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Letter 37 – David Streeter 

Response 37-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 9-B and Master 
Response #3.   

Response 37-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Responses 10-MM and 10-
NN.  

Response 37-C Please see Master Response #2.    
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Letter 38 – Jim Flaherty 

Response 38-A The commenter is the property owner of Site 2 of the proposed project.  The County has 
agreed to withdraw the property from the project. As a result of the late withdrawal, 
references to Site 2 and the analysis of the potential impacts of the rezoning/development 
of Site 2 are still included within the EIR.  Site 2 will not however be included as one of 
the sites that will be considered for rezoning as a part of this project. 
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Letter 39 – Tony Moscini 

Response 39-A Please see Master Responses #5 and #6. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was 
published in the local newspaper, and notices were sent to adjacent property owners up to 
500 feet, exceeding the County’s normal 300-foot distribution.  The County notes that the 
commenter’s property is beyond the 500-foot noticing area.  While the County has met and 
gone beyond its statutory noticing requirements, it has agreed to extend the noticing of 
future public comment periods and meetings to include other residents outside of the 
noticing requirements to ensure the public has an opportunity to participate in the public 
process.  
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Letter 40 – Debra Duffer  

Response 40-A Please see Response 10-NN and Master Responses #4 and #5.   

Response 40-B Please see Master Response #2.  

Response 40-C Please see Master Response #3. Future commercial growth would occur in areas that are 
zoned for commercial uses; which in Penn Valley, is the area around the village center.  

Response 40-D The County does not concur with this comment.  Mitigation for impacts associated with 
the project would stay within the County. One exception may be for oak woodland 
mitigation if credits were purchased in a mitigation bank located outside of the County. In 
those cases, the mitigation locations are based more on availability of mitigation banks 
within the same eco-region rather than within a political boundary.  Most of the proposed 
sites are undeveloped and require some mitigation as a result of the development.  Most 
development on any of the sites under the existing zoning would require mitigation given 
the biological resources located through the project area.  
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Letter 41 – Raymond Juels 

Response 41-A The County does not concur with this comment.  No evidence that the public safety, health 
and welfare services are inadequate has been identified or that the proposed project would 
result in significant impacts.  Please see Response 10-NN regarding mitigation to ensure 
adequate fire and sheriff service in the project areas.   

Response 41-B The County does concur with this comment. Please see Response 10-EE.    

Response 41-C Please see Master Response #2.  

Response 41-D 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 41-E The County does not concur with this comment. Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 
4.15 of the Draft EIR.  No traffic impacts were identified in the Penn Valley area.   Future 
developers would be required to provide parking spaces in accordance with the County’s 
Land Use and Development Code. This would be enforced through the County’s site plan 
review process which would occur prior to construction.  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 42 – Linda Fowler 

Response 42-A The County does not concur with this comment. Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 
4.15 of the Draft EIR.  No traffic impacts were identified in the Penn Valley area.  No 
impacts to the existing bike path were identified. Please see Master Response #4 the future 
developers’ responsibilities to ensure required sewer and water infrastructure are available 
to accommodate the future development. Please see Responses 22-F and 22-G.  

Response 42-C The County does not concur with this comment. Please see Master Responses #2 and #6. 
Please see Response 22-G regarding the availability of services in the area. 
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Letter 43 – Jon Stewart 

Response 43-A The County acknowledges this comment.  However, the comment provides an editorial 
discussion regarding the author’s opinion of past experiences and  is not at variance with 
the content of the EIR, and therefore, no further response is required.   
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Letter 44
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Letter 44 – Paula Wittler 

Response 44-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #3. 

Response 44-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Responses 22-F and 22-G.    
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Letter 45
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Letter 45 – David and Janet Evans 

Response 45-A This comment letter has the same text as Letter 35.  Please see the Responses to Letter 35 
in response to the comments provided in this letter.   
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Letter 46 – Sharon Loucks 

Response 46-A Please see Master Response #1. 

Response 46-B The current zoning for each of proposed sites is shown in Table 3-3 of the Draft EIR. The 
project sites are owned by individual property owners. Table 3-3 has been revised in the 
Final EIR to include corrections to the existing zoning designations to some of the project 
sites.  

Response 46-C Please see Master Response #8. Individual site plans were not reviewed as a part of this 
project and future development will be dependent upon market conditions at the property 
owners discretion regarding future plans for each site.   

Response 46-D  The term extremely low income is used by the State Department of Housing and 
Community Development to define people or families whose income less than 30 percent 
of the median income level. The number varies by county and size of household.  More 
information can be found at State Department of Housing and Community Development’s 
website:  http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/rep/state/incNote.html.     

Response 46-E The amount and type of mitigation will vary by site and be dependent on the ultimate design 
of the proposed projects.  In all cases the future developers will be responsible for 
implementing and paying for any mitigation costs and related improvements.  Enforcement 
of the mitigation will be the responsibility of the County and will occur prior to 
construction or building permits, depending on the nature of the mitigation.  

Response 46-F The County would not be in violation of any owners rights by approving the project.  The 
conclusions of the EIR are for informational and disclosure purposes to inform the public 
and decision makers (i.e., the Board of Supervisors) of the potential effects on the physical 
environment as a result of the project.  The EIR does disclose that there are some significant 
and unavoidable impacts associated with the project.  Significant and unavoidable impacts 
are permitted under California Environmental Quality Act if the decision making body 
(i.e., the Board of Supervisors) adopts statements of overriding considerations. These 
overriding considerations are used to determine that there are social and economic benefits 
associated with the project that would warrant approving a project even with the significant 
environmental impacts.   

Response 46-G The County does not concur with this comment.  The project proposes to rezone 
approximately 33 acres on four sites in the Penn Valley area.  Please see Response 10-D. 
Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR.  No traffic impacts were 
identified in the Penn Valley area.   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. Please see Response 10-D regarding the proposed aggregate density 
calculations for the Penn Valley area.  

Response 46-H The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Responses #5 and #6.  
It is likely there will be a need to provide a variety of housing types for all income segments 
of the population.  This project would assist in providing higher density options that are 
limited not only in Penn Valley but throughout the unincorporated area.  This new housing 
would likely serve an existing need in the community and accommodate future population 
growth. 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/rep/state/incNote.html
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Response 46-I Your comment is noted.  Please see Response 10-H. There is no evidence that additional 
students at the elementary school would change the family atmosphere on campus.  

Response 46-J The County provided a 60-day public review period for the EIR which exceeds the state 
minimum review period of 45-days.  The Planning Commission hearing has not been set 
but is expected in the first quarter of 2014.   
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Letter 47 – Nadeane Diede  

Response 47-A Please see Master Response #3 

Response 47-B Please see Master Response #6.  

Response 47-C Please see Response 9-B. 

Response 47-D  Please see Response 10-D.     

Response 47-E  Please see Master Response #1, and Responses 9-B, and 22-F. 

Response 47-F Please see Master Responses #2 and #3.  

Response 47-G  Please see Master Response #3 and Response 9-B. 

Response 47-H  Please see Responses 47-C through 47-G in response to the points raised in this comment.  

  



Housing Element Rezone Project Implementation  County of Nevada 

May 2015 3 - 252 Final EIR 

Letter 48

 



County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 253 May 2015 

Letter 48 – Rosemary 

Response 48-A The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts on public services and utilities (including sewer 
and water service) and traffic in Section 4.13 and 4.15, respectively. Please see Master 
Response #4. The project does not propose to replace any bike or pedestrian paths or install 
any traffic signals in Penn Valley. 

Response 48-B Any traffic improvements requires as a result of the project would be the responsibility of 
the future developers to pay for and construct, however none are proposed for Penn Valley.   
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Letter 49 – Al Witt  

Response 49-A The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  However, the comment is not at 
variance with the content of the EIR, and therefore, no further response is required.  
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Letter 50 – Heidi Rodriguez 

Response 50-A The project does not propose any direct access from the proposed Sites to Highway 20. 
The same bicycle and pedestrian safety requirements that currently along Highway 20 
would remain in place with the development.  None of the sites would require crossing 
Highway 20 to access to Western Gateway Park nor would the project negatively impact 
the exiting pedestrian and bicycle path along Penn Valley Drive. With the exception of Site 
13 none of the proposed sites are currently designated for open space and all are currently 
zoned for residential or commercial development. Site 13 has and existing General Plan 
designation of PD (UMD 26ac. and OS 8ac). Although this designation applies over 
multiple properties (as Site 13 is approximately 20 acres), Site 13 does proposed 
approximately 8.9 acres of Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) which would preserve 
these areas an undeveloped area and will effectively serve as open space.  The 8.9 acres of 
ESA would satisfy the required ratio of open space per the General Plan designation.     

Sites 10-13 have ESAs designated over a portion of the site to protect sensitive biological 
and cultural resources.  Sites 10 and 13 have areas identified ESAs around the Squirrel 
Creek floodplain and riparian habitats.   These areas would not be developed and left in 
their natural state. There are some portions of the ESAs in which the development footprint 
is shown to encroach into the designated area.  In some cases the encroachment may be 
necessary to obtain access to the site (such is the case for Sites 10 and 13; please see 
Response 26-A); or as is the case for Sites 10-12 existing wetland areas created by surface 
water runoff onto the site being changing once development occurs and stormwater 
management systems are installed onsite. In all cases, when an encroachment into an ESA 
is proposed a management plan is required.  The requirement for management plans for 
projects within the RH Combining District is outlined in Section LII 2.7.11(B)(8) of the 
County’s Land Use and Development Code (LUDC) which states the following:    

Management Plan. With all development, there is the potential for the 
encroachment into Sensitive Environmental Resources, defined in Section 
L-II 4.3: Resource Standards, to ensure a development will fit onto a site. 
This may be allowed if a Management Plan prepared consistent with 
Section L-II 4.3.3.C is approved by the County prior to Building Permit 
Issuance. 
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County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 259 May 2015 

Letter 51 – Andrew Felli 

Response 51-A Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR.  No traffic impacts were 
identified in the Penn Valley area.   Future developers would be required to provide parking 
spaces in accordance with the County’s Land Use and Development Code. This would be 
enforced through the County’s site plan review process which would occur prior to 
construction.  The County is creating an Implementation Guide for each of the proposed 
sites that identifies the required mitigation measures for each site pursuant to Sec. L-II 
2.7.11.C.3 of the County Land Use and Development Code. 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. No tax or bond on existing residents is required or 
proposed. Please see Master Response #5 regarding economic impacts.  
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Letter 52 – David Pettis 

Response 52-A The County acknowledges this comment.  Please see Master Response #3.  Rezoning Site 
1 from Office Professional to a commercial designation is outside of the scope of the draft 
EIR and does not meet the intent of the project objectives. It is worth noting that there is 
the potential for retaining the Office Professional designation as a part of this project 
pursuant to LUDC Section L-II 2.7.11.D, but this would just allow continued use of the 
site for future office professional uses while increasing the allowed residential density from 
an existing 4-units per acre maximum to a minimum of 16-units per acre.      
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Letter 53 – Michael Mastrodonato 

Response 53-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 22-G.  Please see 
Master Response #2.  

Response 53-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 22-F. The County 
does not concur that the proposed review process is backward and discriminatory.  The 
provisions of the “by-right” development are provided in Sec. L-II 2.7.11.C of the Land 
Use Development Code and are the direct result of state legislature adopted in 2005 (AB 
1233: Jones, which added Government Code Section 65584.09 to State Housing Element 
Law).  LUDC Section L-II 2.7.11 “Regional Housing Need” Combining District also 
stipulates that future developers will be required to undergo a Design Review process and 
public hearing at the Planning Commission limited to design issues. However, no 
additionally discretionary permit is necessary for the density or use of the site.  

Response 53-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Responses 26-A and 50-A.  

Response 53-D The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #3. 

Response 53-E The County does not concur with this comment. For both the Notice of Preparation and 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR, the County met the distribution requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act and the County’s own internal polices for public 
notification.  The Notice of Availability was published in the local newspaper, and notices 
were sent to adjacent property owners up to 500 feet, exceeding the County’s normal 300-
foot distribution. While the County has met and gone beyond its statutory noticing 
requirements, it has agreed to extending the noticing of future public comment periods and 
meetings to include other residents outside of the noticing requirements to ensure the public 
has an opportunity to participate in the public process. Additionally, the County held three 
public comment meetings, one in each of the proposed areas, in addition to the Planning 
Commission hearing during the public review period. The public comment on the Draft 
EIR was for 60 days which exceeds the standard 45-day review period required by CEQA 
and County Policy. The County Planning Commission considered the request to extend the 
public review period at the October 10, 2013 public hearing and elected not to extend the 
public comment period. 

Response 53-F All of the comments submitted on the draft EIR have been responded to and included in 
the Final EIR.   
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Letter 54 – Lawrence Berkin 

Response 54-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #2.  It is 
likely there will be a need to provide a variety of housing types for all income segments of 
the population.  This project would assist in providing higher density options that are 
limited not only in Penn Valley but throughout the unincorporated area.  This new housing 
would likely serve an existing need in the community and accommodate future population 
growth. 

Response 54-B The County does not concur with this comment. 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 54-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 26-D.  

Response 54-D The County does not concur with this comment.  Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 
4.15 of the Draft EIR.  No traffic impacts were identified in the Penn Valley area.    

 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 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. 

Future developers would be required to provide parking spaces in accordance with the 
County’s Land Use and Development Code. This would be enforced through the County’s 
site plan review process which would occur prior to construction.   

Air quality and Noise impacts are evaluated in Sections 4.5 and 4.11 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively.  The County concurs that air quality impacts were identified in the Draft EIR.  
No long term noise impacts were identified in the analysis. Mitigation measures are 
proposed to reduce potential noise impacts related to construction through the use of best 
management practices that include muffled construction equipment, construction noise 
barriers, limiting construction hours to 7:00 am to 7:00 pm Monday through Saturday, and 
routing trucks and heavy equipment off of residential streets to maximum extent 
practicable. With the incorporation of these mitigation measures potential noise impacts 
are reduced to less than significant.  

Response 54-E Please see Master Response #3.  

Response 54-F Please see Responses 10-D and 10-V.     
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Letter 55 – Matt and Kim Furtado 

Response 55-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 9-B.  

Response 55-B The County does not concur with this comment. Please see Response 9-B.  The County did 
not have any opposition to the project within County Departments.  

Response 55-C The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Responses #2 and #3. 
Please see Master Response #4 regarding infrastructure.  The analysis in the EIR states that 
if additional sewer capacity did become available, it could remove an obstacle that is 
currently limiting new development in the area because of the current lack of available 
capacity at the Penn Valley Waste Water Treatment Plant.   

Response 55-D The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #8.  The 
density requirements for the RH Combining District are provided in Section L-II 2.7.11.B.3 
of the County’s Land Use and Development Code (LUDC).  The minimum density is noted 
because a project with less than 16 units per acres would not meet the requirements of the 
State Government Code Section 65584. However, the density calculation does take into 
account that some areas of the project sites may not be developable due to environmental 
constraints or other physical or regulatory restrictions.  The text from the LUDC is as 
follows:  

 3. Density. The density for the development of multi-family housing 
shall be determined at the time the site is rezoned to add the Regional 
Housing Need (RH) Combining District. This density shall be based on 
the State mandated 16-units minimum per acre but will allow for a 
maximum of 20-units per acre on sites within a City’s Sphere of Influence. 
The minimum required density may be determined by allocating the 
density to the total acreage of the site or by aggregating the developable 
area of a site, through the environmental review process, to remove areas 
considered to be environmentally sensitive pursuant to Section L-II 4.3 
and all areas for driveways and roadways from the developable area, 
whichever is more suitable for the site. The number of potential units 
will be determined by multiplying the developable acreage by 16. 
Where such calculation results in a fractional number, the number of units 
shall be determined by rounding down to the nearest whole number. 
[Emphasis added] 

  As noted in the LUDC, the number of allowable units would be calculated by using 16 
dwelling units per acre.  There may be specific cases where a developer is eligible for a 
density bonus under the County’s existing Density Bonus provisions set forth in Sections 
L-II 3.16 and 3.20 of the LUDC.  Projects designed in accordance with the Density Bonus 
provisions are eligible for the applicable concessions and incentives outlined within 
Sections L-II 3.16 and 3.20 of the LUDC. 

 Therefore, without a density bonus provision, the minimum and maximum density would 
be 16 units per acre for those areas outside the City of Grass Valley Sphere of Influence. 
Areas inside the SOI have a maximum density of 20 units per acre.  At this time it is not 
known which or how many developers would apply for a density bonus or what the project 
designs would entail. Without knowing that information it is not possible to tell what the 
maximum density would be at this time.   
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However given that the EIR assumed a maximum yield for each site that did not take into 
account any environmental (e.g., environmentally sensitive areas), regulatory (e.g., parking 
requirements, easements, or roadway dedications), or physical constraints (e.g., sloped 
areas, access points) of the properties, any future development on the sites is anticipated to 
be within the number of units utilized by the EIR. Should any of the sites exceed the number 
of units evaluated in the EIR, then additional environmental analyses may be required.        

Response 55-E  The County does not concur with this comment.  The selection of suitable housing sites 
was not related to the population size of the community, but on the suitability of that 
community to support a high density housing development. Please see Response 22-G. 
Public Services and Utilities are discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR.  Please see 
Master Response #4 with regard to the developers’ responsibilities to ensure adequate 
water and sewer infrastructure is in place prior to development.  Please see Response 10-
NN regarding the mitigation measure for fire and Sheriff’s protection services. 

Response 55-F  Please see Responses 7-C and 10-NN regarding the mitigation measure for fire and Sheriff 
protection services.    

Response 55-G The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 23-C. 

Response 55-H  Please see Response 23-E.  

Response 55-I The County does not concur with this comment. Please see Response 23-F. 

Response 55-J  The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 23-A.  

Response 55-K The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #1 and 
Responses 22-G regarding how the project sites were selected and why the existing 
conditions in Penn Valley make it a logical choice for consideration of rezoning the four 
candidate sites identified. Please see response 10-MM regarding mitigation for school 
impacts, and Response 23-A regarding developer fees.  

Response 55-M The County does not concur with this comment. For both the Notice of Preparation and 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR, the County met the distribution requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act and the County’s own internal polices for public 
notification.  The Notice of Availability was published in the local newspaper, and notices 
were sent to adjacent property owners up to 500 feet, exceeding the County’s normal 300-
foot distribution.  While the County has met and gone beyond its statutory noticing 
requirements, it has agreed to extending the noticing of future public comment periods and 
meetings to include other residents outside of the noticing requirements to ensure the public 
has an opportunity to participate in the public process. Additionally, the County held three 
public comment meetings, one in each of the proposed areas, in addition to the Planning 
Commission hearing during the public review period. The public comment on the Draft 
EIR was for 60 days which exceeds the standard 45-day review period required by CEQA 
and County Policy. The public review period closed as scheduled on November 12, 2013.  
The County Planning Commission considered a request to extend the public review period 
at the October 10, 2013 hearing and elected not to extend it. 
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Letter 56 – Diana Solomon 

Response 56-A The text of this letter is the same as that in Letter 55. Please refer to Letter 55 for responses 
to comments in this letter.  
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Letter 57
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Letter 57 – Joy Van Noy 

Response 57-A  Please see Response 9-B and Master Responses #2 and #3.         

Response 57-B   Please see Master Response #5 and Response 10-NN.        
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Letter 58
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Letter 58 – Nancy Spurgen 

Response 58-A  The County does not agree that the project has been in process since 2003. The RH 
Combining District program and candidate sites (specifically those in Penn Valley) were 
identified as a part of the 2010 Housing Element process.  All meetings for actions of the 
Housing Element update met all applicable noticing requirements (state and local) as did 
associated action such as subsequent RFPs, EIR consultant contracts, as well as EIR public 
meetings. Please see Master Response #1.   

For both the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR, the County 
met the distribution requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
County’s own internal polices for public notification.  The Notice of Availability was 
published in the local newspaper, and notices were sent to adjacent property owners up to 
500 feet, exceeding the County’s normal 300-foot distribution.  While the County has met 
and gone beyond its statutory noticing requirements, it has agreed to extending the noticing 
of future public comment periods and meetings to include other residents outside of the 
noticing requirements to ensure the public has an opportunity to participate in the public 
process. The County held three public comment meetings, one in each of the proposed 
areas, in addition to the County Planning Commission Hearing during the public review 
period. The public comment on the Draft EIR was for 60 days which exceeds the standard 
45-day review period required by CEQA and County Policy.  The public review period 
closed as planned on November 12, 2013. The County Planning Commission considered a 
request to extend the public review period at the October 10, 2013 hearing and elected not 
to extend it.           

Response 58-B  An environmentally sensitive area is mitigated by placing a building a restriction over the 
area that identified as environmentally sensitive.  Disturbance or construction within that 
area is prohibited.  In the event that some encroachment is required into an environmentally 
sensitive area, a Management Plan is required consistent with Section L-II 4.3.3.C of the 
County’s Land Use Development Code and is reviewed and approved by the County prior 
to Building Permit Issuance.   

Response 58-C Please see Response 10-NN. 

Response 58-D A biological technical report was prepared for the project.  Please see the discussion of 
wildlife corridors on page 4.4-40 of the EIR, which states, “While riparian corridors that 
occur on some of the sites provide important wildlife movement habitat, none of the 18 
rezone sites support established migratory corridors or wildlife nursery sites. “While 
riparian corridors that occur on some of the sites provide important wildlife movement 
habitat, none of the 18 rezone sites support established migratory corridors or wildlife 
nursery sites.”       

Response 58-E The statement that only large parcels were considered is not accurate. One of the selection 
criteria established by the County in the identification of sites was to identify those sties of 
adequate size and shape to allow for the reasonable development of residential housing at 
the minimum densities 16-units minimum per acre but will allow for a maximum of 20-
units per acre on sites within a City’s Sphere of Influence.19 The project considers a wide 
range of property sizes from 1.0-acre (Site 1) to 20.1-acres (Site 13).  Based on County 
Assessor’s Parcel records the commenter’s Penn Valley properties are developed, outside 

                                                      
19 County of  Nevada Land Use and Development Code, Sec. L-II 2.7.11 Regional Housing Need Combining 
District (RH) 
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of the community region, on a private road, and outside of the sewer district (and not 
contiguous to the district so annexation would be difficult).  Also not along or in the 
immediate vicinity of the Penn Valley Pipeline alignment that would allow reasonable 
connection to pipeline.  All of these items are criteria used to identify sites. 
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Letter 59 

 

  



County of Nevada Housing Element Rezone Program Implementation 

Final EIR 3 - 285 May 2015 

Letter 59 – Karina Wahlman 

Response 59-A  Please see Master Response #3 and Response 57-A.           

Response 59-B  Please see Master Response #6 and Response 57-B.   
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Letter 60 – Dianna Betz  

Response 60-A The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #3.             

Response 60-B The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Responses #2 and #5. 

Response 60-C Please see Master Response #6.   

Response 60-D Please see Response 10-NN. 

Response 60-E The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Master Response #2 and 
Response 22-G. 

Response 60-F The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 10-D.  

Response 60-G The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 9-B and Master 
Response #3.   

  


	Letter 37
	Letter 38
	Letter 39
	Letter 40
	Letter 41
	Letter 42
	Letter 43
	Letter 44
	Letter 45
	Letter 46
	Letter 47
	Letter 48
	Letter 49
	Letter 50
	Letter 51
	Letter 52
	Letter 53
	Letter 54
	Letter 55
	Letter 56
	Letter 57
	Letter 58
	Letter 59
	Letter 60

