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Letter 26 – Mark Frederick 

Response 26-A Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR evaluated potential hydrological impacts from Squirrel Creek 
on Sites 10 and 13. The 100-year floodplain was placed within an Environmentally 
Sensitive Area (ESA).  Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a states that structures on Sites 10 and 
13 must avoid the floodplain ESA.  However, should a structure such as a crossing or 
bridge be required, then as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, “Should development 
within the floodplain ESA be required, then the developer shall obtain a discretionary use 
permit for any development within the floodplain and a ministerial management plan for 
any development within the floodplain 100 foot setback.”  The use permit review by 
County staff would ensure that any development within the floodplain was designed to not 
impede or impair the flow of water within the floodplain.        

Response 26-B  Potential impacts to wetland are discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.4.3b requires the developer of Sites 10 and 13 to prepare a formal wetland 
delineation to determine the extent of the wetland area.  The developer is also required to 
demonstrate that they have acquired the applicable permits from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife.  Please see Response 2-B regarding Site 13 access onto Highway 20.       

Response 26-C No sound walls are proposed on Site 13 along Highway 20.  The California Department of 
Fish and Game was sent a copy of the Draft EIR and technical appendices during the public 
review period.     

Response 26-D  Oak trees and Oak woodlands are protected under the County’s Tree Protection Ordinance. 
As such, avoidance of oak trees and oak woodland is the required mitigation through the 
establishment of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). The ESAs require avoidance 
unless avoidance is infeasible.  If avoiding oak trees or oak woodlands is not feasible then 
a management plan is required.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR 
requires a management plan to be prepared if oak woodlands are impacted as a result of 
the proposed development.  The Management Plan provides different options for oak 
woodland mitigation that range from onsite preservation (avoidance), enhancement of 
degraded oak woodlands, or paying in lieu fees into a County approved fund used to 
purchase and preserve comparable oak woodland communities in the region.  Pursuant to 
Section L-II 4.3.15.C.3 of the County’s Land Use and Development Code:  

A Management Plan shall be prepared by a certified arborist, registered 
forester, qualified biologist or botanist, or landscape architect. Said Plan 
shall evaluate the impact of the project on defined trees and groves and 
recommend project modifications that avoid or minimize impacts. 
Emphasis shall be placed on protecting groups of trees rather than 
individuals. Defined trees that must be removed shall be replaced on an 
inch for an inch replacement of the removed tree(s). The total of 
replacement trees shall be required to have a combined diameter of the 
tree(s) removed. The Plan shall provide for the long-term maintenance of 
the replacement trees.  

Response 26-E The animals listed in the comment are not included in the list of special status species 
because of their low likelihood to occur on the project sites due to lack of suitable habitat 
or suitable foraging areas. The species listed in the comment were not identified in the 
California Natural Diversity Data Base as being special status species requiring protection.  
Sites are adjacent to existing development including roadways.  None of the 18 projects 
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sites have been identified as a wildlife corridor area.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-2b and 4.4-
2c require the developer to prepare preconstruction plant and animal surveys before final 
development plans are approved. 

Response 26-F Please see response 26-A.      

  



County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 203 May 2015 

Letter 27 

 



Housing Element Rezone Project Implementation  County of Nevada 

May 2015 3 - 204 Final EIR 

 



County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 205 May 2015 

Letter 27 – Jeff and Susan George 

Response 27-A  Please see Master Response #1 regarding why the County is proposing the project.  The 
County does not concur that the project includes approximately 40% of the total units in 
Penn Valley.  Please see Response 10-D.  The County does not concur that the project 
abandons sound community planning or results in significant impacts to Penn Valley.  
Please see Response 22-G regarding why sites in Penn Valley are appropriate for the 
proposed project.         

Response 27-B  Please see Master Response #2. The distance between Penn Valley and the City of Grass 
Valley is approximately 10 miles or less which is a commute that many current residents 
of Penn Valley and Lake Wildwood make on a daily basis.  Please see Response 22-G 
regarding the services available in the Penn Valley area.         

Response 27-C Please see Response 19-E.      

Response 27-D  The County does not concur with this comment. Please see Response 22-G.  Please see 
Master Response #4 and Response 10-NN regarding the future developers’ responsibilities 
to provide required infrastructure and to ensure adequate fire and sheriff services are 
available to accommodate the future development.  
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Letter 28 – Kim Williamson  

Response 28-A The contents of this letter are the same as Letter 15.  Please see the responses to Letter 15 
regarding the comments raised in this letter.     
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Letter 29 – Dale and Christine Meyer 

Response 29-A  Please see Master Responses #3 and #6.  It should be noted that the RH Combining District 
regulations allow property owners to decide what type of housing they will build on any 
site that is rezoned. Future development will be based on market conditions. The overlay 
zone was structured this way to provide the greatest amount of flexibility for creating a 
variety of housing types based on the need of the community at the time that the sites are 
actually developed.  

Response 29-B The project does not propose to displace or remove any existing development that currently 
offers employment.  Please see Master Response #2 and #3 regarding jobs related to the 
project and the potential retention of commercial zoning on Sites 10 and 11. Potential 
impacts to public services and utilities are evaluated in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR.  The 
project proposed mitigation measures to address potential impacts on fire and Sheriff 
services.  Please see Response 10-NN.   

Response 29-C Please see Master Response #4 regarding future developers’ responsibility to ensure 
adequate sewer service is available at the project site prior to development. None of 
development proposes to use septic systems.  All project sites would be connected to the 
public sewer system.  Nevada County Sanitation District No. 1 has recently secured funds 
to complete improvements to the wastewater collection system in Penn Valley and 
construct a 4.3 mile pipeline to the Lake Wildwood Wastewater Treatment Plant. Upon the 
completion of the pipeline in late 2014, the new wastewater disposal system would be able 
to more efficiently accommodate the Standby EDU's allowing for appropriate build-out in 
the Penn Valley service area. 

 
Response 29-D Please see response 22-G that describes the existing conditions that makes development 
with the RH Combining District a compatible use in Penn Valley.  Please see Response #6 regarding low 
income housing.    
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Letter 30 – Linda Marshall 

Response 30-A The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. Please see Master Response #3.  

Response 30-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #2, Master 
Response #3 and Response 22-G.    

Response 30-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #3.   

Response 30-D The County does not concur with this comment.  Site 13 is not currently zoned for 
commercial uses, and the project would not displace any existing commercial uses.  There 
is no evidence that high density housing would discourage retail uses in the Penn Valley 
area.  The County concurs that self-sufficient communities with a balance of housing, 
retail, services, and employment are preferred.  Please see Response 22-G.          
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Letter 31 – David Bartow 

Response 31-A  The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #6 and 
Response 22-G. 

Response 31-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Responses #2 and #6.  
The County does not concur that transportation opportunities are not available in Penn 
Valley.  Nevada County administers a door-to-door paratransit service for persons with 
disabilities for trips within the Grass Valley/Nevada City area and nearby communities. 
The service is provided by Gold Country Telecare, a private non-profit organization, 
under a contract with the County of Nevada. All paratransit vehicles are equipped with 
wheelchair lifts and other accessibility features. 

Gold Country Stage Route 6 has a bus stop at Penn Valley Drive and Spencerville Road 
(approximately 0.2 mile from the sites) and connects to the main depot in Grass Valley, 
which provides access to other destinations such as Sierra College and other businesses in 
Grass Valley and provides a connection to Route 5. Route 5 travels to Auburn Station 
which connects with Placer County Transit (which serves Auburn, Rocklin, Sierra College, 
Roseville Galleria and Sacramento Light Rail), Auburn Transit and Amtrak Thruway bus 
service as connecting schedules allow.   

Response 31-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #6.  There is 
no evidence that residents of high density housing would be dependent on government for 
life.  Please see Master Response #2.  

Response 31-D The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is not at 
variance with the content of the EIR and further response is required.           
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Letter 32 – Douglas and Shirley Moon 

Response 32-A The County does not concur with this comment.  The County does not concur that the EIR 
process is flawed.  The EIR was prepared consistent with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA 

Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).  Please 
see Master Response #1 regarding the site selection process and Responses 10-NN and 22-
G.  
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Letter 33 – Lindsay Betz 

Response 33-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #6.  The 
County does not concur the proposed project would adversely conflict with the low-crime 
rate, the scenery, or the small population.    

Response 33-B The Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) are identified for the each of the project sites 
that have sensitive resources and are shown in Figures 3-15 through 3-24 of the Draft EIR. 
The ESAs indicate the areas within the project sites where future development is restricted 
in order to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive resources.  The enforcement will occur 
as future developers submit grading plans, site plans, and building permits and must 
demonstrate that the proposed development has avoided the ESAs.   

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a states that structures on Sites 10 and 13 must avoid the 
floodplain ESA.  However, should a structure such as a crossing or bridge be required for 
access to Site 13, then as stated in Mitigation Measure 4.10-1a, “Should development 
within the floodplain ESA be required, then the developer shall obtain a discretionary use 
permit for any development within the floodplain and a ministerial management plan for 
any development within the floodplain 100 foot setback.”  The encroachment into the 
floodplain would require the developer obtain a Conditional Use Permit from the County. 

Please see Master Response #4 and Response 10-NN regarding the future developers’ 
responsibilities to provide required infrastructure and to ensure adequate fire and sheriff 
services are available to accommodate the future development. 

Response 33-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #1 regarding 
the County’s purpose for proposing on the project.   
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Letter 34 – Tim Robinson  

Response 34-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please Response 10-D.   
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Letter 35 – David and Janet Evans 

Response 35-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 10-D regarding the 
number of units proposed in the Penn Valley Area.  Please see Response 10-NN regarding 
fire and sewer service. 

With regards to traffic, as shown in Tables 4.15-9 and 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project does not reduce the level of service at any of the intersections in Penn 
Valley below the threshold of minimum level of service. Table 4.15-1 provides an 
explanation of the different levels of service.  More specifically, the level of service only 
changed for two intersections in Penn Valley.  The intersection of SR 20/Penn Valley Road 
went from an existing LOS B to LOS C which is an acceptable level of service for Caltrans 
as noted on page 4.15-45 of the Draft EIR.  The other intersection to have a change in Penn 
Valley is the intersection of Penn Valley Drive/Broken Oak Court.  As an unsignalized 
intersection, this intersection would change for LOS A to LOS B.  LOS B does not exceeds 
the County’s minimum level of service threshold of LOS D. For these reasons, potential 
traffic impacts on intersections in Penn Valley are considered less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Response 35-B Please see Master Response #3.  Potential impacts to wildlife are addressed in Section 4.4 
of the Draft EIR. None of the 18 projects sites have been identified as a wildlife corridor 
area.  Mitigation Measures 4.4-2b and 4.4-2c require the developer to prepare 
preconstruction plant and animal surveys before final development plans are approved. 
Please see Response 15 regarding water quality impacts.   

Response 35-C Please see Response 22-G regarding the existing conditions that make the proposed housing 
units compatible with the surrounding Penn Valley Area.   

           

 

  



Housing Element Rezone Project Implementation  County of Nevada 

May 2015 3 - 224 Final EIR 

Letter 36

 



County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 225 May 2015 

Letter 36 – Thorgrun Odden 

Response 36-A Please see Responses 10-NN 22-F and 22-G and Master Response #5.   

Response 36-B Please see Master Response #4 regarding the developers responsibilities for ensuring 
adequate water and sewer facilities are in place prior to construction.  The project does not 
propose any form of bonds or sewer or road assessments. Please see Response 10-NN.   
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