSA’s tertiary
wastewater treatment facilities. This prohibition has the effect of requiring the same
level of nitrogen removal at an expanded TTSA treatment plant, or any new treatment
plant in these watersheds. The final EIR should recognize this limit, and planning for
the recommended development impact fee program should take the cost of-tertiary
wastewater treatment into account.

The EIR does not consider potential water quality impacts of extensive vegetation
clearing to provide fuel breaks around homes and subdivisions, particularly in erosion
prone areas. In addition to increasing erosion, vegetation removal impairs vegetative
uptake of nutrients from precipitation and surface runoff, and, by increasing soil
temperatures, may increase release of stored nutrients to ground water by soil
microorganisms. Planning of site development standards for fire safety should take
these impacts into account (page 4.10-37) Requirements for fuel reduction should
allow alternative solutions which will protect soils and water quality such as
revegetation with less flammable species; irrigation of vegetated fuel breaks, and use
of mulch to retain litter moisture.

The cumulative impacts discussion (pages 5-3) and the text associated with specific
impact categories should recognize cumulative water quality-related impacts of growth
in Nevada County on the Truckee River system together with those of growth in the
Placer County and Sierra County portions of the watershed, and activities on National
Forest lands. For example, the new Placer County General Plan is proposing a
buildout population of 14,000 in Martis Valley. Together

with the projected increased population in Truckee, this increase will have significant
cumulative effects on domestic water supply and wastewater treatment capacities. If
development under the General Plan lowers water quality of the Truckee River in
California, this will also cumulatively affect uses of the river in Nevada.

(Appendix A, page 41) Proposed General Plan Policy 3.19 should reference the
RWQCB discharge prohibitions, exemption criteria, and density limits as factors
which limit lot size for septic tank use.
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21.

22

23.

Proposed General Plan Policy 4.38 (Appendix A, page 53) directs Nevada County to
"Encourage Caltrans’ efforts to reduce impacts to vegetation, wildlife and water
quality through the use of salt substitutes, or other environmental compatible materials
for road de-icing". Policy 4.37 mandates continued use of environmentally sound
practices in County road maintenance. The final EIR should also recommend that site
development standards include proper siting and maintenance of snow storage and
disposal areas, and should encourage the use of salt substitutes on private roads,
driveways, and parking lots.

As an incentive for affordable housing, proposed General Plan policy 8.4.f (Appendix
A, page 67) would consider multifamily dwellings of up to 24 units to be
"ministerial" under CEQA, precluding preparation of environmental documents for
these projects. We disagree with this approach unless a complete programmatic
environmental analysis of the impacts of this designation in specific locations, and
mitigation of impacts, are provided as part of the final EIR. Because of the
sensitivity of the Truckee River watershed, the RWQCB may wish to issue waste
discharge requirements for larger multifamily housing projects in that area. If the
County considers these projects ministerial, the RWQCB would have to assume
CEQA lead agency responsibility and prepare an environmental document before
acting on a permit. This would negate the County’s purpose of expediting affordable
housing construction. (Similar problems have arisen with respect to proposed
RWQCB permits for commercial projects in the Lake Tahoe Basin which Placer
County considers ministerial.) The RWQCB is a "single purpose" agency without
staff expertise to analyze some impact areas such as air quality and cultural
resources, and without authority to mitigate such impacts. Mitigation in these areas
would be better provided by the County. We also have no funding available for staff
time involved in CEQA document preparation for projects proposed by other parties.
Even if funding were provided by the applicant, staff time would need to be diverted
from other high priority work. We urge the County to work with "Community
Regions" to identify preferred affordable housing areas and then to do a detailed
"Master EIR" CEQA analysis before declaring housing in such areas to be
ministerial.

Proposed General Plan Policy 17.22 (Appendix A, page 102) would allow aggregate
extraction in rivers and flood plains provided that CEQA compliance occurs. The
impacts of this policy are not adequately addressed or mitigated in the draft EIR.
Within the Truckee River watershed, the Lahontan RWQCB’s waste discharge
prohibitions against discharges or threatened discharge of waste earthen materials to
surface waters (in effect since 1967) and to 100 year flood plains (in effect since
1975) would essentially preclude aggregate mining on such sites. Adoption of this
policy without qualification would encourage violation of state regulations The final
EIR should recommend a revised policy qualified with reference to the Truckee River
watershed.

7.20

7.21

7.22
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Please contact Judith Unsicker at (916) 542-5417 if you wish to discuss these comments.

Sincerely,

Ranjit f(ﬁll, D
Chief, Planning and Toxics Unit

Enclosure

cc: Regional Board members
Michael Chiriatti, State Clearinghouse
Region 5, Sacramento

JEU/sh10-nvcoplan
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TO0: PLANNING COMMISSION JAN 17 1995

: , TY
RE: E.I.R. Recommendations to General Plan $NATEXQEﬁ§§§£#”KM-

We are writing in regards to the E.I.R. draft to the General Plan,

we feel the E.I.R. recommendations are based on negative growth

input groups wanting no changes. We don't feel the input they
received shows a true picture of our area involving our G.P.D.

How they can possibly make a broad decision to recommend 20 acre
miminums for an area without looking into or studying the pilans 8.1
involved is beyond reason. It's easier to recommend something

like that than to deal with the individual requests who they

dismiss with the stroke of a pen.

We live in a area or community of small parcels 1.9 to 3 acres
surround us. Behind us is the Yuba River some 3 miles down the
canyon. The area is a mix of U.S. Forest property and private
property. The small parcels are much easier to maintain with
respect to keeping healthy trees and fire prevention. We are 9
miles outside of Nevada City which is a 10 minute drive, that is
no more than most outlying communities in and around-Grass Valley
and Nevada City in relation to travel time into town. :

When we moved here and developed our land in 1985 we did so by
applying for all permits and under the inspections and approvals
of the Planning Department and Building Department. We have
obtained a Home Occupation permit back in December 1990 for our
shop building that fronts State Highway 20, and have operated a
Craft store under the Home Occupations strict guidelines. My
husband and I are self-employed, small business people with our
hands tied. We are unable to do anything with our shop or land
to escalate to anything bigger. The E.I.R. recommendations for
20 acre minimums completely dashes any hopes we had for any
future business. It also deprives us of the Democ¢ratic process
to even apply for a rezone or possible split for the best use of
our land. I hear it's based on information relating to the deer
migration.

I would like to say when we first bought here we would see a
occasional deer. We came from a ranch and I put a water trough
out and a salt block for them. The numbers have never really
changed much during the summer about 2 to 6 may be seen in the
evening. But by winter those numbers fall to 1 or 2 and they do
not stay, as soon as the snow gets too deep they do not come back
even though I put grain out for them. They don't return until
April or May from the lower elevations. The mountain lions and
bear keep their numbers thinned and the highway in front takes

a high toll, but the people living here do not bother them - most
feed them. Note these people live on small parcels the deer don't
seem to mind.

JAN 23 1995



I don't see as how its any different than the deer herds in the
Lake Wildwood or Lake of the Pines areas people haven't run them

off.

We had a Environmental report done in 1992 when we did selective
logging on 6 acres to remove diseased trees and thick growth
thinning to allow more room for younger healthier trees. No
adverse information on either wildlife, biological, soil or

visual involvement resulted from our cutting. On the property
adjoining ours which is uninhabited dead trees are lying across
other trees, trails we used to be able to walk are blocked by
downed trees and brush, this is all within 8 years and now that
property is no longer traversible due to neglect. What used to

be a beautiful walk in a forest is now a tree littered mess that
does not get cleaned up by uncaring or unable property owners.

What people see as they drive along the highway and think they have
to preserve is not always a true picture of what is really happening
to the forest. The people buying and building are the ones who

are cleaning up and caring for the forest. I don't see the
Environmental groups or RQC out here cleaning and helping to
maintain forest land that they feel they have so much right to

make decisions and recommendations about its uses.

All we ask is to please review our request based on the facts we
provide as tenants and care takers of the land in controversy.

We are not adding any new impacts or people in our request - whats
here is all there will ever be.

Thank you for taking the time to read our letter and we can only
hope you will look fairly at our side too and not just take the
E.I.R. report as fact. They have a lot of incorrect information
in making their recommendations for this area.

Thank you

Frank and Lana Van Hoesen
22600 Highway 20 East
Nevada City, CA. 95959
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The Planning Commission JAN 23 1335 V7 1995
County of Nevada — NTY

. e x e = : e OUN
Eric Rood Administration Building o WeV l}E’,‘,ED ADTMERT
950 Maidu Avenue - pi AR

Nevada City, CA. 95959-8617
Re: The Draft Nevada County General Plan - Draft Environmental Impact Report
To Whom It May Concern:

The draft environmental impact report does not have the ability to deal with existing deficiencies and,
therefore, cannot realistically quantify the significant impact of increased population, particularly on
areas of the county that have already reached or surpassed limits of acceptability. Of course, a term
such as limits of acceptability is relative and differs from individual to individual, and that is where the
draft environmental impact report also comes up short. The report relies on thresholds, state 91
regulations, and county regulations to determine acceptability. Not once did I see mention of the notion
of leading the state with the highest standards of environmental quality or to be a role model. Instead, I
was left with the impression that standards were being lowered and deemed acceptable if they met with
state standards. I feel that the people who already live in this county have a right to maintain a high
quality of life that does not depend upon standards already shown not to work in other overcrowded,
underfinanced counties around the state.

Table 3-1 looks at central themes such as fostering a rural quality of life, sustaining a quality

environment, and development of a strong, diversified, sustainable local economy. Yet, I see those

exact qualities being taken away from me and every person who already lives in this county. For

example, the draft environmental report indicates that increased PM-10 emissions is seen as 4 less than
significant impact. The information in the report is misleading. First, air quality was not monitored at 9-2
the most severely polluted or populated areas (i.e. Glenwood Basin). Second, it is mentioned that

‘General Plan policies will include alternatives to outside burns and control measures to reduce pollutant
emissions from open burning. I would like to know what policies are being considered and would like

to see them established and functioning rather than merely mentioned as a possibility. As we all know

there is no room in the landfill, and that is another can of worms I won't discuss further, as it is so well
recognized. Regarding services provided by the county, as an example, it is mentioned in the report that

a need for increased library services is less than significant because General Plan policies ensure

adequate library facilities to serve new population growth. However, our library services and funding 9.3
for libraries have already been decreased in this county, as well as other services that the draft

environmental impact report ensures will be adequate. Can we not strive for better than adequate? Let's
search for other means of increasing the services provided to us without promoting enormous population
growth.

Another area that is not covered in the draft environmental impact report is cumulative impacts. Many
areas of the county experienced so much development recently, it would be deleterious to add more 9.4
growth in those same areas. :



Appendix VI - CEQA Guidelines and Discussion, Guide to California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), 1993 Edition, Remy et al., Pg. 647" Article 20. Definitions, #15355 - "Cumulative impacts
refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts. (a) The individual effects may be changes resulting
from a single project or a number of separate projects. (b) The cumulative impact from several projects
is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added
to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a
period of time."

I will speak for my own neighborhood, which is considered Grass Valley and Nevada City Area in
General Plan discussions. Glenwood Road has been the focus of considerable attention recently, as I am
sure you are aware, because of a planned urban, medium density development. This is the perfect
example of an area that has experienced decreased quality of life from significant cumulative impacts.

Many of my neighbors on Glenwood Road have been recently impacted by the Fowler Center. Instead
of a wetland area, they have a barbed wire fence directly in back of their houses. Don't kid yourselves,
there is a great difference in noise level, traffic, and garbage along the street since this Center was
developed. In addition, my backyard neighbor is directly across from the building site of Sierra College.
What was open space less than one year ago is now graded and awaiting additional funding to finish this
most significant and major development. The noise is so loud some days, I feel they have actually
invaded my backyard. Believe me, we have not yet begun to feel the impacts from traffic, noise, and
crime that await us when the college opens up.

These two projects are just examples of significant cumulative impacts that have been suffered by our
Glenwood neighborhood. Why aren't significant cumulative impacts addressed in the draft
environmental impact report?

During the recent hearings regarding the Glenwood Pines project, Jim Carney stated in an article in The
Union on August 19, 1994 "It is exactly the type of direction that addresses the need here." Asa
constituent, I would like to say that I don't think building urban medium density housing projects
extending from the most overpopulated areas of the county is the direction this county should be taking.

The county should be doing everything in its power to preserve the natural, open space that attracts
tourism and allows us to live in a healthful community. As mentioned above, we should be striving to
set an example and be a model of environmentalism, rather than stooping to meet state standards.

Sincerely,

Minng Ooviia

Sherry Davis
10653 Glenwood Road
Grass Valley, CA. 95945
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January 11, 1995

Mr. Thomas Miller, Acting Planning Director

Nevada County Planning Department

950 Maidu Avenue JAN 23 1935
Nevada City, California 95959-6100 e s .

Dear Mr. Miller:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Final Draft Nevada
County General Plan.

We concur with conclusions in the Draft EIR concerning
impacts associated with water quality, stream, wildlife, and
vegetative resources as a result of implementation of the Final
Draft General Plan. Imprecise and non-mandatory implementation
of many policies of the Final Draft General Plan will continue to
result in impacts that are not reduced to levels less than
significant. The lack of strong and discrete policies will also
result in the inability of the General Plan to achieve the plan’s
basic philosophy and many goals and objectives.

Only with incorporation of many of the additional mitigation
measures as suggested in the Draft EIR can impacts to natural
resources be substantially reduced and objectives of the General
Plan be met. We recommend that '"Other Mitigation Measures'" as
identified in this Draft EIR including #1, #5, #9, #11, #12, #14,
#16, #17, #18, #19, #21, and #22 be incorporated into the Final
EIR and the Final General Plan. These measures resolve many
issues addressed in prior correspondence by the DFG.

We know of no other measures that can provide substantial
mitigation to the county’s fish, wildlife, vegetative and water
quality resources other than those that endorse principles of

" mandatory clustering, protection of, and specific setbacks to
critical environments and large parcel sizes. The ''Other
Mitigation Measures' we have identified embody these principles.
Nothing in the record demonstrates otherwise.

Incorporation into the Final General Plan of the suggested
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR will also require
modification of land use maps, thus insuring internal
consistency.



Mr. Thomas Miller
January 11, 1995
Page Two

Finally, we do not see that the written record provides any
specific social, economic, or other findings that will support
the many statements of overriding consideration that will be
necessary to certify this Draft EIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. 1If
the DFG can be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Jeff
Finn, Associate Wildlife Biologist, telephone (916) 477-0308 or
Ms. Cindy Chadwick, Environmental Services Supervisor, telephone
(916) 355-0267.

Sincerely,

ok
?’E}?’ﬂi
</ Jyuiﬁﬁaf*”"#
L. Ryan Broddrick
Regional Manager

¢c: Mr. Jeff Finn
Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California

Ms. Cindy Chadwick
Department of Fish and Game
Rancho Cordova, California
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Nevada County Planning Commissioner, District One

To: Tom Miller
Nevada County Planning Director

Subject: Comments on the DEIR of the General Plan

After listening to the public at our last meeting, many of my concerns about
the DEIR were validated. I believe the DEIR is a document that needs some
fine tuning and some rewrites to make it a more realistic document. The task
of the Planning Commission is to review carefully, the contents of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report, even if it at times means checking the defini-
tion of each word, both for impact and interpretation.

T have been on the Commission for ten years now. We produced a very
workable plan back in July 1993. The General Plan subsequently was used as
a political tool by a vocal minority. I am charged with looking out for the
whole community, not just a narrow, energized, vocal few..

I have studied carefully each of the proposed mitigation measures. Some are
worthy , some need modification, and some need to be removed because they
are unworkable or just not feasible.

For reference purposes, I’ve used the mitigation numbers from the Draft EIR
in sequence, along with my comments on each.

By law, we are not allowed to be capricious. We have legal guidelines we
must follow, not the least of which is provided by the California Environ-
mental Quality Act, or CEQA. While some people tell us they want a very
specific general plan which mandates many things, and proscribes many oth-
ers, CEQA Section 15146(a) says “Some activities such as the adoption of
local general plans may deal with issues on a level of broad generalities.” T
believe CEQA is guiding us to provide a broad spectrum of opportunity,
while still allowing us to be protected.

CEQA says the best way to do that is to use “Suggested Mitigations” wher-
ever possible. Mitigation can legally be used only as a form of protection for

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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11.2

11.3

Page 2

the general community, they cannot, and should not be used to espouse a
philosophy.

Recent Court decisions grant the county protection by saying we need not en-
sure perfection, but must strive for adequacy, good faith and completeness.
Whatever is done will have an effect on the environment, but CEQA Section
21083(c) tells us to look for “The environmental effects of a project (that)
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, wither directly or in-
directly.” People count, and they and their needs must be considered in any
document or deliberation regarding Nevada County’s environment.

Court cases say CEQA asks for a balance of benefits. In other words, look at
a proposed project’s unavoidable environmental risks. If the proposed project
outweighs the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, then the adverse
environmental effects may by considered acceptable. This view is applicable
in certain mitigations throughout the DEIR. I want Nevada County to remain
the beautiful place it has always been. However, opportunities for people to
live and prosper without a horrendous amount of governmental interference
must be considered. I believe we can have both a wonderful environment and
a chance for people to prosper in Nevada County.

MITIGATION #1
This mitigation is the center piece of the DEIR. Most of the other recom-

mendations are connected to this mitigation. I believe that the present lan-
guage in the General Plan is sufficient to address the “concerns” of the DEIR
writer. This rewrite of Policies 1.17 and 1.18 are saying the same things but
in a different way. If, however, the Commission feels that this mitigation
should remain, I offer the following suggestions. I have married some of the
verbal comments at the hearing as well as some written comments I have re-
ceived from many other sources from both sides of the argument.

In Policy 1.17, substitute “a flexible” for “and adopt” in Line one, then re-
word the remainder of the paragraph to include “These standards will be ap-
plicable to all development projects to provide a consistent approach for ad-
dressing...” The word “flexible” should then be substituted for “specific” in
the first line of the second paragraph.

Paragraph Three ((The standards shall...) should have the last line read
“...development on environmentally sensitive resources such as: ”

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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The following bulleted items should be shortened thus:
Wetlands;

Important deer habitats;

Landmark oaks’

Landmark groves;

Rare and endangered species;

Riparian corridors;

Significant cultural resources, as defined by Appendix K of CEQA;
Flood plains, as defined by FEMA;

Important agricultural lands;

Significant mineral areas;

Earthquake faults;

Avalanche hazard,

Steep slopes (30+%);

Areas with high erosion potential.

Those suggested changes allow us to retain local control.
Paragraph Four (Where such resources) and all of its bulleted items should be

removed. CEQA already mandated these items for the initial study and other -

documents.

Then in Paragraph Five, remove “only” after the words “discretionary per-
mit.”

POLICY 1.18

Before proposing changes here, it is necessary to read Policy 13.1 of th¢ Pro-
posed general Plan because, somehow, the consultant omitted the full mean-
ing of “clustering” as defined by the policy. When one reads Policy 13.1 it
becomes evident that it fully addresses my concerns regarding clustering.

Now in Paragraph One, remove “shall be required” and replace it with “are
encouraged.” Earlier votes by both the Board of Supervisors and this Plan-
ning Commission went against the concept of required and mandated cluster-
ing. Still in the first paragraph, replace “in order to maintain” with “in order
to encourage.” or some other flexible language.

In Paragraph Two, remove “shall be mandatory” and replace with “is encour-
aged.” Clustering may not be desirable in some instances.

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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<see #7.2

11.7
11.8

11.9

11.10

11.11

11.12

11.13

11.14

11.15

11.16

11.17

Change “maximum” in Paragraph Four to “minimum,” then delete the whole
fifth paragraph. Open space is desirable, but not desirable if the cost county
taxpayers will bear if court cases such as Tigard v Dolan force the county to
become liable for purchase, or maintenance of open space for public purpose.

If Paragraph Six is to be kept in its present form, then it needs the addition of
a density bonus. ‘

MITIGATION #3 _
Consider omitting this mitigation, in that Uniform Building Code (UBC) cov-
ers these very same seismic issues.

MITIGATION #4 issues are very volatile. I suggest leaving the Mineral
Management Element alone as was directed by this Commission and the
Board of Supervisors. The MME is a very workable document.

MITIGATION #5

Although FEMA’s flood plain maps for Nevada County aren’t completely ac-
curate, their regulations, and the UBC, currently provide more-than-adequate
guidelines. Further protection is provided by the county’s grading ordinance.
The second paragraph speaks to utility placements, but provides no evidence
that a utility can’t safely exist in a 100-year flood plain. There is no mention
whether we’re speaking of above-ground, or sub-surface utilities, and would
somebody explain why the words “coastal inundation areas” are included in a
Draft EIR covering Nevada County?

Paragraph Three appears superfluous in light of the UBC for building in flood
plains.

MITIGATION #6

Two basic things wrong here; 100 percent detainment of runoff may be desir-
able but is it impossible? Do we create a planner’s nightmare by creating re-
tention ponds that later can be termed “wetlands?” Also unanswered is, are
we talking about 25-year or 100-year rains? Apparently not considered are
current downstream facilities, nor properly sized channels. And there’s the
dilemma of the Draft EIR calling for road paving to reduce dust, then raising
the issue of additional paving needing to be mitigated for future runoff. This
whole mitigation appears to have not been thought through.

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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MITIGATION #7

There is no consideration that state law mandates an AB 1600 study prior to
imposing a fee, yet there is a lack of comprehensive study concerning local
drainage facilities. We are putting the cart in front of the horse here. First we
need those studies,(and how to pay for them) then we can discuss the merit of
forming such entities.

MITIGATION #8

Review General Plan Policy 10.12 before considering this mitigation. An un-
. answered question is who assumes the financial burden of long-term mainte-
" nance and future improvements should such mandated facilities need to be
located offsite? It would seem that a permanent and enforceable onsite main-
tenance police could be achieved through CUP mitigations and requirements.

MITIGATION #9

A case can be made for curbs and gutters, but what does that do for rural
ambiance? The county’s road design and construction standards seem to be
the way to go with this one.

MITIGATION #10

Our Environmental Health Department already ensures the proper way to
mitigate the septic tank concerns. Adding an additional mitigation here would
do nothing more than to increase the costs of any project or new home:

_MITIGATION #11

Without providing any scientific documentation, the consultants pluck the
magic number “100 feet’ from the air. We have recently discussed the
Cherry Creek situation. There was no consensus, even of the experts that 100
feet was a hard number. It should be noted that General Plan policies 3.1,
3.5,11.2,11.4, 11.5 and 11.6 completely cover this issue. The same lack of
proof applies to the types of water courses which could be utilized to prevent
any use of local resources. As to the item concerning repairs of septic sys-
tems. The suggested prohibition contains no facts to back up the claim for
such a need.

MITIGATION #12

. There is adequate proof that “mound systems™ and other such installations
may be utilized for septic tanks located in flood plain areas. Therefore, the
word “prohibited” should be omitted.

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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MITIGATION #13
I’ve yet to find Mitigation #13.

MITIGATION #14

Deer and their habitats seem to be the centerpiece of the DEIR’s concern

about the environment. The consultants would have the residents of Nevada
County believe that deer are an endangered species. Furthermore, the word
“habitat™ is used indiscriminately, and never does it appear to include us hu-
mans. In a time that the voters yell that they want less government, along
comes Mitigation #14, a pipe-dream which would lead to a costly concept
that can not work.

The monitoring concept of a suggested Habitat Management Plan (HMP)
smacks of a big-brother government., and should be omitted just for that rea-

son alone.

Paragraph Three is fully covered by SDA policies in the General Plan, so
should be omitted.

Paragraph Four contains the HMP concept, something already being done by
both the State and Federal governments. And apparently forgotten is that a
third of all of Nevada County’s acreage belongs to the Feds, so there’s al-
ready space for such habitat protection.

Paragraph Four also has a suggestion for “mitigation banking.” Such an idea
is worthy of discussion, but not until such legal issues as Tigard v Dolan are
properly understood and considered. Also unanswered is the question as to
who pays for such takings. And that same paragraph talks about a
“conservation impact fee.” Again, in the absence of an AB 1600 study, the
county is not allowed to levy such a fee, and again fails to ask the taxpayers if
they wish to fund such a scheme.

The ending paragraph wants the county to establish agreements with sur-
rounding counties. While this is desirable, the fact that Nevada County can
not force such communications would make this part of the mitigation
“suggested” and not “mandated.”

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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As for the deer, information presented to the Planning Commission at the
January 12 hearing show that deer herds have increased 40-fold since 1900.
Also, State Fish and Game reports for our local area, states that our local her
continues to grow despite competition from cars, disease, drought or flood,
development, hunters or poachers. By the way, the state survey also took
parcelization into account , and said there has been no significant impact to
deer statewide.

4 11.30

MITIGATION #15
The only change here is to substitute the word “recommend” for “require.” 11,31

MITIGATION #16
Again we talk about the endangered deer, and again I say what I suggested 11,32
for Mitigation #14.

MITIGATION #17

Even the consultants admit (on Page 4.4-22) “However, it should be noted

that there is a lack of research available which specifically defines the mini-

mum habitat land area necessary to maintain habitat values.” But if we insist

upon making this a mitigation, then we may as well turn the county over to

the lawyers because we’ll be spending a lot of time in court, defending

something we can’t defend. The DEIR should present facts, not opinions on 11.33
this issue of the deer. To base such profound mitigations on conjecture or

“feelings” is not appropriate. Besides, General Plan Policies 1.17,1.18. 13.1

and 13.2 already cover this issue.

MITIGATION #18

Add to what I already said about deer, let’s also consider private property. 11.34
That property not only is private (which means the government doesn’t own

it) but it is also our taxable base. This entire Mitigation should be omitted.

MITIGATION #19
'Has anybody considered that perhaps the biggest reason the Valley Oaks are
disappearing is because so many deer eat the seedlings and acorns? Please 11.35

change the word “preservation” to “conservation.”
MITIGATION #20

This appears to be a duplication of current CEQA requirements, especially 11.36
concerning initial studies and environmental checklists. And again, the

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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Habitat Management Plan would have us duplicate work done by the State
and Federal governments. Also, current laws provide adequate protections
for endangered species. This entire mitigation should be omitted.

MITIGATION #21

This Mitigation also duplicates existing law. It also plucks that magic number
of 100 feet as a proposed setback from wetlands (without giving adequate
reason for such a distance), then fails to define “wetlands.” Recent court de-
cision place setbacks into the area of “takings,” and make taxpayers liable for
those costs.

MITIGATION #22

Current codes and regulations require 100-foot setbacks from high-water
marks, but this Draft EIR would have it measured from the top of the bank, or
from the width of the riparian vegetation, whichever is greater. That imagi-
nary boundary could be manipulated by definition alone, and would cost un-
told amount of payments to landowners for the takings of such acreage.

This mitigation also uses the term “all water bodies” without providing suffi-
cient justification for such a need. It appears to be nothing more than the
opinion of the Draft EIR author. This mitigation can not be allowed to stand
as is.

MITIGATION #23
Another superfluous mitigation. Current code and regulation already ade-
quately covers the Cultural and Historic Resource Element policy.

MITIGATION #24

This is a duplication from 1.17 and 1.18, which I’ve already recommended by
severely trimmed or returned to the existing language of the proposed General
Plan.

MITIGATION #25

This mitigation is in direct opposition to an upcoming mitigation concerning
solar access. It is also premature, in that the State Board of Forestry’s current
tree harvesting policies for private property are being tested in the courts and
the State Legislature. We must wait for that legal opinion. Who defines
“heritage tree?” So far, the Draft EIR’s author has not. And what is the sci-
entific basis used to define “significant visual resource” and “significant oak
grove?”

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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Also, if a property owners must protect his oaks for the public, is he or she
not eligible for just compensation? Same goes for requiring native trees to be
protected on private property.

Finally, who pronounced “36-inches” as the width needed for protection, 11.45
What science was used here, which batch of information, what facts? Obwi-

" ously, none but the author’s opinion.

There are two impacts (#25 & #26) which need comment. Neither adequately

defines “in close proximity” and therefore need to be omitted. We already 11.46
have setbacks determined by local ordinance and other laws.-

MITIGATION #26.

Another mitigation already in place and, therefore, should be omitted. 11.47
MITIGATION #27

As was the case earlier when we were told to consult surrounding counties,

Nevada County can not force the State to provide studies and reports. 11.48

Therefore, this mitigation can not be allowed to stand.

" Then there is again the idea of mandatory clustering, only this time it appears

without stating if it is to be required only for new projects. Clustering is an 11.49
idea worthy of discussion, but existing law requires it to be suggested, not *
mandated.

MITIGATION #28
There doesn’t appear to be any problem with this proposed mitigation.

MITIGATION #29
There is no need for this mitigation since there is no environmental impact

proven or suggested.

11.50

MITIGATION #30
Also missing in action.

11.51

MITIGATION #31
There doesn’t appear to be any problem with this proposed mitigation.

MITIGATION #32

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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The Bicycle Plan is something to consider, but its huge price tag is not. There
is no environmental reason to mandate such an item. Even the author used
the phrase “may also help achieve the county’s goal of reducing dependency
on the automobile.” Mandates must come from words such as “will,” rather
than “may.”

Policies 4.27 and 4.28 do not require the author’s suggested revisions.

MITIGATION #33
While having no objection to this proposed mitigation, it should be noted that

the CUP process already requires this.

MITIGATION #34
Do people living in really rural areas want their roads paved just to cut down
on the dust? We need to find out from them.

MITIGATION #35
There doesn’t appear to be any problem with this proposed mitigation.

MITIGATION #36

The concept is sound (no pun intended), but why not use this as a reference
point only, in case either better methods are found, or current methods prove
unworkable?

MITIGATION #37

Even CEQA recognizes that one can not fully mitigate anything. We should
minimize noise as much as possible, but eliminating it entirely is impossible.
Policy 9.11 is the way to go on this one. The Board of Supervisors, and our
own Planning Commission earlier directed that the Noise Element remain in
its present form. The author should have taken note of that fact.

MITIGATION #38

Unless the author has contrary information, the Martis Valley (in the Truckee
area) appears to be the county’s lone aquifer. The rest of Nevada County re-
lies upon fractured rock. It appears to be wasteful for the county to spend
taxpayers moneys studying aquifers that do not exist. We also run into the
legal problem of drilled well results being proprietary information. The
author also runs counter to current wisdom concerning drinking water. More
and more mandates have us relying upon piped water, yet the author would

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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have us using surface water to drink. NID is on the record as saying it can
supply the county’s future water needs.

MITIGATION #39

Legally, we can not zone out future population growth, even if we wanted to.

Yet this mitigation would have us do just that. We all expect development to 11.59
pay its own way, but that tradeoff is to allow those who want to live in Ne-

vada County to do so.

We must improve our infrastructure, and to do so, we must analyze land-use
patterns and zoning, and allocate those resources accordingly. HBA and the
Cities have done so, the author did not!

Affordable housing disappears with this proposal in that it can’t be accom- 11.60
plished without high-density lands. State and federal mandates must be met,

yet this mitigation keeps that from happening. The author’s opinions concern-

ing Grass Valley’s sewer plant are incorrect, according to 1994 testimony by

Grass Valley City Engineer Rudi Golnick in front of this Commission last 11.61

year.

CDF testimony also shows that fire protection is far better than the author 11.62
would have us believe. )

MITIGATION #40

Another dilemma. If Mitigation #25 is correct, then doesn’t its requirement

collide with Mitigation #40 concerning Heritage Trees? And what happens if 11.63
a parcel happens to be on a north-facing part of a hill?

MITIGATION #41
Current real estate law already covers this. 11.64

MITIGATION #42

Both UBC and State energy requirement cover this area. This is superfluous

and should be omitted. 11.65
Thank You,

Amos Seghezzi

Comments on the DEIR for Nevada County by Amos Seghezzi
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James R. & Virginia M. Housel

) P.O. BOX 191
MEADOW VISTA, CA 95722-0191

(916) 878-2925

_ January 16, 1995
Parcel #61-140-33-000, Tyler Foote R4 - Fandor Rd

Board of Supervisors and EﬁEEi:EEE‘iEEQJ

Planning Commission
950 Maidu Avenue JAN 1 9 1995
‘Nevada City, CA 95959

NEVADA COUNTY

Re: General Plan PLANNING NEPADTRAEHT

We find out from reading CABPRO that the Board of Supervisors is
having a series of hearings on the General Plan. We see that on
Jan, 12, 1995, the Planning Commission did have a public hearing to
gather verbal input to the Draft EIR, It would have been nice to
have known of that hearing so we could have attended,

Jan, 20, 1995 is the last day for written input to the draft EIR.

We would again like to protest the General Plan in regards to the
rights of land owners and tax payers, Chapter 1.

We purchased 80 acres in 1957 and subsequently subdivided
the parcel into 4 parts of which we sold 2. We planned to sell 20
acres of the remaining 40 acres but the General Plan designated
the parcel as 40 acres forestry, We think it's outrageous that
elected and appointed county officials determine what land owners
and taxpayers may do with their land,

We protest the land use designation for our property and would
like to sell off 20 of the remaining 40 acres,

Sincerely,

'//fiaﬂylu(Z’?%?pwtﬁﬁ/

/~ Pames R, Housel
! B s 24 J
S e oo TN W sl
Virginia M., Housel
ccsy Planning Commission
CABPRO

SAN 23 1999
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JAN 19 1995
CHURCH OF SELF-REALIZATIORPNIY., -

14618 TYLER FOOTE ROAD NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA 95959 916/292-3062

13.1

Planning Commission

950 Maidu Avenue

Nevada City, CA 95959
1/17/95

Dear Planning Commission members,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. It's an obviously
important document and needs to be taken seriously. I appreciate your
openness to public comment.

Commenting on a multi-hundred page document is a daunting task (as I'm
sure reading and having to vote on it is!) Ill weight my comments more
towards general principles rather than some of the very specific mitigations
suggested in the plan.

It seems to me that there are two clear trends taking place in Nevada County

and throughout the U.S. at this time: a trend towards less government and a

trend towards less taxation/fees/entitlements/etc. It seems clear that the draft
EIR has not reflected these directions.

New development in isolated rural areas to require curbs and: gutters? Deer
migration routes to be protected by limiting property rights (and to protect an
animal that is not only not endangered, but flourishing beyond imagination)?
No net loss of habitat functions (how this is to be achieved is almost
impossible to imagine)? These few provisions alone show that the document
is out of touch with realistic capabilities of the residents of Nevada County.

I have lived in Nevada County for almost twelve years. [ love the County’s
rural qualities. I still thrill to see the deer collecting on our property, the great
blue heron that makes a home in our ponds, the mallards, the foxes, the
bobcats, and the other wildlife I share my land with. At the same time, )
however, an EIR needs to be a balanced document that also deals with real
people who have their own needs and dreams and a finite amount of money.
There are so very many fees and government requirements already in place

in Nevada County before one can build anything, adding another entire layer
of fees, requirements, bureaucracy, and mitigations just doesn’t seem like the
way to go.

In a time of tight finances and a media-described near rebellion amongst the
voters regarding big government, now does not seem like the best time to
adopt the general tone of this EIR. Preserving our environmental quality is
vital for Nevada County. But it is equally important to balance this need with
the realistic funding capabilities of its citizens as well as the right for those

A NON-PROFIT, TAX-EXEMPT RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATION



citizens to live as unrestricted a life as possible. The people of Nevada County
tend to be an independent type. This freedom and independence (which in
many ways is also “endangered”) is as important to protect as flora and fauna.

Thank you for your time and the efforts. Thank you, too, for all the efforts
you are all making to create a balanced and sensible document for all of us in

Nevada County.

Sincerely,

David Gamow
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KENNETH E. BAKER THOMAS L. LOTT
Land Surveyor Civil Engineer
Calif. #3959 R.C.E. 24867

NEVADA CITY ENGINEERING, INC.

505 COYOTE STREET, SUITE B « PO. BOX 1437
NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA 95959 « TELEPHONE (916) 265-6911 ¢ FAX (916) 265-8058

Engineering ¢ Surveying ® Planning

January 17, 1995

County of Nevada RECEE‘!E&

Planning Department
Post Office Box 6100
Nevada City, California 95959-6100 JAN 19 1995

Attn: Mr. Pat Norman NEVADA COUNTY
14 ARTINTTY M ADTITRATR|T
Re: Nevada County General Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Plan

Dear Pat,

This letter is written to provide input as to the content of the

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Nevada County
General Plan. The report could be more user friendly had more

time been spent in Chapter 2. Specifically, I believe a

tabulation of all mitigation measures should be provided in 14.1
chronological order. It appears that at least two in number have *
been omitted and they are somewhat scattered as presented.

On Page 2-3 within the discussion of Alterative 4 the statement
"Mitigation contained in this EIR indicates that the proposed
General Plan land use map should be revised to provide for 20- to
40- acre minimum parcel sizes, in Rural Regions of the western
portion of the County, where parcelization would allow for such
designation..." Several issues of previous public discussion
have been overlooked or pushed aside should this statement in
fact become a mitigation measure of the General Plan.

First is the issue should those property owners who did not
previously develop their property provide the reduced density
(open space) for the previous developed land? Second, should the
General Plan Designation requests be ignored after several
Planning Commission hearings and similar hearings before the
Board of Supervisors? Most of the GPD requests were made to find 14.2
compatibility of land use within a given neighborhood or area.
Those that were not reasonable or compatible were denied by
either the Planning Commission or the Board. The Resolution
Committee was formed for a further validation of effort. I find
no discussion of the GPD's in the subject EIR. Fairness of land
use is a definite issue with respect to this proposed mitigation.
Fairness was discussed during the public hearing process.
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14.4

14.5

14.6

14.7

County of Nevada
January 17, 1995
Page 2 of 3

Should Mitigation Measure 16 be adopted a full and true
accounting of the acreage of the New Town SDA should be made to
fully determine the number of affected property owners and the
resultant number of potential twenty acre parcels.

On Page 2-11, Policy 1.18 regarding clustering "Therefore,
clustering of all land divisions shall be required within the
Estate, Rural, and Forest General Plan land use designations..."
Clustering is an acceptable concept, however in the Estate
designation area where a three acre parcel size is required
clustering without either a domestic water or sewer source is
neither practical or feasible. Three acres is the minimum parcel
size for the use of an individual well and individual septic
system onsite. Community systems are a burden to development and
an ongoing expense to both the future parcel owners and the
County where individual systems are feasible.

Page 2-16 Mitigation Measure 6 indicates that "For all
discretionary development, the County shall require full onsite
retention/detention of stormwater flow so that the rate of runoff
from the development site is not greater than that from the site
prior to development." Nearly impossible in the foothills.
Implementation of this mitigation measure will either preclude or
greatly reduce further development within the County. Drainage
improvements to a primary drainage system are appropriate;
retention onsite for lapsed discharge unworkable.

Page 2-17 Mitigation Measure 11. Continue to support the 100
foot setback based on state and national setback standards.
Avoid further discussion with special interest groups urging
greater setbacks.

Page 2-25 Mitigation Measure 26. Is it practical to think that
all of Highway 49 should be within a scenic corridor? Highway 49
north of Nevada City probably but not all of 49 in our County.

Page 2-33 "Reduction of the intensity of use in the Northstar
area to levels under existing zoning." Why? I thought a basic
theme was to keep future development adjacent to existing
development and adjacent to community facilities. Northstar
qualifies for all of the criteria.

Page 4.1-10, Subdivision Activity. Why do the reference dates of
the chapter stop in 1990? I thought this was a document we
waited on to be written in 1994. Had the author reviewed the
subdivision activity report of the Nevada County Planning
Department for the years 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994 the statement
"The 1990 total of 414 new lots may be the beginning of a higher



County of Nevada
January 17, 1995
Page 3 of 3

annual rate" would not have been applicable. The statement is
misleading based on incomplete data and should be removed from j14“8
the text. In addition the text should be amended to include at

least the activity of 1991, 1992, and 1993 to give a fair review.

Page 4.3-4 "There are 15 dams located within Nevada County owned
and/or operated by various agencies or organizations. These

include:" Not listed are as many as are listed. The reference

seems to be there are only 15 total. NID/PG&E has a series of 14.9
dams along the Yuba-Bear project that would add at least six

more. The number 15 is very misleading.

Page 4.3-18 Mitigation Measure 10. I believe the Environmental

Health Department does an adequate job of ongoing monitoring.

That information coupled with national and state data makes the 14.10
proposed analysis/study a waste of the taxpayers dollar.

Page 4.4-8 Reference to Appendix C. A review of Appendix C finds

that the first referenced document therein is Appendix B.

Apparently lifted from another document. Removal of that .14.11.
reference would help the reader of Appendix C. Why are these

lists not referenced to Nevada County as opposed to the entire

state? The list would be obviously shorter.

Thank you for the opportunity of providing comments. I will look
forward to the integration of the GPD's into the EIR process;

without that integration an integral part of the process has been
overlooked.

Very truly yours,

L

Kenneth E. Baker

KEB/ro
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June Jamerson RECEiVE
P.0. Box 433
Grass Valley, CA 95945 JAN 1 9 1995

NEVADA COUNTY

H WAL
PLAASINA nep N TR A e

January 18, 1995

Nevada County Planning Commission
C/0 Nevada County Planning Department
950 Maidu Avenue

Nevada City, CA. 95959

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Nevada County General Plan
Dear Commissioners:

Having spoken with thousands of residents throughout Nevada County in the
past six months, I have found that they are very concerned about the adverse
impact upon our neighborhood, on Glenwood Road and other neighborhoods of
similarity, when zoning creates a higher density in order to promote subdivi-
sions. There doesn't appear to be anything in the draft EIR that addresses the 1£; 1
impact on old historical neighborhoods with their narrow and winding roads. ¢
What will be the impact upon residents where such neighborhoods are zoned a
higher density and subdivisions are allowed without developing full standard
roads, sidewalks and curbs on and off site? I believe the safety of the
pedestrians, especially children walking to the school bus, and those people
driving vehicles needs to be a prime concern whenever a subdivision is con-
sidered. The County is unable to solve the road and traffic flow problems at
present and needs to be very careful to prevent creating more problems,
especially in the Glenbrook Basin. Any more substandard roads could only add
to the problem; therefore, creating the possibility that the present problems
could never be solved. Depending on future road improvements such as Dorsey
Drive will not mitigate the present problems because it may be ten years before
it is built, if ever. There is no funding at present and Grass Valley who is
in control of the improvement doesn't have a plan on how they are going to fund
it. Thousands of residents in the County are protesting the exchange being
built on Dorsey Drive and believe that Hughes Road would have much less impact.
Considering that Sierra College will open in late 1996 or early 1997, I believe
a full EIR study regarding residential roads needs to be done to show the impact
and mitigation measures. It is not sufficient to depend on our present trans-
portation department's advice because they have stated that there is no problem
with traffic at Brunswick Road and Nevada City Highway, which is a joke!!

Please, also study the impact on established residential neighborhoods 15 2
where bonuses are given to subdividers to build low income and affordable B
houses.

The draft EIR seems to be missing any drainage study in the Glenbrook
Basin. Glenwood Road is a case in fact whereby, during heavy rains, it floods 15.3
at the location of Maidu Lane and the Juvinall property. The water flows



15.4

PAGE TWO

heavily off of Maidu Lane, Juvinall's property and properties west of Maidu
Lane. The present inadequate drainage system does not handle the flow of water
and therefore floods the neighbors' properties on the south side of Glenwood
Road. Bekins Van and Storage appears to be the worst victim of this water
drainage problem. During this last rain, only dozens of sandbags prevented
flooding inside their storage buildings. A heavy flow of water approximately
8-10 feet wide flows through their property off of Glenwood Road, under the
Fowler Center, under the freeway, under the Glenbrook Shopping Cemter and
emptys into Wolf Creek. I notice flooding behind Bekins and in a direction
toward Olympia Drive; as well as property at the end of Olympia Drive and the
Horse Ranch that is located between Glenwood Road and Olympia Road. This whole
area was once considered a wetlands. No one seems to know the size of the
culverts that carry the water through Glenbrook. Is it possible that the
present system could blow up if there is further development? Simply digging
the ditches deeper is not the answer to the problem as they only get clogged
with debris. Depending on the County to keep the ditches free of debris is not
feasible because it seldom gets done. I would appreciate the consultants’
taking time to do a complete and comprehensive study of this Glenbrook Basin
problem and especially the impact if any subdivisions are developed. What would
the mitigation measures be?

I'd like to call to your attention another problem that occurs when there
is development on small neighborhood roads and that is of fire hazards where
there is heavy vegetation of trees and dead end roads. Glenwood Road and
Opympia Road are an example of this situation. Please do an EIR study regarding
the safety of the residents in case of a forest fire in this area as all of
Litton's property, Ridge Road residents, the new college, and the high school
could be effected as well as residents on Glenwood Road and Olympia Road. What
are the mitigation measures considering that some of these dead end roads are
private property?

T'd like to thank all of you and the consultants for taking time to review
my concerns that are also shared by many residents in our county. The EIR
studies and mitigation measures requested would be highly appreciated and
valuable to the residents of Nevada County. It will help adopt a final EIR
that will prevent problems, rather than allow more problems to be created. I'd
like to thank the consultants for the draft EIR thus far. Within that document
there are many efficient reports, comments and mitigation measures of value to
our county. I especially agree with the consultants' advise to keep the exist-
ing zoning in the county as it was adopted in the last General Plan. I believe
the present zoning would prevent many further problems until the County develops
an adequate infrastructure. Another public hearing and written comment period
in response to the consultants' further study would be of value to Nevada County.

Cordially,

June Jamerson



#16

RECEIVED

JAN 19 1995
NEVADA COUNTY
DI AT MDA DT T
January 18, 1995
Nevada County Planning Commission
¢/o Nevada County Planning Dept.
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Nevada City, CA 95959

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Nevada County General
Plan ,

Dear Commissioners:

I would like to address three issues concerning the Glenwood Basin and the
General Plan EIR. I was unable to attend the hearing due to work and flooding
in our laundry room during the January rains. Our home is at the end of W.
Olympia, adjacent to a large proposed development parcel off Glenwood Rd. I
don't feel drainage is being properly addressed. I would like to see study done
during a rainy period, not summer. Our clay soil does not drain, but forms small
creeks and swamps. Water still stands several days after rain.

Secondly, I cannot believe massive development in this areawill not have adverse
dramatic effect on the Brunswick intersections, which now are a
motorist/pedestrian nightmare. This can only worsen with Sierra College and no
immediate funds for an overpass at Dorsey. The county has no legal right-of-ways
for ingress/egress on Glenwood Rd. (not withstanding the fact that any possible
property condemnation exits would lead right back to the same intersection).
Residential streets are narrow and the EIR does not address specific property
condemations to widen or improve.

Thirdly, I suspect the Glenwood Basin has the most potential for air pollution

15.1

16.2

in the county. As a basin smoke and smog does not blow away. Sound travels 1 6 3

across vast distances, especially at night when residents sleep.

I support the recommendation to keep local zoning as it now is or close to.
furthermore, industry (fast food, etc.) need not be further piled into this area
not designed for it.

Sincerely

Scétt and Jdnet Chapman
10265 W. Olympia Dr.
Grass Valley, CA 95945
(916) 273-1710
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RECEIVED

Pat Norman, Planner III

Draft Nevada County General Plan

We have reviewed the Draft EIR and offer the following comments:

1.

Page 2-27 Summary: Impact No. 31 (State roadways operating at unacceptable
levels)- This is a significant unavoidable impact if State roadway improvements are not 17.1
funded and constructed as necessary to maintain minimally acceptable LOS. This
impact should be relocated to the "significant unavoidable" section of the summary.

As a point of clarification, the State routes have been analyzed using LOS "D" as the
minimum desirable LOS, irrespective of the urban and rural boundaries. The General
Plan (GP) policies should be modified to reflect this reasonable exception of the
minimum standards. In reality, though, the determination of whether or not a State
route's LOS is acceptable will be determined by CALTRANS.

State Route 174

The Draft EIR does not address the inconsistency between the GP indicated
improvements (4 lanes) and the CALTRANS Route Concept Re{mrt (2 lanes) for State
Route 174. A remedy to this might be to suggest a reduction of land use to a level that
would not require additional lanes or to suggest that Nevada County pursue having the
Route Concept Report changed.

Impact on City and Town Road Systems.

This issue is not discussed in the text. There are potentially significant unmitigated
impacts of unincorporated area development projects upon the incorporated areas'
street system. Similar to the State route situation, the construction and timing of
improvements to mitigate traffic impacts within the incorporated areas are outside of
the County's jurisdiction and controf: A good example of this would be potential
impacts to the McCourtney/Mill/Freeman/Allison Ranch intersection. The only GP
alternative that does not potentially significantly impact that intersection is Alternative
1A, No project - No New Development.

For those impacts that are able to be mitigated, the RTP should include a policy that
deals with this issue and bridges the jurisdictional gap. The GP Circulation Goals and
Policies should contain a provision that endorses the NCTC role in forming a county-
city, city-county, common traffic impact mitigation program. GP Policy 1.42 addresses
a coordinated impact fee program, but may not go far enough in defining the most
appropriate entity to facilitate coordinated traffic impact mitigation fees.

17.2

17.3
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17.5

17.6

17.7

17.8

17.9

Pat Norman
Page 2

10.

RMC:jm

Page 2-27 Summary Impact No. 33 (Increased need for bicycle and pedestrian
Sacilities) - 1t should be noted that there are existinf deficiencies for which funding is
not secured. New development will be responsible only for those impacts directly
attributable to them.

Paﬁre 3-13 Project Descri{tion (Safety - 1t should be noted that the GP circulation map
includes potential supplementary emergency access ard evacuation routes to
supplement the routes necessary for general day-to-day circulation.

Page 4.7-19 (McCourtney Road discussion) - See comment #1.

Pafe 4.7-20 (Effects of Northstar land use intensity to 1980 GP level) -
Mill/McCourtney intersection still significantly impacted. See Comment #1.

Page 4.7-21 (Impact #31) - Unavoidable significant impact (short term) on State
Routes if funding delayed and long term significant impact on State Route 174 unless
Route Concept Report changed or land use intensity reduced. See comment #1.

Page 4.7-23 (Impact #33) - Increased demand for pedestrian and bicycle facilities. GP
Policy 4.34 requires that Nevada County road improvement projects include
improvements consistent with the Nevada County Bicycle Master Plan.

Page 5-12 (4th K/tllmgrapk) McCourtney Road LOS under PDGP - While it is true that
the segment of McCourtney Road between Old Auburn Road and Indian Springs Road
would meet minimum LOS criteria as analyzed, the unique traffic pattern present due
the nonstandard access to and from SR 20 for the area would present LOS difficulties,
especially at the Mill/McCourtney intersection. See comment #1.

Page 5-16 (McCourtney Road LOS under PC alternative) - McCourtney Road should
be added to the list of roads that would not function at an acceptable LOS at the top of
the page. McCourtney Road LOS would be approximately equivalent under the PC
scenario to the proposed General Plan (the projecg. See comments #1 and #8.

Page 5-20 (Table 5-2) - The daily automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled numbers
for Alternative 1A appear to be transposed.

Ref.gpeir18.doc
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Jonuary19,1995  RECEIVED
! 9
Planning Commission _ JAN 171995
950 Maidu Avenue NEVADA COUNTY
Nevada City, CA 95959 Bl AN NEBA BT 1

Dear members of the Planning Commission,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed General Plan.

What follows is testimony based on the collective experience of
many individuals—taken from 26 years of first-hand experience with
government regulation and fees in Nevada County. We hope it will prove
helpful, as a voice for many individuals who have no time, or no pressing
“special interest” to appear at a public hearing. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

\CCM\ Cetind™

Karen Gamow



18.1

18.2

i8.3

18.4

18.5

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed General Plan.
Prepared by John Helin and Karen Gamow
for Ananda Village on January 19, 1995.
Questions or comments: (916) 292-4100

4.1 Land Use

Mitigation Measure 1

Policy 1.17

How do the new Comprehensive Site Development Standards (SDS) differ from already
existing requirements? The existing conditional use permit process already requires
significant private resources to complete, with the payment of many fees to various
government agencies. Will the SDS be an additional layer of review? An additional set
of fees?

Based on our experience with the County, the SDS appear to duplicate the current
conditional use permit process. We do not believe they are needed. The goals to be
achieved are already being met by existing policy.

4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality

Mitigation Measure 6

Extensive drainage plans and requirements may be applicable in community regions,
but they should not apply in rural regions unless they lie in areas with a history of
drainage problems. This measure can be rewritten to say, “For all discretionary projects
in Community Regions, the County may...”

4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality

Mitigation Measure 7

A new government entity may be created if needed, but best if it is only for the purpose
of serving the areas that were affected by the recent torrential rains. It will be an
unnecessary burden on the rest of the county to create a county-wide agency with new
powers to impose regulations and fees where no science is currently available to
identify causal links.

4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality
Mitigation Measure 8
We recommend that the EIR be amended here to begin with this sentence: “For all

discretionary projects in Community Regions the County may...”

4.4 Biotic Resources

Mitigation Measure 14

This entire mitigation is one of the most extraordinary in the draft EIR. How is “no let
loss” to be measured and assessed? “No net loss of habitat functions” is an excellent
goal for a National Park, but an impossible one in any other setting—both to define and
to implement. Fortunately, there are already hundreds of laws in existence already that
project wildlife and the environment. The level of government regulation that this new
mitigation would add is beyond calculation. We hope that it will be removed in its
entirety.

4.4 Biotic Resources



Mitigation Measure 18

Development may reduce habitat values to varying degrees, depending on a large

variety of factors. However, in our experience living in a rural region, it is not the

zoning that causes the principle stress on the environment. It is the lifestyle of the

homesteader. Even those who wish for 160 acre minimum zoning in rural Nevada 18.6
County agree with this opinion: wildlife habitat is destroyed more by dogs and fences *
than by any other means.

At Ananda Village, dogs are non-existent, and fences virtually so. Existing development
averages one home per 5.5 acres. Yet deer, fox, and even mountain lions roam freely,
even in areas where houses are tightly clustered—up to 15 homes in areas smaller than
a few acres. Deer herds move through Ananda each year as part of their seasonal
migration, and are often seen in large number in close proximity to homes and
businesses. They may not pass so freely even on 40 acres of neighboring land, if the
owner has a dog, or fence.

It appears to us that clustering has a greater positive benefit to preserving habitat than
zoning. The proposed 40-acre minimum zoning in critical deer habitats will put a
significant damper on development in northern Nevada County. And it will add a new
level of complexity to development, perhaps requiring a Deer EIR every time a new
project is proposed, at unknown additional expense.

Can the staff help to make a determination on the question of deer populations? Are

they in fact declining? They appear to be increasing from our own limited observation

over the years, at least at Ananda. Recent articles in national magazines describe a 18.7
national deer population incfease that is proving troublesome in many parts of the U.S.

Are the public lands in Nevada County sufficient protection for deer? Is there a

scientific basis for linking zoning and deer population levels. Are there better

correlations to be made? All these questions would need to be answered before such a
significant new body of regulation were to be created and imposed in Nevada County.

4.4 Biotic Resources

Mitigation Measure 20

This mitigation appears to duplicate already existing laws, and should be deleted in its 18.8
entirety.

4.4 Biotic Resources

Mitigation Measure 21

This mitigation appears to duplicate already existing laws, and should be deleted in its 18.9
entirety. )

4.5 Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measure 23

This policy appears to duplicate the many already existing laws for the protection of
archaeologically and culturally significant resources. Many will say the already existing

laws, themselves, are a humorous example of government gone too far. As an example, 18.10
all projects requiring a conditional use permit already must pay a state-endorsed )
researcher to copy some pages from a book that the public could easily copy on its own.

The cost is $90 an hour. If no study has been done on your property by an archaeologist,



18.11

18.12

18.13

the chances are excellent that the researcher will require one to be done. Only a state-
certified archaeologist can walk the property to check for artifacts. An artifact does not
have to be an ancient Indian burial ground. It can consist of some rusty nails and broken
bottles left from Gold Rush miners. All of this takes considerable time and money, often
with questionable benefit to society when compared to the costs and efforts people mist
make to comply.

With our experience in mind, the County and its residents are not well served by this
additional mitigation. Existing laws are more than sufficient to protect the past.

4.7 Traffic and Circulation

Mitigation Measure 32

Costs ranging as high as $100 million have been suggested for a county-wide bike and
pedestrian system. As a quick shorthand means to exploring what the mitigation fee
would be, let’s assume there will be 1,000 housing permits given out each year for the
next 20 years. That’s 20,000 homes total. That translates to $5,000 in mitigation fees for
each home, to cover the costs of this new plan. Even if the fee is as low as $2,000, it will
be a large cost to a relatively small number of people.

In addition to the question of cost, there is the question of need. A bike and pedestrian
system does not guarantee its use. Most people commute long distances to work. Few
are likely to walk or bike instead. Will pollution be reduced enough to justify the cost?

Further, in 20 years, the one thing that is certain is that the world will change. Solar cars
or telecommuting may so significantly reduce pollution levels that a bike/pedestrian
system is not needed as an air quality mitigation. :

A capital expenditure of this kind, based on air pollution considerations, cannot be
justified economically in a county where few people, if any, can be found who are
adversely affected by our relatively low levels of auto-generated ozone. Wood stove
smoke, not motor vehicle pollutants, are responsible for high enough levels of air
particulates to cause adverse health effects. A bike/pedestrian system will not be of
help to those individuals.

4.8 Air Quality and Climatology

Mitigation Measure 34

Paving unpaved roads has some benefits, but it also has drawbacks, particularly to the
rural quality of rural areas. Therefore, we request that this mitigation be amended by
adding this statement at the end: “...in Community Regions.

4.10 Public Services and Utilities

Mitigation Measure 38

A county-wide study of groundwater supplies will be an expense that may not be
recoverable, even with very high mitigation fees. Even small hydrology studies done by
local gold mining companies have had an astonishing price tag.

The best a study can accomplish is to warn people that their wells may dry up soon.
Yet, people living with wells already know this. It’s a risk that people accept then they



live in rural areas, with well water. What benefit would such a study be, if the worst
case informs people of something they already know?

The EIR also states that if water sources appear to be dwindling, an alternative source

should be provided. Provided or required? And by what agency? Why would the 18.14
county wish to be involved in providing a new set of services? Infrastructure and :
service needs should be paid for by the people who create the demand for it. We pay for

our own well to be drilled. If we lose our well water, it would be our responsibility, not

the County’s, to figure out an alternative.

We recommend that this mitigation be deleted, for the County’s sake.

Page 4.10-36

Last paragraph (about General Plan Policy 10.1)

We are concerned about a single, new, county-wide fire protection ordinance. The

county is already governed by the 1988 Fire Code. Already, fire mitigation measures 18.15
constitute one of the most expensive parts of any project. We would rather see a

clarification of already existing standards for rural areas vs. those for more populated

urban areas. It is our hope that all of Nevada County not be subjected to the same

standards that apply in urban Los Angeles—a trend that is happening already. We will

provide more testimony on this point when the General Plan hearings are conducted.

6. References

We were interested to read the list of organizations contacted as part of the preparation ~
of this EIR. It is worth noting that virtually every group, directly benefits from higher

mitigation fees. (School districts, fire departments, county government agencies, the

California Department of Fish and Game...) The result is a draft EIR with an bias toward

higher mitigation fees. Perhaps those affected by mitigation fees can be included as part

of the EIR process in the future.
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Recommendations of the Lake Vera/Round Mountain
Neighborhood Association on the EIR.

The following recommendations are made on behalf of our Neighborhood Association (the Lake
Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Association).

By and large we are pleased with the Draft General Plan and the EIR. They demonstrate a genuine
sympathy for the rural nature of our County. Our fear had been that the General Plan would be a road map
for additional substantial development of our neighborhood. We feel that it is already critically stressed,
and so we are grateful for the sensitive consideration you have given to this issue.

It will come as no surprise to you that we are about to ask for still more protection. For us there are
two problem areas with the General Plan and they have not been addressed in the EIR: (1) the GPD’s and
what they represent for future policy on the General Plan Amendment process, and (2) the extension of
the Nevada City sphere of influence past the crest of the hill at the intersection of North Blumfield and
Lake Vera Roads.

We have spent the past year digesting the Draft Plan and coming to a consensus on its impact on our
neighborhood. The result of that effort was the generation of our own Neighborhood Plan which we will
present to the Board of Supervisors as a supplement to be included with the County’s General Plan.

Itis in the two land use issues cited above that our plan comes into conflict with the Draft Plan. We
took our concerns to the Resolution Committee and we were gratified when they were accepted our niaps
intoto (see Motion R. of the Oct. 19, 1994 meeting of the Resolution Committee). We now continue that
process by presenting these same recommendations to you hoping for a similar response.

In the interest of brevity and continuity we have placed in Appendix A the justification for our
recommendations which we presented to the Resolution Committee, and we will only summarize here:

* From the three surveys taken of our neighbors it is clear that their greatest fear is a loss of the rural

character of the neighborhood.



19.1

Forty percent of the parcels in our neighborhood are currently undeveloped. When these are built-out
they represent a67% increase in population density with no change in the existing zoning!

We have spoken to the CDF battalion chief regarding the safety of our neighborhood in the event of a
wild fire. He has said that the combination of fuel levels and housing density already exceed
the limit of the local fire fighting capabilities to protect the area. How bad will it be with
the eventual 67% increase in population? This scares the daylights out of us! This issue of wildland
fire hazard has already been identified as a significant, unmitigable impact in the EIR. There can be no
justification for increasing densities on the land use map in our neighborhood in light of the presence

of an unmitigable impact.

We currently have 111 parcels within the neighborhood that are in violation of SRA Fire Safe
Regulation 1273.09 regarding dead end roads. The Fire Safe Regulations should be added to
the Standards of Significance. Based on these Standards, a significant impact is already occurring.

Increased densities would only add to this impact.

Lake Vera Road isa major safety hazard. Itis a primary feeder road, winding and very narrow--
one lane in many places--and heavily traveled. This is particularly true in the summer with reckless
tounist traffic to and from the Purdon Crossing of the South Yuba river.

Our water supply is currently from wells sunk into fractured rock--like most of rural Nevada County.
From our surveys we have learned that water is a major concem to the residents. Many have had to
deepen wells--up to 600 ft just to get 1 gal/mi. And there have been many dry wells dug. Maintaining
adequate parcel size is vital to provide sufficient access to the limited water pockets within this
fractured rock source. There is also great concern that the 5 acre minimum allowed by the County for
parcels with both well and septic is not sufficient, particularly in areas where there is a high density of
such parcels. We can find no scientific evidence to support this judgment. Please provide the rationale
for this measure. (The mitigating measure proposed is an aquifer study. We agree that a study should
be prepared. But mitigation cannot be assured by a future study. Until then, we feel that impacts are

potentially significant and unavoidable; any increase in density will only add to these impacts.)

The 1980 General Plan would have allowed approximately 232 parcels (see MAP B). Instead there are
479--more than double the number that the constraints (as defined by the zoning) would allow.



Mitigation Measure I:

For these reasons we propose as a mitigation measure the acceptance of the land use
recommendations presented to the Resolution Committee by LVRMNA. With regard to the 19.2
GPD’s, there are two recommended up-zonings and two down-zonings. These are defined in
TABLE A and MAP A (enclosed).

We further recommend that the proposed Nevada City sphere of influence be altered. The

proposed line extends as far as Hobnob Way. The topography runs steadily uphill from Nevada 193
City to the intersection of North Blumfield Road and Lake Vera Road--see MAP D. From this

point it descénds sharply down into Selby Flat. The present position of the line would require a

sewage treatment plant for this small portion of the City on the other side of the crest or a pumping
station to pump the sewage over the hill and down into Nevada City. Neither of these alternative is
financially feasible. We propose as a more natural position for this line the top of the hill at North
Bloomfield--such a line would allow a gravity fed sewage line. This recommendation is illustrated

in MAP A.

Finally we would like to add a recommendation which we did not bring before the Resolution
Committee. Most of the GPD’s accepted into the Draft General Plan by the County are not in compliance
with the surrounding land use, in several cases permitting 10 acre minimums when the average
surrounding parcels are zoned 20 to 40 acre minimums (see MAP C). They suggest a continuation of the
historical policy of permitting wide variations from the General Plan and, by so doing, vitiate the entire
planning process. It is not sufficient to simply correct the existing GPD’s as we have recommended
above. We need some procedure in place which prevents the General Plan from being corrupted through
an indulgent amendment process. As observed earlier, there are 479 parcels within our boundaries and yet
the 1980 zoning would have allowed only 232 (see MAP B) . These up-zonings, the tradition which they
represent, and the omen they portend for the future, become the epitaph for the rural character of our :
neighborhood. If the General Plan we are writing is to have any lasting meaning, the amendment process

must be something more than just an annoying step in land development.

This problem has been recognized in the plan. In policy 1.36it is observed: “The County recognizes
that amending the Plan through individual General Plan amendments for specific site changes may not be
compatible with a comprehensive and internally consistent plan.”. Among the requirements for amending
the plan is: “The proposed amendment must be found to be in the public interest.” (Certainly no one can



claim that the exceptions made to the zoning in our neighborhood are in the public interest.) It is this
requirement that requires strengthening. We feel that the weak interpretation of this policy has,
and will have, a greater impact on the neighborhood environment than any other
provision or policy in the Plan. The Lake Vera/Round Mountain Nei ghborhood Association
suggest the following change as a means of mitigating the erosion of our rural quality of life and of the
General Plan itself through amendment:

Mitigation Measure II:
Policy 1.36 shall be amended to read:

Policy 1.36 The county recognizes that amending the Plan through individual General Plan
amendments for specific site or text changes may not be compatible with a
comprehensive and internally consistent plan. Such individual amendments are
generally discouraged and where possible should be considered as part of the
Comprehensive 5-Year General Plan update process. Where General Plan
amendments are considered on an individual basis, the following shall apply:

194

The proposed amendment must be found to be:

a. in the public interest. The pubic interest shall be determined by public input.
Public notification shall be given of all proposed amendments to the General
Plan. Contiguous land owners shall be notified by mail {as is now done for
properties to be logseed]. Public input will be accepted orally and in writing..

b. consistent with the General Plan’s central themes, goals, objectives, and
policies.
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APPENDIX A

Summary of the Recommendations of the
Lake Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Association
on the Zoning Proposed in the General Plan Update

» From the three surveys taken of our neighbors it is clear that their greatest fear is aloss of the rural
character of the neighborhood.

« Forty percent of the parcels in our neighborhood are currently undeveloped. When these are built-out
they represent a 67 % increase in population density with no change in the existing zoning!

* We currently have 111 parcels within the neighborhood that are in violation of SRA Fire Safe
Regulation 1273.09 regarding dead end roads.

» Lake Vera Road is a major safety hazard. It is a primary feeder road, winding and very narrow--one
lane in many places--and heavily traveled. This is particularly true in the summer with reckless tourist
traffic to and from the Purdon Crossing of the South Yuba river.

* Our water supply is currently from wells sunk into fractured rock--like most of rural Nevada County.
From our surveys we have leamed that water is a major concern to the residents. Many have had to
deepen wells--up to 600 ft just to get 1 gal/mi. And there have been many dry wells dug. Maintaining
adequate parcel size is vital to provide sufficient access to the limited water pockets within this fractured
rock source.

Until 1980 zoning in Nevada County was a free for all. The zoning adopted in the 1980 General Plan
was the first attempt to apply sound planning principles based on existing constraints. Our neighborhood
is a patchwork quilt of violations of that plan. Our major problem is that the proposed GPDs represent a
continuation of this abuse.

The Proposed General Plan Designations

The zoning proposed in the present plan is for the most part, a reconciliation of the realities of the past
mistakes with the need for present restraint. We accept these general zoning guidelines. Our main
problem is that in each case the requested GPD violates the zoning proposed for the
surrounding parcels in the updated General Plan. To arrive at a compromise, we sent invitations
to the entire neighborhood and all those requesting GPDs to attend a meeting to discuss the proposed
requests. Each proponent of a GPD made a 10 minute presentation outlining the nature of the request and
the rationale behind it. After lengthy discussion, compromises were proposed and voted on by secret
ballot. The results of this process are summarized in the enclosed table (see the last page). Four of the
proponents have accepted these compromises and four stand by their original requests.

The Nevada City Sphere of Influence
The proposed Nevada City sphere of influence extends as far as Hobnob Way--a substantial intrusion
into our neighborhood and an extension of the city which would not permit gravity fed city sewage hook
up. We propose as a compromise an extension of the sphere of influence to the top of the hill at North
Bloomfield--such a line would follow the natural terrain and allow a gravity fed sewage line to the area.
An acceptable, but less desirable compromise, would be a line extending along the top of the old Nevada
City Airport. We will leave the choice to the Planning Department and the Board of supervisors.



- Recommendations of the
Lake Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Association
on the Zoning Proposed in the General Plan Update

To: The Resolution Committee

From: The Lake Vera/Round Mountain Nelghborhood Association

Re: The Maps

The Lake Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Association accepts the proposed land use defined by the

General Plan Update with the following two exceptions:

1) The extent of the Nevada City sphere of mﬂuence

2) The proposed G.P.D.s

Our suggested compromises on these two points
are outlined below (see “The Bottom Line™). But
first, to justify our proposal:

A) Some Statistics:

Current Statistics based on existing parcelization:

* There are presently 476 parcels within the
Association boundaries. The curent zoning would
have allowed only 232 parcels.

e Of the 476, 284 are occupied and 192 are vacant,
so that 40% have not been developed.

e At build-out, these vacant parcels represent a
67 % increase in population with no GPD’s
Or up zoning.

* To our knowledge there is no undeveloped parcel
in our area on which there is no viable building
site.

Future Statistics based on the General Plan Update:
* The proposed GPD’s will add 28 new parcels.

B) Our Concerns:

a) Density:

We have taken two surveys of the neighborhood--a
summary is attached. If there is one lesson to be
learned from these it is that the rural quality is the
most important single element in the General Plan.
From the first survey the following three questions
deal with this issue:

17. How important to you are considerations for wildlife
habitat, protection of privacy, maintenance of a forested and
open natural spaces, agricultural activities, and other aspects
of rural environment?

Essential 79%

Important 21%

Not very important 0%

No opinion 0%

18. What is you opinion about future development and
population increases in our area?

Allow no more development than is presently zoned 74%

Increase development by spot-zoning for parcels..

26%

19. As part of the County General Plan Update this
summer, there are a number of parcel owners intending to
subdivide a camp property and other large parcels who have
requested GPD’s. How do you feel about this?

Support 11%

Don’t support 89%

In the second survey the following questions dealt
with environmental issues:

6. The existing population in Nevada County is
approximately 85,000. Several limits have been suggested
for the population of Nevada County by the year 2015.
Which would you prefer?

Allow no more development than presently zoned. 87%
135,000 13%
176,000 0%

8. Listed below are six general areas of concern in updating
the General Plan. Please indicate, as best you can, your
priorities. Assign a number 1 to the area most important to
you, a number 2 1o the next most important, and so on.

1 Preserving the rural character of the County.
(This ranked #1 or #2 in 100% of the returns.)

2 Protecting the natural environment.

3 Providitig adequate public services and facilities.

4 Providing job opportunities.

5 Providing for housing.

6 Providing for consumer goods and services.

There can be no doubt that the rural nature of
Nevada County is the element of the General Plan
which is of greatest concern to the Association
members.

b) Fire Safety:

1. We have spoken to Tony Clarabutt regarding the
safety of our neighborhood in the event of a wild
fire. He has said that the combination of fuel levels
and housing density already exceed the limit of the
local fire fighting capabilities to protect the area.
How bad will it be with the eventual 67% increase
in population?




2. Tony further said that the most likely direction
for a wild fire is up out of the South Yuba canyon.
This would force the evacuation of Lake Vera ,
Rock Creek roads into the intersection of Lake
Vera and Rock Creek roads. This will be a danger
point. Lake Vera and N. Bloomfield also come
together at the top of the hill. This intersection will
be the focal point for the evacuation of this entire
region between Nevada City and the South Yuba.
Given the large number of households with horses
to be evacuated by trailer, we anticipate absolute
grid lock at this site in the event of an
evacuation.

3. There are currently 111 (+ 5% ) parcels within
the neighborhood that are in violation of SRA
Fire Safe Regulation 1273.09 regarding
dead end roads (see the attached for a list of the
parcels in violation and the State regulation). New
Rome Road, for example, is a dead end road over 4
miles long with a minimum parcel size of 1/4 acre.
The maximum safe length for this road according to
SRA is 800 ft.

¢) Water

Our water supply is currently from wells sunk
into fractured rock--like most of rural Nevada
County. From our surveys we have learned that
water is a major concern to the residents. Many
have had to deepen wells--up to 600 ft just to get 1
gal/mi. And there have been many dry wells dug.

~ Maintaining adequate parcel size is vital to
provide sufficient access to the limited water
pockets within this fractured rock source.

NID will soon bring a treated water line down
Lake Vera Road and this will solve the problem for
those who have access to this source.

d) Road Safety

1. Lake Vera Road is a major safety hazard. Itisa
primary feeder road, winding and very narrow--one
lane in many places--and heavily traveled. Thisis
particularly true in the summer with reckless tourist
traffic to and from the Purdon Crossing of the
South Yuba river.

2. Other trouble spots are Rector Road (a single
lane road over much of its length) and New Rome
Road.

e) Septic

Septic is a major concern even at the present
population level.

C) Our Credibility:

We were formed two years ago and as stated in our
bylaws (see attached) our mission statement is to
sustain the quality of our rural environment and
foster a sense of community for current and future
residents. We have made heroic efforts to engage
the entire community in our Neighborhood
Association and in our Neighborhood Plan. We

have done this through monthly or bimonthly
meetings--advertised by tree signs, mails, and
phone calls. We publish a regular newsletter, and
hold an annual Picnic. We have taken two surveys
of our neighbors (summaries are attached) and are
currently engaged in a third survey to be taken
door-to-door--our objective is to obtain 100%
coverage. This survey will form the basis for our
present task which is the drafting of a
Neighborhood Plan to be incorporated into the
County’s General Plan.

Until 1980 zoning in Nevada County was a free
for all. The zoning adopted in the 1980 General
Plan was the first attempt to apply sound planning
principles based on existing constraints. Our
neighborhood is a patchwork quilt of violations of
that plan. Our major problem is that the proposed
GPDs represent a continuation of this abuse. In
each case the requested GPD violates the zoning
proposed for the surrounding parcels in the updated
General Plan.

The Bottom Line

1. The Proposed General Plan Designations

Invitations were sent to the entire neighborhood
and all to those requesting GPDs to attend a
meeting to discuss the proposed requests. Each
proponent made a 10 minute presentation outlining
the nature of the requested GPD and the rational
behind it. After lengthy discussion, compromises
were proposed and voted on by secret ballot. The
results of this process are summarized in the
enclosed table. In each case, the zoning requested
by the owner is lower than the Board’s proposed
zoning for the surrounding parcels. Each of the
compromises recommended by the neighborhood
lies between the existing parcel size and that
requested by the owner. Four of the proponents
have agreed fo accept our compromises and four
stand by their original requests.

2. The Nevada City Sphere of Influence
The proposed Nevada City sphere of influence
extends as far as Hobnob Way--a substantial
intrusion into our neighborhood and an extension
of the city which would not permit gravity fed city
sewage hook up. We proposes as a compromise an
extension of the sphere of influence to the top of the
hill at North Bloomfield--such a line would allow a
gravity fed sewage line. An acceptable, but less
desirable compromise, would be a line extending
along the top of the old Nevada City Airport. We
will leave the choice to the Planning Department

and the Board of supervisors.




Survey Summary

This is a summary of the results obtained from the survey contained in the June 1994 issue of
this newsletter. It was our intention to include here some correlations between certain
questions, for example questions 3 and 9, contrasting how conservatives and liberals feel about
the wild and scenic status of the South Yuba, But there was so little variation among the
responses that there was nothing worth correlating. The only significant variation was in
question number 3 dealing with political philosophies. If there is one lesson to be drawn from
this survey it is that, across the board, there is overwhelming sentiment for subduing growth
and preserving our rural character even at the expense of (see questions 8 and 11) goods and
services, jobs, housing, and public services. Perhaps even more significant than the raw
statistics were the written comments in response to the last question asking you to speak to the
supervisors. We have included all of these comments, or at least all that we could read.

1. How long have you lived in Nevada County? <5 yrs 26% 5-10 yrs 22%
11-20 yrs 32% >20 yrs 19%

2. How large is the parcel of land are you presently living on? < 1 acre 10% 1-2 acres 21%
3-5 acres 36 % 6- 10 acres 15% 11 acres or more 18%

3. Do you consider yourself: Conservative 18% Moderate 37% Liberal 37% Can’tsay 8%
4. Do you consider yourself to be an environmentalist?  Yes 89% No 3% Can’t say 8%
5. Are you aware of the General Plan update in progress? Yes 93% No 7%

6. The existing population in Nevada County is approximately 85,000. Several limits have been
suggested for the population of Nevada County by the year 2015. Which would you prefer?

Allow no more development than presently zoned* .87 %
135,000 13%
176,000 0%

7. There are several large projects proposed in the General Plan update. Please indicate whether you

support the project.
Support  Don’t Support  Undecided

A New Town of 15,000 residents in Penn Valley. 9% 76% 15%
Comm--devel.—and town houses-on DonnerSummit.—— 3% 82% —  15% -
Development at Loma Rica Ranch. 3% 87% 10%
Development at Deadman’s Flat. 2% 66% 32%
Development at Baldwin Ranch. 5% 61% 34%
Development at North Star. 5% 64% 31%
Development at Hell’s Half Acre. 2% 68 % 30%

* One third of the parcels in Nevada County have not been developed. Therefore there would be a 50% increase in population at build out
(about 120,000 total population) if there were no chance in the existing zoning and all parcels were developed



8. Listed below are six general areas of concern in updating the General Plan. Please indicate, as best
you can, your priorities. Assign a number 1 to the area most important to you, a number 2 to the next
most important, and so on.

1 Preserving the rural character of the County. (This ranked #1 or #2 in 100% of the returns.)
2 Protecting the natural environment.

3 Providing adequate public services and facilities.

4 Providing job opportunities.

5 Providing for housing.

6 Providing for consumer goods and services.

9. Do you support wild and scenic status for the south fork of the Yuba river? Yes 94% No 6%

10. A very important aspect of future development which needs to be decided has to do with the layout
and design of future developments in the County. Let’s create an imaginary situation. Suppose we had
1000 acres and it was decided by the Supervisors that the average parcel size in this subdivision should
be about 5 acres. The basic question is:

16% Would it be better to subdivide this 1000 acres of land into 200 parcels, averaging
about 5 acres each?
OR

84% Would it be better to cluster the housing together on parcels much smaller than 5
acres, and designate the remaining land to be permanently undeveloped and set aside
for uses such as agriculture, space, or recreation?

11. Sometimes, when the County is making land-use decisions, there is a conflict between issues. If
there were a situation in which (a) and (b) below came into conflict with one another, which of these two

issues should the decision be balanced in favor of?
Favor Favor Both

@ (b) (@ (b) Equal
Preserving the rural character of the county. | Providing for consumer goods and services. 97 % 1% | 2%
Preserving the rural character of the county. Providing for economic job opportunities. 93% 3% | 4%
Preserving the rural character of the county. Providing for housing. 100% | 0% | 0%
Preserving the rural character of the county. Providing for public services and facilities. 82% | 4% |13%
Protecting the natural environment. Providing for consumer goods and services. [ 96% | 1% 3%
Protecting the natural environment. Providing for economic job opportunities. 89% 3% | 8%
Protecting the natural environment. Providing for housing. 92% 2% | 6%
Protecting the natural environment. Providing for public services and facilities. 83% | 3% |14%
Protecting the natural environment. Preserving agricultural lands. 62% | 11% |27%

12. If you could speak to the Board of Supervisors or the Planning Commission what would you like to

say?
(See the following pages.)



Summa]:ie/'I of Surv
ountain

Lake Vera/Round

GENERAL

1. How long have you lived in the Greater ] .ake

Vera/Round Mpuntain area?
0-3yrs 8

3-5yrs 13

5-10 yrs 28

Over 15yr 21

Don’tlive here 11

2. Which of the following situations applies to
your property;

Unimproved 7

Owner occupied 68

Renter occupied 5

3. How large is your parcel?
2 acres or less 28

3-5acres 25

6-10 acres 12

11-20 acres 6

20-100 acres 9

Greater than 100 acres

4. What are your plans for residency in this
area?

1-10yrs 8

Move here in the future 8

Long term 60

Leave or sell in the future 5

WATER

5. My water comes from:
Well 74

Spring 2

Stream

NID 1

Other 2

er& Taken of the

eighborhood Association

6/9/93

6. Have you experienced a decrease in output?
No 49
During last
2 years
2-5years 2
5-10 years
Yes 20
During last
2 years 6
2-5years 5
5-10 years 2

7. How deep is your well?
50-100ft 16

100-200 ft 25

200-300 ft 17

300-400ft 4

500 or more 2

8. Have you had to increase the depth of your
well or drill a new well? '
No 65
During the last
2 yrs
2-5yrs 1
510 yrs 1
Yes 4
During the last
2yrs 3
2-5yrs
5-10 yrs

9. Are you concerned about the effect of
population growth on our area’s water supply?
Very 50

Somewhat 24

Not concerned 6



10. Are you currently receiving NID untreated
water?

Household 1

Irrigation 6

Pond

Livestock

Do not use 66

11. Would you like to continue or begin to
receive it?

Yes 28

No 37

12. Would you like to receive NID treated water?
Yes 22
No 46

13. If NID piped and treated water is brought
down Lake Vera Road, it could lead to a change
in zoning to 1.5 acres parcels. How do you feel
about this possibility?

Infavor 12

Oppose 50

TRAFFIC AND ROADS

14. Regarding traffic on our roads, what is
acceptable to you?

No increase 43

Small increase 30

Large increase 2

Doesn’t matter 4

15. Do you live on a road maintained by the
County?

Yes 37

No 43

16. Is your road maintenance adequate?
Yes 40
~ No 32

DENSITY

17. How important to you are considerations for
wildlife habitat, protection of privacy,
maintenance of forested and open natural spaces,
agricultural activities, and other aspects of rural
environment?

Essential 63

Important 17

Not very important

No opinion

18. What is you opinion about future
development and population increases in our
area?

Allow no more development than is presently
zoned 56

Increase development by spot-zoning for
parcels.. 20

19. As part of the County General Plan Update
this summer, there are a number of parcel owners
intending to subdivide a camp property and other
large parcels who have requested GPD’s. How
do you feel about this?

Support 8

Don’t support 64

OPEN SPACE

20. Do you use the trail system in this area?
Yes 44
No 32

21. There are BLM parcels in our area. How
would you like these used? 4
Open space buffer zone in their present
undeveloped state: 67

Local recreation parks: 22

Trade or sell for development appropriate to their
zoning: 1



Proposed bylaws of the Lake Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Assoc.

Article 1. Purpose

The purpose of the LVRMNA is to sustain the
quality of the rural environment and foster a
sense of community for current and future resi-
dents.

Article 2. Membership

2.1 Membership shall be granted to all resi-
dents of the area served by Lake Vera, Rock
Creek, and Rector and their secondary roads
who have submitted an application and are cur-
rently up to date with their dues of $15 per in-
dividual, $20 per couple annually. Dues are
payable on entry into the association and renew-
able on or before August 1 of each year.

2.2 Responsibilities of membership:

Pay annual membership dues promptly

Regular attendance at Association meetings
Volunteer for steering committee and subcom-
mittee business, so that work is spread

evenly among all members

2.3 Rights of membership:

Respectfully heard on all issues

Voting ‘

Holding elective office

Article 3. Post office box

The association will rent a post office box
whose number will be published in the newslet-
ter.

Article 4. Steering committee

4.1 The steering committee is to conduct orga-
nizational business--all association decisions are
to be made at the general meetings. A minimum
of six meetings will be held annually. The loca-
tion and time will be announced and may be at-
tended by the general membership. Meeting of
the general membership will be held a minimum
of three times a year. (One of these general
meeting will the pot luck dinner.

4.2 All steering committee positions may be
shared.

4.2.1 Steering committee positions may be
added to or eliminated by majority vote of the
committee.

4.3 The steering committee of the association
shall consist of the holders of the following po-
sitions:

Chair: Chair steering committee meetings and
some or all general meetings, possibly with the
help of a co-chair.

Secretary: Keep legible minutes of all meetings.
A summary must be prepared for the newsletter
and for reading at the next meeting.

Treasurer: Hold the checkbook and balance it,
write checks, give reports at meetings and in the
newsletter. The treasurer will keep a current
membership list.

Newsletter chair: Compose the monthly
newsletter from self generated material and
signed submissions from members of the asso-
ciation. Prepare mailing labels. If funds permit,
all residents of the area will receive a mailing, if
not, only association members. At least one
member’s phone number will be included in the
newsletter as a contact person for new people.
Approval of final copy must be obtained from
the chair or co-chair and one other member of
the steering committee. If there is questionable
material, these two plus the editor will decide
the matter.

Community works program: Establish a neigh-
borhood work core to assist needy neighbors
with repairs and maintenance, and provide sup-
port through phone calls or visits to the sick .
Liaison to Neighborhood Camps: Someone to
make contact through visits, phone calls, and
letters to local staff and Camp administration
and provide continuing communication.
Representative to FONA: Someone to act as li-
aison with the Federation of Neighborhood
Associations and regularly attend FONA
meetings.

Representative to RQC: Someone to attend
meeting of the Rural Quality Coalition and re-
port back to the steering committee.

Phone Tree Chairperson: Organize and keep a
current phone tree to our membership, and re-
cruit assistance. .
Publicity Chairperson: Prepare and hang signs.
Prepare and issue press releases.

Arrangements Chairperson: Take care of
meeting room arrangements.

4.3.1 A minimal steering committee shall con-
sist of a chair, vice chair, and treasurer.

4.4 Members of the steering committee will
serve for a period of one year. Elections shall



be held annually no later than Feb 1 of each
year.

4.5 Recall

a. Three LVRMNA members must present a
written statement to an officer specifying the
reasons for recall.

b. At the next general meeting the members of
the steering committee shall establish a media-
tion panel, composed of members not involved
in the controversy.

¢. Within seven days, both parties to the dispute
will meet with the mediation panel. If no reso-
lution is reached at that meeting, the panel will
recommend a resolution within five days.

d. If either party is dissatisfied with the recom-
mendation, the Steering committee shall allot
equal times for the two positions at the next
general meeting. If that meeting results in a con-
sensus (or 80% fall-back vote of attending
members) in favor of recall, the committee
member is removed from office.

4.6 Emergency substitution

If a member of the steering committee is unwill-
ing or unable to perform his or her function and
it is judged necessary by 80% of the remaining
members of the steering committee that the du-
ties require a temporary substitute due to time
constraints, then a substitute may be appointed
by the remaining members of the committee by
a simple majority vote to deal with the emer-
gency.

Article § Decision Making

All meeting shall be conducted according to
Robert’s rules of order with the following ex-
ceptions:

5.1 Voting members of the association will be
those whose dues are current. In the case of
joint ownership of two or more parcels within
the association boundaries there will be a maxi-
mum of two votes allotted to the joint owners.
In no case will a member have more than one
vote.

5.2 If unable to attend a meeting, members may
authorize (in writing) a proxy.

5.3 Decisions will be by consensus, as reached
within an established time frame. If consensus
cannot be reached within the established time,
decisions may be made by a 2/3 majority vote.
5.4 A quorum shall consist of 7 members at
least 3 of whom are members of the steering
cominittee.

Article 6 Amendment of bylaws

These bylaws may be amended at any time
through the following process:

1. Proposals for amendment must be addressed
at a general membership meeting.

2. Using the decision-making process outlined
above, the members will determine whether
amendment is necessary, and, if possible, the
general approach to be taken.

3. If amendment is necessary, a Bylaws
Working Group shall draft a proposed amend-
ment, following the general approach deter-
mined at the membership meeting.

4. The amendment may be adopted at the fol-
lowing general meeting, either by consensus or,
if necessary, a two thirds majority vote.
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#2 O HECEIVED
P.0. Box 2166

JAN 2 € 1995
Grass Valley CA 95945 I B
January 18, 1994 NEVADA COUNTY
P' AFIL AL Ny T prep e
I am writing to suggest two additions to the draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Nevada County General Plan.

(:) Downzoning of rural areas will only be implemented if it can be done
with respect for property rights.

One mitigation recommendation in the EIR was the suggestion to "downzone"

( to a 10— or 20-acre minimum ) rural areas which are currently zoned for 20 1
higher densities. As it stands, this mitigation is politically unfeasible: o
the downzoning constitutes a "Taking" of private property, since landowners

like myself who have acreage which is splittable under the current zoning

will lose much of the land’s value if it can no longer be divided.

However, if Transferable Development Rights were instituted, landowners with 20-2
currently splittable property could be compensated in this way. I suggest that
this option be added to the downzoning mitigation recommendations in the EIR.

T Wildfires make downzoning of rural areas particularly important.

I read the draft EIR several weeks ago & I may have missed some some

sections, but I don’t believe the it goes into depth on the following reasons

why the occurrence of wildfires makes clustering of housing crucial: 20-3

1. Ability to successfully fight catastrophic wildfires.
It is clear that the frequency and extent of uncontrolled fires
in Nevada County will only get worse over the coming years as fuel
buildup continues and as more homes are constructed in rural areas;
when a substantial proportion of firefighters are delegated to
protecting individual homes, there are that many fewer of them
available to stop the fire. Uncontrolled fires with our current
fuel loading are unnatural; our biota may be pyrophytic, but they
evolved to thrive under conditions of frequent, low intensity
fires rather than the massive conflagrations that occur today,
whose heat can create a layer of "cooked", sterile, hydrophobic
soil up to 14 inches thick that may take many years to break down.

2. Ability to prevent catastrophic wildfires.

a. Greater feasibility of prescribed burning.
I believe that, in the long run, the only feasible way to
reduce the wildfire threat is by using prescribed burns to
reduce the fuel load and return the land to its natural
state; however, this approach becomes becomes more
dangerous and less feasible ( and hence, unlikely to
be practiced ) as the "burnable" patches shrink due to
proximity to surrounding homesites. -

b. Reduced risk of starting a fire.
More houses in rural areas means more trees near power
lines, which means a greater probability of starting
another Trauner Fire ( this fire burned hundreds of
acres in Rough & Ready last summer and was caused
by a tree in contact with a power line ).

Thank you.
Sincerely,

/¢€§A~’7*”¥«Z- ;%g%;?’“-=—~*~;_

Dr. Anna Haynes
Ph.D., Organismic and Evolutionary Biology
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D. W. Kelley ﬁECEEVED

14997 Pathan Place
Nevada City, CA 9595, A
January 20, 1995 »’ﬂ\l 2¢ 19951

NE
Mr. Tom Miller fWANrYﬁDACOUNTY

; : N
Director of Planning "OTHE -

County of Nevada
Rood Center
Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Mr. Miller:

I offer the following comments about the Draft EIR on
the Nevada County General Plan.

This EIR is the first document attempting to describe
the effects of the updated General Plan on our County. As such,
it helps us understand the likely results of a planning process
that has been going on for several years. Most of the residents
have no clue, understanding only that it has been long and
controversial. What the draft EIR says will happen to Nevada
County as a result of the General Plan should be summarized and
printed in the local newspaper. Can you not work with the Union
to see that this is done?

T will limit my comments on the draft EIR to issues of
water, erosion control, and fisheries. Those are subjects in
which I have some expertise.

Page 4.3-10 IMPACT #10 (INCREASED FLOOD HAZARDS
RELATED TO DAM FAILURE AND EARTHQUAKE RELATED SEICHES)

This impact is judged to be less than significant on
the basis that earthquakes here are rare and that various
governmental services regarding emergencies are adequate.
‘Nonsense! Any plan which allows building or deposition of fill
material in floodplains or below the top of stream banks, as this
on does, will eventually result in loss of property, probably
life, and serious environmental damage.

The draft EIR failed to note that Policy 11.7 of the
Final Plan does just that. It defines "minimum setback lines to
be established and enforced through the development of the
Comprehensive Site Development Standards and project
environmental review" as the "average high water mark of
perennial streams and significant wetlands". In nearly half the
years, any structure built near such an "average" would likely be
flooded. 1In case of a spill over a dam or a dam failure caused
by an earthquake, such structures would probably be washed away.
Defining the setback line as the "average high water mark" makes
no sense and the EIR is clearly in error here.

21.1
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PAGES 4.3-11 (INCREASED DEVELOPMENT OF FLOODPLAINS
RESULTING IN PERIODIC DAMAGE AND POSSIBLE LOSS OF LIFE)

The draft EIR judges this to be a significant impact,
but one that can be mitigated to a less than significant level by
adding three policies regarding grading ordinances and the
location of buildings relative to the floodplain. These are good
additions.

However, Plan Policy 11.7 that I discussed above and
which defines setback lines as the "average high water mark"
contradicts these other policies and unless corrected, would
inevitably result in periodic damage and possible loss of life--
at a significant level.

PAGE 4.3-15 (IMPACT #13 BUILDOUT AND ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
MAY DECREASE SURFACE WATER QUALITY DUE TO EROSION AND POLLUTION).

This is not adequately discussed in the draft EIR.
Erosion, accelerated by road building and land development, is
one of the principal causes for the decline in important fish
habitat throughout much of the Sierra Nevada. There are hundreds
of studies providing evidence that soil deposited in streams
seriously damages spawning and rearing habitat with the result
that fish populations are reduced. Increased turbidity is a
small and temporary part of the problem.

Effective mitigation measures are rare--but certainly
tight grading ordinances and their enforcement will help. 1In
addition, I recommend a mitigation measure requiring the county
to take the lead in developing an education program to sensitize
residents, especially engineers and heavy equipment operators, to
this problem. My experience is that much of the damage is done
by innocent people who never give the matter a thought.

PAGE 4.3-17 (IMPACT 14 BUILDOUT WILL RESULT IN REDUCED
GROUNDWATER QUALITY AS A RESULT OF INCREASED SEPTIC SYSTEMS)

The draft EIR errs in concluding that an investigation
of groundwater and septic system influence of groundwater will
mitigate the problem of groundwater pollution to a less than
significant level. A groundwater study should show us where such
problems exist or are likely to develop but the study itself
cannot be considered as mitigation. I believe the law has been
clear about that.

The EIR recommends a study aimed at surveying the
failure of septic systems and their affect on groundwater.
Failed septic systems are more likely to pollute surface water
than groundwater. The real issue in this county is not failed
systems, which are easy to see or smell, but successful systems
which discharge large amounts of nitrogen into the ground. While
good for our gardens, nitrogen dissolved in drinking water is



toxic to humans and especially so to babies. All good septic
tank systems and leach fields contribute to the nitrogen levels
of groundwater and, once it is below root zones and down there in
the dark, it accumulates. This is the issue that the EIR should
recommend be studied here, not the failure of septic systems.

The last sentence of Mitigation Measure #12 recommends
that the plan allow up to 50 yards of fill in a floodplain "if it
can be demonstrated that the fill will not have an adverse impact
on or off site". Although worded as a limitation, it is hard to
think of allowing fill in the floodplain as a measure to mitigate
pollution, much less flood damage. Fifty yards of fill washed
into Deer Creek would seriously damage trout habitat for several
miles downstream. Who would make the determination that this
would not happen? Who would determine that reducing the capacity
of the flood plain at this point by 50 yards would not be
detrimental in case of flood? I doubt you could find a qualified
professional who would express such an opinion.

Mitigation Measure #12 should be changed to prohibit
the location of septic tanks and leach fields and the placement
of £ill within the 100-year flood plain of all permanent or
seasonal streams. Such streams are well designated on all large
scale US Geological Survey maps that cover the County.

I appreciate the very difficult job of writing an EIR
on a General Plan and, for the most part, I think the ¢onsultant
did well with her draft. I hope these comments will help make
the final document better.

Sincerely,

oy

Don W. Kelley

21.6

21.7



Legal Services of Northern California #22
Mother Lode Regional Office

[E@urn [JGrass Vvalley [Isouth Lake Tahoe

190 Reamer Street 714 W. Main Street Fremont Mall
Auburn, CA 95603 Grass Valley, CA 95945 3330 So. Lake Tahoe Bivd., #9
(916) 823-7560 (916) 274-3554 (916) 542-4997

(800) 660-6107 (916) 541-1358 - Fax
(916) 823-7601 - Fax

RECEIVED

January 19, 1995

JAN 2 € 1995
Tom Miller, Planning Director
Nevada County NEVADA COUNTY
950 Maidu Ave. Rl R Y A e A N

Nevada City, CA 95959-6100
By hand delivery

Re: Comments of D.E.I.R. for Nevada County General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Miller,

Legal Services of Northern California represents low income
residents throughout most of northeastern California, including
Nevada County. On their behalf, we hereby submit these comments
and objections to the Draft Environmental Impact Report
("D.E.I.R.") for the Nevada County General Plan Update.

We believe that the mitigation measures set forth in the D.E.I.R.
fail to adequately address the environmental impacts that will be
caused by the General Plan’s treatment of high-density, affordable
housing developments in Nevada County. Overall, the D.E.I.R. fails
to present analysis, alternatives or mitigation measures addressing
the negative environmental impacts that will result from the
decreased availability of housing to low and very low income
persons. The D.E.I.R. does not identify the negative impact of the
General Plan’s failure to supply sufficient sites for affordable
housing for low and very low income persons. It also fails to
adequately analyze the environmental impacts of the General Plan’s
inadequate analysis of infrastructure needs for those sites that
are made available for low income housing.

Moreover, Mitigation Measure #39 will exacerbate the environmental
effects of decreased access to affordable housing in the
unincorporated portions of the County. In essence it attempts to
solve problems that might be expected with higher density
development at the expense of creating a new and greater problem,
a lack of affordable housing for Nevada County’s low income
residents. No feasible plan for development of affordable housing
in low density areas is set forth in the D.E.I.R. to compensate for
the loss of high density building potential that is necessary for
the creation of affordable housing. Nowhere in the D.E.I.R. is
there discussion of the environmental impact of concentrating very
low and low income people in existing affordable housing or moving
them out of the County.

22.1



Planning Commission Letter
January 19, 1995
Page 2

While there may be some localized improvements to the environment
due to the implementation of the D.E.I.R.’s housing pollc1es, their
overall negative impact to Nevada County’s environment is not
addressed. Specifically, nowhere does the D.E.I.R. take into
account that persons who cannot find housing will often be forced
to live at the edge of society, in tool sheds and barns or in
encampments in the canyons the National Forests. These living
arrangements, by necessity, are beyond the reach of environmental,
planning, zoning and health and safety requirements. As the Forty-
Niner fire readily demonstrated, the more people forced to live
this way, the greater the danger posed by humans to the
environment. People forced to live on society s margins do not,
and often cannot, survive without ignoring some of the County’s
basic health and safety, much less environmental requirements.

Moreover, many low income, working persons will find it imperative
to move out of Nevada County and commute to their jobs from
affordable housing in other areas. This will create the negative

environmental impact of increased traffic in the County. As
studies indicate that low income persons often cannot afford newer,
more environmentally friendly cars, the potential negative

environmental impact of creating this new class of commuters is
great. The D.E.I.R., however, also fails to address this impact of
the current General Plan S affordable housing guidelines.

While the above comments are not as comprehensive as we would like,
they do point to our central objection to the D.E.I.R. It fails to
adequately address the very real environmental problems that are
created by the General Plan’s limitation of access to affordable
housing. In so doing it does not meet its general obligations
under the state housing element statutes. This is a very real and
serious deficiency.

On behalf of my clients, I thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

ES OF NOREEERN CALIFORNIA
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San Juan Ridge
i JAN 2 C 1995
Taxpayers Association .
P.O. Box 421 North San Juan, CA 95960 NEVADA COUNTY

[ e AR e s N e B o

January 18, 1995

Planning Commission
COUNTY OF NEVADA
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Nevada County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Honorable Commission Members,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above
referenced document.

COMMENTS:

We have read through several sections of the DEIR and we are impressed by
much of what we find there. We applaud the DEIR preparers for identifying
many of the significant impacts that the proposed General Plan will have on
our County. However, we do have several specific concerns, as follows:

1. In looking through the DEIR, we see little if any specific mention of
our geographical area of interest, the San Juan Ridge. Without such 23.1
specific information, it is difficult for us to interpret how much of the .
information in the DEIR will relate to our area.

For example, there are two GPD'’s that our organization has expressed
concerns about throughout the General Plan Update process; GPDs #91-
092 and #91-108 , the Ananda Church of God Realization and the
Milhous application. Both of these GPD’s were tentatively approved by
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, against the =
strongly worded recommendation to deny the requests by the General
Plan Consultant. It was the opinion of the Consultant and of our
organization, that approval of these applications would alter the
character of the surrounding areas, in that they would permit the
creation of parcels much smaller than those otherwise characterizing
those areas. These GPD’s were deemed incompatible with surrounding
land uses and zoning by the Consultant. We do not find the effects that
these GPDs would create mentioned in the EIR.

2. Chapter 4.9 deals with Noise. The EIR spells out the CEQAStandards of
Significance for noise impacts. These are if 1) projects create noise
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San Juan Ridge Taxpayers Association DEIR comments -- 2

23.2

23.3

234

levels that would conflict with local noise regulation or 2) if projects
would substantially increase noise levels in areas of (existing ) sensitive
receptors or if 3) proposed projects would substantially increase
ambient noise levels and would therefore be incompatible with
existing uses. (pg. 4.9-12)

After having stated these standards, the DEIR then goes on to evaluate
noise impacts only as they would relate to the County noise standards
(the chart in General Plan Policy 9.1). These County standards are
much higher than nearly everyplace on the San Juan Ridge! The DEIR
does not evaluate what the noise impacts would be on our community
if development that is allowed by the new General Plan would create
noise levels as high as those allowed in Policy 9.1 - even though those
levels are much higher than what we currently experience.

3. Mitigation Measure #1 is the recommendation for Site Development
Standards. But these Standards are not defined. The recommendation
sounds excellent to us, but because this is such an important part of the
DEIR, and because many sections of the DEIR refer back to this
Measure, we would be much more comfortable having the Standards
developed before approval of the DEIR. Without being able to see the
actual standards, how can we hope to evaluate them?

Also, we are very concerned that these Standards will not apply to
projects that do not need the Commission’s approval (such as
individual building permits.) Thus, where densities are allowed to
increase in the County, this Mitigation Measure would not have to be
applied to many of the new buildings -- resulting in significant adverse
impacts that Mitigation Measure #1 was supposed to counteract.

We feel that a more effective and appropriate mitigation measure
would be to reduce the land use densities in the areas where Mitigation
Measure #1 is seeking to reduce impacts.

4. We have read the Plan Alternatives in Section 5 of the DEIR. We feel
that Alternative #4, the Environmentally Superior Alternative, should
be adopted by the County. We should be able to allow for managed
growth in the County while at the same time maintaining the quality
of life here that we all cherish.

Thank you for your attention,
_/W
npo Mo _
,%_

Liese Greensfelder, President, Steering Committee
Virginia Hilsman, Vice President, Steering Committee
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Robert L. White
N.Co. Plan. Comm. 3rd Dist.
13171 Woodrose way

Grass Valley, CA 9594 e g% 570
(916) 273-9679 FAxﬁ%@ﬁi%fizﬁ

January 19, 1995 JAN 2 ¢ 1693
] ] ] i NEVADA COUNTY
Mr. Tom Miller, Acting Planning Director B AT AN MR A DT AT
Nevada County Planning Department

950 Maidu
Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Mr. Miller:

After reading the Draft EIR prepared by Harland Bartholomew
& Associates , Inc. for Nevada County, I have the following
comments and questions.

COMMENTS

As I stated at the Planning Commission hearing January 12th,

I believe it is important for the Final EIR to state what it

does not address. It seems that it is the opinion of some

in this community that we must unequivocally adopt all the
mitigation measures recommended in the DEIR. It is impor-

tant that the general public realize that the EIR is a sin-

gle purpose document. As I understand it, the primary pur-

pose of the EIR is to identify only potential environmental
impacts of the General Plan as well as necessary oOr desir-

able mitigation measures. Feasibility with respect to

social or economic impacts (including fiscal and service

impacts, affordability of housing, and community goals) are

not addressed. I would like to ensure that the general pub-

lic understand that it is the responsibility of their

elected and appointed officials, as well as those profes-

sionals employed by the County, to take these other impor-

tant community concerns under consideration when certifying 24<1
the EIR at a later time. I therefore, request that such a .
statement be included in the Final EIR, clarifying this for

the public.

Another concern I have is that the DEIR contains a signifi-

cant amount of mitigation measures which would, if adopted,
translate into a whole new body of land use regulations and 24.2
impact fees. This definitely could be considered as more °
intrusion, by the Government, into our personal lives and

property rights. As evident in the Board's on-going



24.3

24.4

24.5

24.6

discussion on instituting a more business friendly attitude
and privatizing/downsizing County services, this County
appears to be interested in going the opposite direction,
with less, not more restrictions. During our hearing, not
one person testified they wanted more regulations. The only
comments received were in opposition to higher permit and

‘impact fees.

I am very interested in protecting the environment, but, it
needs to be done in a manner which recognizes the existing
social contract between the County and its citizens. Adop-
tion of excessively restrictive mitigation measures which
result in significantly higher fees and extensive regulating
is inconsistent with what I perceive as the desires of the
people of the County. As we make our decisions on the EIR,
it is important that we keep this in mind.

PG 4.1-14

Paragraph 3 analysis that the reason lower income households
locate in urban areas is to gain access to urban services
(such as schools, sewer and water) and the reduced depen-
dency on private automobiles. I take acceptance to this
analysis in that it is my opinion that the primary reason
lower income households, with the exception of seniors, tend
to locate in urban areas is to take advantage of reduced
rent and housing costs that is a result of higher density
development.

PG 4.3-16

The use of grease and silt traps in future parking lots has

been recommended for protection of surface water quality. I
would like an in depth explanation of the design, function,

effectiveness and cost of these systems.

PG 4.4-9

The EIR states that according to CEQA, the definition of
endangered species includes jeopardy due to predation and
competition, I assume from possible other species in some
cases. It would be out of the scope of the County's respon-
sibility, and for that matter what I would call immoral and
frivolous for the County to try to effect natural evolution.
I feel that we must be very cautious not to artificially
preserve, propagate or encourage any particular naturally
occurring species, so as not to jeopardize another, which I
would not be surprised has already happened due to over
zealous interpretation of CEQA.

PG 4.4~17

I take acceptance to the statement that the highest values
for resident wildlife occur in areas which have not been
disturbed by development. I find that there are more deer



and wild turkey in Lake Wildwood than in some of the places
that I hunt.

PG 4.4-25 :

Effects of development on existing deer herds is discussed
and the recommendation by CDFG for mitigation of these
effects is to restrict the density of development. I would
like to have a workshop or presentation by CDFG to address
measures that could be implemented with SDA's that could
possibly encourage or aid in the development of deer herds.
It is my feeling that with proper planning and procedures
this may be possible.

PG 4.10-49

While I am a firm believer in the benefits of sufficient and
upgraded levels of insulation to conserve on fuel consump-
tion, I feel that to impose requirements to upgrade existing
structures before resale, is beyond the legitimate influence
of any governmental body. Because of this, I also question
the legality of such an ordinance.

QUESTIONS

How do the restrictive mitigation measures in the draft EIR
compare to those in other counties, both urban and rural?

It seems that one major result of the mitigation measures
proposed by the Draft EIR would be to deny some current pro-
perty owners the right to develop their properties to the
density they have requested during the general plan develop-
ment process. What should the County expect in the way of

. "Property Rights" legal challenges to the General Plan if
all proposed mitigation measures are adopted? What should
the .County expect in the way of "Environmental" legal chal-
lenges to the General Plan if the proposed mitigation meas-
ures are not adopted? What type of legal consequences could
result in either case, "Property Rights Challenges", or
"Environmental Challenges", in a worse case scenario?

By restricting density and imposing costly fees and regula-
tion on developers it is inevitable that we will in fact
increase the cost of housing and business property in the
County. With the exception of government subsidization, how
can we keep this county from becoming too expense for anyone
but the very highest income families to live in?

24.7

24.8

24.9

24.10



24.11

24.12

24.13

24.14

24.15

24.16

24.17

PG 4.1-3

During the presentation on December 15th, I got the impres-
sion that CEQA did not allow for consideration of fiscal
impacts with regard to environmental mitigation measures.
Under jobs/housing balance the third function addresses fis-
cal imbalances. Would you explain this apparent
discrepancy?

PG 4.1-20

The first part of the last paragraph discusses potential for
land use conflicts between proposed SDAs and boardering
rural areas. In the latter part of the paragraph it states
that the New Town SDA provides mitigation for this
occurrence. Does this mean that SDAs such as the New Town
proposal are a desirable way to address this problem?

PG 4.1-24
The fifth paragraph deals with loss of open space associated
with development in community regions. This paragraph

states that "fully one-half of the acreage in the New Town
development would remain as open space. Is this an
appropriate method of dealing with the impact to open space
with regard to future development?

PG 4.3-12
What area of the county does the term "coastal” inundation
refer to?

PG 4.3-15

Are there sufficient methods of testing with regard to
absorption to predict how much retention or detention of
stormwater would be necessary to duplicate a site's original
characteristics with any accuracy? I am particularly con-
cerned with the possibility of requiring a developer to sup-
ply costly facilities that may not even approximate the ori-
ginal characteristics of a site.

PG-4.3-18

Mitigation measure #10 requires a survey of existing septic
tank/leach field systems. I would like to know if a study
of sufficient scope to address ground water impacts is
economically feasible?

PG 4.4-14
NID ditch leaks are referred to as wetlands. Does this mean
that they should be preserved or replaced if repaired?

PG 4.4-20

The statment is made that very little information is avail-
able regarding how loss/fragmentation of habitats may.impact
particular species and overall species diversity.



Statements on this page go on to assume that development in

the New Town SDA and other SDA's will result in the loss of

most wildlife habitat. How can we determine the impact to

wildlife as a result of SDA's if in the case of the New 24j18
Town, when one-half of the area is to remain as open space s
and we have insufficient information about the effect of

partial habitat loss?

PG 4.4-24

Mitigation measure # 15 encourages the use of anything but _
native plant species for landscaping. 1Is it the case 'that 24.19
there are no non-native species that would be appropriate

and non-invasive, and shouldn't the property owner have the

right to use them?

PG 4.4-30
What does the term "incidental take" refer to? 24120

PG 4.6-4 24.21

What is the definition of a natural landform?

PG 4.6-4

With reference to impact #24, is it the opinion of the con- 24”22
sultant that the visual significance of oak trees is greater .
than that of other species of plants?

PG 4.6-6

Please elaborate on the repercussions of the "Scenic Corri- 24,23
dor" designation on development and existing facilities in

areas that fall under this designation.

PG 4.6-8
With regard to mitigation measure #29, what is meant by a 24“24
compact development pattern? *

PG 4.7-21

Again I am perplexed about the discussion of fiscal matters

such as the funding of roads when it was my understanding

that the EIR could not take fiscal matters into considera-

tion. Does this mean that the EIR can address fiscal 24.25
matters when it is convenient and ignore them when it is
convenient not to have to address them?

PG 4.7-24
Please explain why mitigation measure 32 requires comprehen-—
sive development fees for bicycle and pedestrian improve- 24 26

ments when paragraph 5 on page 23 states that non auto
trails will not significantly reduce automobile dependency
or use.



24.27

24.28

24.29

24.30

PG 4.10-13

Mitigation measure #38 seems to assume that an aquifer study
would accurately assess ground water supplies and quality.
On page 4.10-6 it states that ground water in the western
area is not characterized by well defined aquifers and that
the highly fractured characteristics of the subsurface geol-
ogy, and a variety of other factors, combine to create
inconsistent characteristics. Does this not indicate that a
reliable study may not be possible?

PG 4.10-23

It is stated that the county is currently meeting the state
mandated goal of a 50 percent reduction in disposal rates by
the year 2000 by diverting or recycling approximately 58
percent of total wastes generated by the county. How is it
that by diverting or recycling wastes we can deduce that we
are reducing disposal rates? It seems by diverting we are
not effecting the disposal rate at all.

PG 4.10-48

Why is propane not considered as one of the primary sources
of energy for household use in the county under the Energy
section of the Draft EIR ?

PG 5-16

It is stated that under the planning commission alternative
McCourtney Road would be consistent with minimum LOS stan-
dards but that under the Proposed General Plan the road
would not meet such standards. What specific differences in
the two plans account for this and why?

Sincerely,

Frte 7 W/t

Robert I, White
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LOMA RICA RANCH PRESERVATION COMMITTEE
P. O. Box 965
Grass Valley, Ca. 95945
916-265-4385

Mr. Pat Norman

Nevada County Planning Department
250 Maidu Ave.

Nevada City, Ca. 95959

Subject: Nevada County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report.

Dear Mr. Norman:

Although we are an ad hoc California Corporation, we feel that we
are obligated to comment on the entire proposed Nevada County
General Plan, because implementation of this plan directly concerns
the development of the specific site, Loma Rica Ranch. The current
owners of Loma Rica Ranch, TMI Corporation, did not request a
"specific site designation"in the proposed Nevada County General
Plan, and we feel the reason for this omission was that this area
has been designated as under the "Sphere of Influence” of the City
of Grass Valley. Since 1990 TMI has been concentrating on
obtaining entitlements from the City of Grass Valley for intense
development of Loma Rica Ranch, 646 residential units, and 890,744
non-residential square footage, commercial, office space, and
industrial. Because of prudent actions by the Grass Valley City
Planning Commission in demanding thorough investigation of the
practicality of these requests, approval of this project was
delayed, and in the interim TMI is being sued by their investors
for fraud and racketeering in amounts of $100 million plus. The
Federal courts have appointed an independent manager to assess
TMI ‘s management practices, and there is considerable evidence of
criminal wrongdoing by the chief officers of the TMI Corporation.-

Our DEIR INPUT IS AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENT #1 - Page 1-4 - OVERVIEW OF IMPACT ANALYSES - The
discussion of proposed General Plan reliance on two primary policy
concepts as a means to address the physical effects of proposed
General Plan growth on the environment admits that these  two
policies would not ensure mitigation of environmental impacts of
proposed General Plan buildout. We contend therefore that this
draft EIR is not able to be efficient in identifying unmitigable
environmental impacts (because they are not known until specific
SDS are presented and evaluated). We also contend that
"clustering” as suggested as a mitigation measure in policy 1.18
may create an additional significantly undesirable environmental
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25.3

25.4

25.5

25.6

LS. C

impact. This would be particularly true in the case of the
proposed Loma Rica Ranch development which requests clustering in
the prime "historically significant" area of the ranch. We request
that the EIR specifically mention mitigation measures to forbid
clustering in historically significant or environmentally sensitive
areas. We note and approve of last paragraph, page 1-5
recommending land use map changes, (Mitigation Measures #16 and #18
in Biotic Resource subsection.) (Copy attached of page 1-5)

COMMENT #2 - Page 2-5 - SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS - "Other

Mitigation Measures" - We request wording change in #2. "The

following policy should be added to the Open Space Element of the

proposed General Plan. The County (shall consider-omit) (add-MUST

FORM) an Open Space District to acguire . . . . . . « . ¢« « « - .
."(copy of page 2-5 attached)

COMMENT #3 - Page 2-10 - OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES - #1 (final
paragraph), add additional category under Comprehensive Site
Development Standards .. . . . . . . . . . .as follows: category
K - Extensive protection, preservation and public access to
HISTORICAL AREAS. (copy of page 2-10 attached)

COMMENT #4 - Page 2-22 - OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES- #21 - We
request change in wording as follows: "Development projects which
have the potential to remove riparian or wetland habitat shall not
be permitted unless: delete (a). (copy of page 2-22 attached)

COMMENT #5 - Page 2-33 - TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION - Impact #30 -
DEIR states that buildout of proposed General Plan "would cause
operation of some roadways to drop to unacceptable levels. This is
considered to be a less - than- significant impact as RTP
improvements and proposed General Plan policies would ensure all
area roadways continue to operate at acceptable levels of service."
We contend that RTP improvements may be nonexistent due to lack of
funding, and General Plan policies could be unenforceable. We
request that the DEIR insert language for mitigation measures that
would specifically address the need for traffic and circulation
improvements or denial of development causing these unmitigable
impacts. This same statement applies to page 2-34- Impact #34.
(copies of page 2-33 and page 2-34 attached)

COMMENT #6. ~ Page 2-35 - IMPACT #36 - We question the DEIR
statement ".........incrementally increase air emissions from
mobile sources. ........air quality in the region will be improving
over time." In our opinion it is very irrespecnsible to not list
specific mitigation measures for increased air emissions from
traffic, heating, industrial and commercial development etc.. To
rely on implementation of General Plan policies which may or may
not be adopted as stated is avoiding an issue. (copy of page 2-35
attached)

AZ;A%V o~
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|. Introduction

preparation and implementation of these SDS is not presented. Therefore, it is unknown
whether or not adequate standards would be developed; how these standards would be
implemented; and the types of land use, siting, and design mechanisms (including
clustering) that would be employed to achieve the intent of the standards.

Additionally, policy 1.18 encourages clustering on sites where significant environmental
features and/or environmental constraints are present. However, within the context of the
entire Plan, it is unclear whether or not clustering is "encouraged" or "mandared." Policy
1.18 appears to only encourage clustering. However, Policy 13.1 states that clustering
"shall" occur on all portions of a project containing "significant environmental features".
Policy 13.8 states that measures to minimize disturbance of heritage and landmark trees and
groves "shall" include mandatory clustering. Other policies (6.2, 15.3, 16.9, and 19.4)
imply flexibility rather than mandating clustering.

Based on the outcome of the environmental impacts analyses performed in this EIR,
policies 1.17 and 1.18 have been revised (see Mitigation Measure #1, in the Land Use
section). Revised policies 1.17 and 1.18 provide a program for the preparation and
implementation of the SDS. This program would ensure that: effective standards are
prepared; appropriate land use, siting (including clustering), and design tools are applied
on a site-by-site basis; and project approval occurs in accordance with defined conditions.
This revised policy would allow for development while providing for adequate mitigation
of significant environmental impacts that could occur on a site-by-site basis. While revised
policies 1.17 and 1.18 (Mitigation Measure #1) are presented in the Land Use subsection,
it applies to most of the natural resource subsections and is therefore referred to throughout
the document.

While this revised policy addresses proposed General Plan buildout on a site-by-site basis,
it does not fullv address significant environmental impacts that could occur as a result of
overall buildout of proposed General Plan land uses at the densities identified on the land
use map. This is the case for overall loss/disruption of wildlife habitat (including
loss/disturbance of deer winter range) and habitat fragmentation that would occur with
buildout of proposed General Plan land uses. These impacts would occur primarily in
Rural Regions of the western portion of the County. Therefore, several land use map
changes have been recommended (see Mitigation Measures #16 and #18 in the Biotic
Resource subsection) as a means to mitigate these impacts.
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2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

ranking together, beginning with significant unavoidable impacts, followed by significant
impacts that can be mitigated, followed by impacts found to be not significant. Thjs
summary should be used in conjunction with a thorough reading of the EIR. The summary
is intended as an overview; the EIR serves as the basis for the summary. A summary of
impacts that would occur with buildout under plan alternatives is contained at the end of
this section.

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

The following impacts have been identified as significant and unavoidable. Although
mitigation measures are recommended to help reduce the impacts, they cannot be reduced
to a less-than-significant level.

Land Use

Impact #2. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and RTP road improvements
would result in the conversion of open space areas to urban/suburban uses. This is
considered to be a significant impact as proposed General Plan policies would not prevent

the significant conversion of existing open space to developed uses.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.1, 1.5(r), 1.14, 1.16, 1.17, 1.18, 5.1
through 5.23, and 6.1 through 6.9 would serve to reduce the impact but not to a less-than-
significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

Implementation of proposed policies identified above, Mitigation Measure #1, above,
Mitigation Measures #16 and #18 in the Biotic Resources Section, and Mitigation Measure
#2 below would serve to further reduce the impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.
Therefore, this impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

2. The following policy should be added to the Open Space Element of the pro;;osed

General Plan. : =
The County shall-consider Cem_:_n%_ pen Space District to acquire
ands.

and manage open space | uch a District would be able to
acquire open space through dedication, or voluntary purchase from
willing sellers of propertv of easements; the use of eminent domain
would not be allowed.

2-5
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2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

be a significant impact as proposed plan policies would not necessarily minimize land use

conflicts that could occur.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.20, 1.21, 17.6, 17.14, 17.15,
17.24 and Regional Transportation Plan policies 1.1 and 2.2 would serve to reduce this
impact but not to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

Implementation of proposed policies identified above and Mitigation Measure #1, below,
would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

1. Replace proposed General Plan policies 1.17 and 1.18 in their entirety, as follows, in
order to provide for: a program for preparing adequate development standards;
implementing these standards via the use of appropriate land use, siting, and design
tools (including mandatory clustering); and determination of project approval.

Policy 1.17 - The County shall prepare and adopt Comprehensive Site Development
Standards. These standards shall be used during the "project site review process" to
provide a consistent approach for addressing: the presence of sensitive environmental
features and/or natural constraints; clustering and provision of open space as part of site
development; the potential for land use conflicts between uses; and the potential for
public health hazards.

The County shall prepare and adopt specific Comprehensive Site Development
Standards which shall be applicable 1o all development projects in Community Regions
and Rural Regions and protective of the County’s unique character. providing guidance

|5"
2.

Protection of environmentally sensitive resources;

Provision of open space as part of site development;

Prevention and elimination of fire hazards:

Maintenance and enhancement of vegetation and landscaping;

Prevention and elimination of flood hazards;

Transitions between uses and multiple-use site development;

Community design:

Buffering and screening to mitigate adverse effects; and

Incentives to provide for access to public resources and open space values; and

Protection of important agricultural mineral and timber resources.
. TENSIVE ROSTLEC T1ON, Fre ESER YATLLY ANVD 1224
,EX: 8 .2:7.’0/) )STORYCAL ,ﬁfee—;f . 7
The standards shall identify -the basic requirements for site development in the Coun
including. at a minimum, standards to mitigate the impact of development on

environmentally sensitive resources as defined in the following criteria:

R e e e o0




2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

Other Mitigation Measures

Implementation of Mitigation Measure #1 (see the Land Use section of this EIR), and #21
and #22 below would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

21. The following policies should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation Element of
the proposed General Plan.

« No net loss of riparian or wetland habitat functions or values shall be caused by
development.

« Development projects which have the potential to remove riparian or wetland
habitat shall not be permitted unless:

/') CZ ¢ /_L@ T\_ipo _s'l_.l_i_taP_le;a"]te_rr_l_gtive site or design existsﬂ for_ I_J1E_l;1'ﬁ_c§'_|i§f.‘";“““'--- .

(b) There is no degradation of the habitat or reduction in the numbers of any
rare. threatened. or endangered plant or animal species as a result of the

project;

(c) Habitat of superior quantity and superior or comparable quality will be
created or restored to compensate for the loss: and

(d) The project conforms with regulations and ouidelines of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. U.S. Armv Corps of Engineers, California Department of
Fish and Game. and other relevant agencies.

« Future development shall be set back a minimum of 100-feet from all
significant wetlands.

Impact #20. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and RTP road improvements
may result in the loss or degradation of riparian habitats as a result of adjacent
development and/or activities such as agricultural and timber production/harvesting,
mineral extraction, etc. Fisheries could be impacted by the loss or degradation of riparian
habitats. This is considered to be a significant impact as proposed plan policies would not
necessarily minimize impacts.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, and 13.2 of the proposed General Plan and
RTP policy 2.2 would serve to reduce the impact but not to a less-than-significant level.

SETT o Frege A
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2. Summary of Environmental [mpacts

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.

Impact #28. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses could generate light and glare
that would be visible from major roads and from residences. Light and glare could be
created throughout the areas proposed for development by lighting of parking lots, playing
fields, industrial/business park areas, interior building lighting, and the use of exterior
building materials that could be reflective.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 18.10 and 18.11 would serve to reduce
this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.

Traffic and Circulation

Impact #30. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population
growth will result in a net increase of approximately 887,400 daily trips in the County
which would contribute to roadways currently operating at unacceptable levels of service
and’or would cause operation of some roadways to drop (o unacceptable levels. This is
considered to be a less-than-significant impact, as RTP improvements and proposed
General Plan policies would ensure that area roadways continue to operate at acceptable
levels of service.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of proposed RTP road improvements and General Plan policies 4.1, 4.3,
4.5, 4.6, 4.17, 4.26 through 4.36 would serve to reduce the impact but not to a less-than-

.ﬁgg_iﬁcam devel. ; e

Other Mitigation Measures

Reduction of the intensity of use in the Northstar area to levels allowed under existing
zoning (which are consistent with the 1980 Nevada County General Plan) along with the
reduction in intensity of use to levels allowed in the Penn Valley and New Town areas
under Mitigation Measure #16 (see the Biotics section of this EIR) and #39 (see the Public
Services and Utilities section of this EIR) would result in reduction of the traffic volumes
at the SR 20/SR 49 interchange, allowing the minimum acceptable LOS to be achieved.

2-33
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2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

Also, these reductions in intensity of use would be likely to similarly reduce the volume
of traffic on surface streets in the vicinity. as indicated by the reduction in volumes on
McCourtney Road from as high as 11,000 ADT under the proposed General Plan to 6,500
ADT with the reduced land use intensities based upon the existing zoning. Additionally,
the following Mitigation Measure #31 would address the impacts of development on the
future LOS for Alta Sierra Drive.

31. Amend the circulation chapter of the proposed General Plan to include the
improvement of East Lime Kiln Road as a 2-lane minor collector from SR 49 to
Shana Drive.

Impact #32. Buildout of proposed RTP improvements and other improvements that could
result from implementation of proposed General Plan and/or RTP policy will have physical
impacts on the environment and surrounding land uses. This is considered to be a less-
than-significant impact as proposed plan policies would ensure that such impacts are fully
mitigated.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation
Implementation of proposed RTP policies 1.1 and 2.2 and proposed General Plan policy

4.37, as well as other policies as identified throughout this EIR would serve to reduce the
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.

Impact #34. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population and
employment growth will increase the demand for transit services and facilities. This is
considered (0 be-a less-than-significant impact as the proposed General Plan has policies
that would provide for adequate facilities to meet this demand.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 4.17, 4.29, 4.31, and 14 7 would serve -
to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.



2. Summary of Environmental Impacts

Air Quality

./ Impact #35. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population
growth may expose future residents and structures to severe weather conditions or weather
hazards if development would be located in areas with such hazards. This is considered
to be a less-than-significant impact, as proposed plan policies would minimize these
hazards.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation Measures

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 4.23, 4.24, 10.7 through 10.9 would
serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.

Impact #36. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population .
growth will incrementally increase air emissions from mobile sources. This is considered J\
to be a less-than-significant impact as air quality in the region will_be improving over
time. Additionally, proposed plan policies would further ensure that air emissions from
Sfuture County growth are minimized.

Plan Policies that Serve as Mitigation

Implementation of the proposed General Plan policies 4.17, 4.26 through 4.36, 14.1, and
14.5 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Other Mitigation Measures

None warranted.

Impact #37. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population
growth will incrementally increase PM-10 emissions associated with woodsmoke and other
sources of suspended particulates. This is considered to be a less-than-significant impact
as proposed plan policies would ensure that PM-10 emissions from future County growth
are minimized.

2-35
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3. CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

For the purpose of this section, unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those effects
of the project which would significantly affect either natural systems or other community
resources, and cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significani level. The following
significant unavoidable impacts were identified: :

. Loss of open space;
. Conversion of agricultural land;
. Traffic impacts on state roads throughout the County which could operate at

unacceptable levels with Plan buildout until adequate funds are identified and
improvements constructed;

. Increased consumption of potable water and need for substantial expansion of
treatment and distribution facilities;

. Need for substantial expansion of wastewater collection and treatment facilities;
. Need for significant expansion of school facilities; and
. Exposure of pe 5 and property to wildland fire hazard. / ﬁ,[/ /
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IRREVERSIBLE IMPACTS

For adoption of a planning document, CEQA requires a discussion of potential significant,
irreversible environmental changes that could result. Examples include projects that
generally commit future generations to similar uses; irreversible damage that may result
from accidents associated with a project; or irretrievable commitments of resources, -

The proposed project, including buildout of General Plan land uses and RTP road
improvements will convert some of the existing open space land in the County to a variety
of urban, suburban, and rural uses. As discussed in the Land Use section of this EIR, loss
of open space is considered to be a significant and irreversible effect. As existing open
space land will be committed to developed uses, it is unlikely that such lands would be
returned to their natural state in the future. Likewise, development of uses identified above
generally commit future generations to similar <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>