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NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION
RESOLUTION NO: 95-001

A RESOLUTION OF THE NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
CERTIFYING AS ADEQUATE THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT,
AS AMENDED, PREPARED FOR THE FINAL DRAFT NEVADA COUNTY GENERAL

PLAN, MARCH 1994 '

WHEREAS, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared on the Final Draft
Nevada County General Plan, March 1994; and

WHEREAS, the Draft EIR was duly and properly noticed and circulated among Federal,
State and local agencies as well as all organizations and individuals who requested such notice in
accordance with Section 15072 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. -

WHEREAS, all substantive comments were considered, reviewed, and responded to in
the form of "Response to Comments” in the Final EIR, as amended, pursuant to Section 15132 of
the State CEQA Guidelines.

WHEREAS, in light of what is reasonably feasible, the Final EIR, as amended, provides
a good faith, full-disclosure effort of the environmental impacts and consequences of the proposed
project, sufficient to make an intelligent decision on the project according to Section 15151 of the
State CEQA Guidelines.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Nevada County Planning Commission
certifies that the Final EIR on the Final Draft Nevada County General Plan, March 1994, as
modified, is adequate for the project, finding that the Final EIR, as modified, is complete and has
been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.
In so doing, also the Commission finds that after making the changes to impacts, levels of
significance and mitigation measures in the Final EIR based upon the stated findings, the Final
EIR, as modified reflects the independent judgment of the Planning Commission as the certifying

agency.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 11TH DAY OF MAY, 1995.

@ wrves T ULl
- __“Fx-Dfficio Secretary, Nevada County Planning Commission
T L Aot
\ Secretaty, Ne¥ada Colpty Planning Commission
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LIST OF CHANGES ON NC GENERAL PLAN FEIR
CHANGES MADE AT 5/12/95
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

CHANGES ARE EITHER BOLDED OR STREKEB-THROUYGH

Where ever reference is made to Mitigation Measure #1, it will be
revised as follows (strike the word " mandatory".).

"y _ - - H M .
2. Mitigation Measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the
impact of development on a wide variety of different types of open space and
requires mandatery submittal of a clustering option for discretionary land use

projects. -

3. Mitigation Measure #16 will ensure that wildlife habitat open space “values®,
especially in the SDA area will be protected.

4, Mitigation Measure #18 will ensure that deer habitat open space ‘values* will be
protected.

Proposed Plan policies will ensure that, for local roads under the jurisdiction of the
County, development impact fees will be collected and improvements made in accordance
with the prioritization of policy 4.7, actions will be taken to limit or restrict development
until needed improvements are made, there will be an adopted schedule for road
improvements, and the County will consistently consider the effect of proposed
development on the area-wide transportation network. Additionally, proposed Plan
policies will ensure that, for the State highway system, local moneys wilt will be provided
as required to partially fund critical improvements.

In addition, submittal of a clustering option shall be required elustering in these land
use designations shall be required and clustering encouraged for all discretionary projects
where environmentally sensitive resources, as defined in Policy 1.17, are present....



1. The proposed Plan policies above address the need to avoid potential increases in

downstream flooding by protection of natural drainage and vegetative patterns
through project site review, use of clustered development, and project subdivision
design. Policies also provide for site development standards that use measures
applicable to projects to avoid downstream flooding from new development.
Measures include avoidance of stream channel modifications, avoidance of
excessive areas of impervious surfaces, and use of on-site retention and detention
of stormwater. Policies also limit the maximum allowed impervious surface for
each land use designation.

OA.

New development shall minimize the discharge of pollutants into surface water
drainages by providing the following improvements or similar methods which
provide equal or greater runoff control: (a) include curbs and gutters on arterials,
collectors, and local roads consistent with adopted urban street designs; and (b)
oil, grease, and silt traps for subdivisions creating 5 or more parcels and
commercial and industrial development of 1 acre or greater size. Maintenance of
such facilities shall be assured through a legally-enforceable mechanism.

Policy No. 12.3 should be revised to read "Cooperate and encourage those
activities dealing with techniques and practices to minimize erosion of—the in
cooperation with Nevada County Resource Conservation District, including
provision of educational materials for the general public regarding techniques and
practices to minimize erosion from construction activities.

Buildout of the proposed Plan will result in the direct loss of wildlife habitat and/or
habitat fragmentation in both Community Regions and Rural Regions. Infill
development and expansion of development within Community Regions will result
in the tost loss of most functional wildlife habitat due to site grading, road building,
infrastructure installation, and construction of residential and other uses. Such
development could result in the fragmentation of areas that currently consist of
relatively undeveloped, uninterrupted wildlife habitat. Development within Rural
Regions will result in partial vegetation removal and associated loss of wildlife
habitat. Development vi:lnﬂpacts will be similar to that in Community Regions.
Fragmentation impacts will be greatest in areas of western Nevada County below
4,000' in elevation where fragmentation has not yet occurred. Loss of habitat
values would occur in areas that are not already developed at parcel size smaller
than 20 acres. Comments received from the State Department of Fish and Game
indicate that loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation should be considered a

significant impact.
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17.  The following policy should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation Element of
the proposed General Plan.

Non-development buffers shall be maintained adjacent to perenmial stream
corridors through the use of clustering, the designation of a Planned Development,
or the implementation of other siting and design tools. Buffers shall be sufficient in
size to protect the stream corridor for movement, as well as provide some adjacent

upland habitat for foraging.

The Commission considered, but did not adopt, a mitigation measure to require 40 acre
minimums within critical migratory deer winter range because this measure failed to
recognize the impacts of exiting parcelization. Nor did-it the prior measure allow the use
of a planning tool, such as a planned development, to protect this resource.
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1. The above proposed Plan policies will provide for site development standards for
visually important ridgelines and viewsheds, building height standards, discourage
night-time light pollution, and design guidelines for development.

IMPACT #39. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may expose noise-sensitive
land uses to unacceptable industrial and other fixed noise sources. 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. '

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. __X__the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan could result in the siting of noise sensitive use and
noise generating uses in proximity to one another. This would be considered
significant if noise sensitive uses would be exposed to noise levels above standards
identified in Policy 9.1.



MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.20, 1.21, 9.1, 04,
9.7 through 9.12, 17.6, 17.14, 17.17, and 17.24 would serve to reduce impacts
but not to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of policies above, and Mitigation Measures #1, #36 and #37
below and as amended, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level.

37. Provide for adequate design controls to assist in minimizing mitigating on-
site fully-mitigate the significant adverse impacts of future noise generating
land uses through increased setbacks, landscaping, earthen berms, and solid
fencing.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will assist in minimizing exposure of noise
sensitive land uses to unacceptable fixed noise sources by providing specific
noise standards for all development projects, by requiring the preparation of a
noise study if there is potential for such a project to generate noise in excess of
policy 9.1 noise standards, by discouraging noise-sensitive land uses in those
areas where policy 9.1 standards may be exceeded, and by providing for design
controls to minimize future project noise impacts.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that will ensure
adequate buffering and screening to minimize the potential incompatibility of
adjacent land uses and requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option
for discretionary land use projects

3. Mitigation measures #36 and #37 will ensure that noise studies will be
prepared in accordance with the Noise Element Manual methodology and that
design controls will be included in the approval of projects to assist in
minimizing significant noise impacts.

4. As an alternative measure, the Commission considered requiring design
controls to "fully mitigate" the significant adverse impacts of future
noise. However, the Commission determined such wording was too
absolute and therefore, not practical or feasible as a mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure #30: Reduction-of-the-intensity-of-use-in-the-Northstar-arca—to




AMENDED

The following shall be added to policy 1.5.u. (SDA policy):

The Specific Plan prepared for each SDA shall include a Transportation
System Management and Demand Management program designed to
minimize the SDA's impacts on the local road and State highway
systems. Said program will ensure that implementation of the Specific
Plan will provide for consistency with adopted County LOS as found in
policies 3.10, 4.1, and 4.3.

Mitigation measure #30A: The New Town Reserve SDA in_ the
southwestern portion of the County, as implemented by policy 1.16,
shall be revised on the land use map {0 reflect a maximum dwelling unit
total of 255, as "SDA - 180 pU". This reduction in the intensity of land
use will assist in the reduction of the traffic volumes at the SR 20/SR 49
interchange and surface streets in the vicinity, allowing the minimum
acceptable LOS to be achieved. It will also allow for the low-intensity
development of the area while still allowing for the potential
development of a new town subject to preparation and adoption of a
specific plan and associated transportation management techniques that
will ensure consistency with the proposed Plan's LOS.

AS SHOWN ON THIS DOCUMENT ON 5/12/95 - PER PLANNING COMMISSION

DELIBERATIONS ON THIS DATE.

SUPPOR'I>PC>GPUPDATE>E[RATAMD.DOC



ATTACHMENT "1"

FINAL DRAFT NEVADA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN'S
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ATTACHMENT

NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Introduction

This addendum provides for a list of changes made by the Nevada County Planning Commission,
as lead agency, to the Final Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Final Draft Nevada
County General Plan. Unless otherwise noted below, determination as to the level of significance
for each impact remains as found in the main body of the Report. Modifications to mitigation
measures may include-removal of a measure, replacement with a more feasible and/or effective

measure, or additional mitigation. Where changes are made to the Report, each change includes
a finding as to why the change was made.

This addendum provides for the following:

- List of unmodified determinations of level of impacts and mitigation measures

- List of modified determinations of revised mitigation measures for significant,
unavoidable impacts

- List of modified determinations of revised mitigation measures for significant,
avoidable impacts

- List of modified determinations of revised mitigation measures for less-than-

significant impacts
Revised Mitigation Monitoring Program

s 4m = 2 B o 0 I B B O NN B B RN B an an



=

QNWMWM

(see main body of Final EIR for a discussion of the impact and mitigation measures)

#4 Conflicts with cities' environmental plans and goals
#5 Conflicts with airport master plans
#10 Exposure to flood hazard from dam failure and earthquake-related seiches

#21 Loss of timberlands

#23 Degradation of the aesthetic quality of views from scattered rural development on hillsides
and ridgelines

478 Increase in light and glare from development

#79 Creation of linear sprawl along major transportation routes

#32 Road and other improvements will have physical impacts on the environment

#34 Increase in the demand for transit services and facilities

#34A Increase in traffic safety problems

#35 Exposure to severe weather conditions and hazards

#36 Increase in air emissions from mobile sources

#37 Increase in PM-10 emissions from woodsmoke and other sources of suspended particulates

#40 Exposure to aircraft noise

443 A Potentially restricted agricultural water supplies and increased costs

444 Increased generation of solid waste

445 Conflicts with the Hazardous Waste Management Plan related to potential public health
concerns

#47 Increased demand for structural fire protection services

#50 Potential need of 292 acres of parkland and associated recreation facilities

#51 Increase the demand for library services

#53 Increase the demand for transportation energy

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page2



MODIFIED DETERMINATIONS OF REVISED MITIGATION MEASURES FOR
SIGNIFICANT, UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

PAGE NUMBER IMPACT NUMBER DESCRIPTION

4 #2 Open Space Conversion

6 #3 Farmland Conversion

8 #31 State and Cities/Town
roadways operating at
unacceptable levels

10 #38 Increased noise levels along
roadways

12 #42 Increased demand for surface
water and groundwater

14 #43 Increased wastewater flows
and wastewater facilities

16 #46 Lack of school facility
capacity

17 #48 Increased exposure to
wildland fire

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 3
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. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses 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.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1._X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the General Plan would result in the development of a large amount of
currently undeveloped land, subsequently reducing the amount of open space in the
County. This loss would result from conversion of agricultural land to more urban uses,
subdivision allowed under the Plan, and development of currently unimproved parcels.
Loss of open space would affect the existing rural quality and aesthetic value, wildlife
habitat, recreational resources, and agriculture, timber, and mining. A more detailed
discussion of this impact can be found beginning on page 4.1-28 of the FEIR.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact, but not to a less-than-significant level:

1. 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.

2. Mitigation measures #1, 16, and 18.

3. Mitigation Measure #2: The County shall support the ac ivities of the Nevada County
Land Trust and Truckee-Donner Land Trust to acquire and manage open space lands.
These non-profit Trusts shall be encouraged to acquire open space through dedication
or voluntary purchase from willing sellers of property of easements.

The Trusts shall be encouraged to acquire land or other real property interests which
could focus on lands which contain unique, valuable or sensitive resources reflecting
environmental or biological sensitivity; scenic landscape units; community
separators; historic, cultural, and archaeological content; and low intensity

recreational potential.
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This determination is based on the following findings(s):

1.

i N

The above Plan policies provide Plan designations that encourage visual and
functional open space, policy direction that provides for parklands, clustering of
development to preserve open space, open space provisions as a part of development
projects, and provisions for the protection of and access to open space.

Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
development on a wide variety of different types of open space and requires submittal
of a mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

Mitigation measure #16 will ensure that wildlife habitat open space velues; especially
in the SDA area will be protected,

. Mitigation measure #18 will ensure that deer habitat opens space values will be

protected.

The Nevada County and Truckee Donner Land Trusts already exist in Nevada County
and have participated in obtaining easements and/or lands for open space purposes.
Therefore, the County should encourage this method of mitigation.

_ There are three Recreation and Park Districts: Truckee-Donner, Western Gateway, and

Bear River, which also can obtain and maintain open space lands. Proposed Plan
policies support these entities as well.

As a mitigation measure, the Commission did consider the formation of an Open
Space District. A limited purpose Open Space District would cost not less than
$10,000 to form as well as result in an estimated minimum cost of $100,000 annually
for District operations. Given the last three fiscal years, County general fund budget
reductions, and resulting reductions in level of service, as well as staffing reductions,
it is highly questionable as to the economic feasibility of funding such a District. The
Commission also questioned the need for an independent district given the above-
mentioned Trusts and Recreation and Park Districts.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page §
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. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses would result in the conversion of

farmland to urban- or suburban-scale uses. This is considered to be a significant impacl as
proposed General Plan policies do not necessarily protect farmland from conversion to urban

uses.
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The Commission determines that:

1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3.7 the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. Buildout of the proposed Plan will result in the conversion of most of the remaining
349 acres of prime agricultural farmland, as well as unique farmland, farmland of
Jocal importance, and grazing lands in ownership patterns of 40(+) acres. California
Government Code Section 51222 presumes agricultural lands to be in parcels large
enough to sustain agricultural use if the land is: (1) at least 10 acres in size for prime
land, or (2) at least 40 acres for non-prime land. If such lands are subdivided as
allowed under the proposed Plan, it can be assumed that such lands would be

converted to a non-agricultural use.

7 Land use compatibility issues can arise when residential uses occur near agricultural
operations, which can impact the continued viability of agriculture. Residential
exposure to dust, noise, odors, and pesticide spraying can lead to pressure to reduce or

eliminate the agricultural operations.

3. As development proceeds in an area, land prices increase above their value for
agriculture. Higher land prices can restrict entry into farming and expansion of

existing farms.
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The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact, but not to a level of less-than-significant:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.18, 16.1, and 16.4 through 16.9.

2. Mitigation measure #1.
3. The following text shall be added to the end of policy 16.17:

Parcels eligible for Williamson Act contracts shall be S or more acres in size.

This determination is based on the following findings(s):

1. Plan policies will encourage agriculture in the County, maintain existing agricultural
zoning in Rural Regions, reduce potential land use conflicts between residents and
farmers, and encourage the clustering of development in proximity to agricultural

operations.
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2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards to minimize conflicts
between agricultural land and surrounding uses and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

3. Revised policy 16.17 will provide an additional standard for future Williamson Act
contracted lands that may encourage additional contracted lands.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 7
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. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population growth
may result in State roadways and roads within incorporated areas (not under the jurisdiction
of the County) operating at unacceptable levels of service, until needed roadway improvements
can be funded and constructed. This is considered to be a significant and unavoidable impact,
as proposed General Plan and RTP policies would not necessarily ensure that funding would be
available to construct improvements needed to maintain acceptable LOS on State roadways.

WWW‘QH

The Commission determines that:

1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

P

3.___ theimpact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. At best, local funds can only partially fund future improvements to the State highway
system. Policy 4.6 acknowledges that short-term adverse impact to the system from
growth and development in the County will occur until adequate funding is available,
as major funding limitations exist within the State system. Needed improvements in
the State Transportation Improvement Program may not necessarily be included to

accommodate projected volumes from buildout of the proposed Plan.

2. More specifically, buildout of the proposed Plan will require that a portion of SR 174
be improved to 4 lanes, yet current State plans identify only a 2 lane improvement.
There is no assurance that the State will include the additional improvements in its

route planning process.

3. A similar problem exists relative to the road system under the jurisdiction of the
incorporated areas of the County. Because the construction and timing of
improvements within incorporated areas are outside the County's jurisdiction and
control, there is no assurance such improvements will be made.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact, but not to a level of less-than-significant:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.11, and 4.20
would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level on local roads under
the jurisdiction of the County. However, significant unavoidable impacts would
occur on State roads and roads within incorporated areas if needed roadway
improvements are not funded and constructed as necessary 10 provide for minimally

acceptable LOS.

2. Mitigation measure 31B providing the following new text to the end of policy 1.42:
The coordinated development impact fee program shall include coordination with

incorporated cities and possibly a Memorandum of Understanding between the
County and cities regarding facilitation and implementation of this program.
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This determination is based on the following findings:

1. Proposed Plan policies will ensure that, for local roads under the jurisdiction of the
County, development impact fees will be collected and improvements made in
accordance with the prioritization of policy 4.7, actions will be taken to limit or
restrict development until needed improvements are made, there will be an adopted
schedule for road improvements, and the County will consistently consider the effect
of proposed development on the area-wide transportation network. Additionally,
proposed Plan policies will ensure that, for the State highway system, local moneys
will be provided to partially fund critical improvements.

2. The County can most efficiently and equitably fund needed road improvements by
coordinating the development impact fee program with the cities.

3. As an additional mitigation measure, the Commission considered conditionally
restricting or otherwise prohibiting development of all discretionary projects within
the Martis Valley and with access to State Highway 267 until the bypass with
Interstate Freeway 80 is competed to ensure availability of adequate transportation
facilities for this area. However, such a measure would preclude any discretion by a
future Board or Commission regardless of project merits or issues. Proposed Plan
policies allow all State Highway's levels of service to fall below level "D". There is
no reason for selective protection of Highway 267. In general, "prohibition" is
inappropriate because the County cannot always forecast future needs. Additionally,
this measure fails to reduce the impact to less than significant.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 9
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IMPACT #38.  Buildout of General Plan land uses would result in increases in noise levels
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.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.

2. the impactis significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Development of proposed Plan land uses would result in an increase in traffic noise
levels. Future land uses could be sited within areas adjacent to roadways that exceed
acceptable noise exposure limits for noise sensitive land uses such as residences, schools,
hospitals, nursing homes, churches, and libraries. Increased noise levels could also

impact existing noise-sensitive land uses.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above

impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17,9.1, 9.4, 9.5, 9.8, 9.10 through

9.13, and 9.15 would serve to reduce the impact of future land uses and ro
improvements but not to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of policies above, and Mitigation Measures #1 (see the Land Use
section of this EIR), and #36 and #37, below, would serve to reduce the impact but

not to a less-than-significant level.

36. Revise Noise Element policy 9.10 as follows:

Require the preparation of a comprehensive noise study for all land use projects
determined to have te a potential to create noise levels inconsistent with those
standards found in Policy 9.1, and in accordance with the methodology
identified in the Noise Element Manual contained in General Plan

Volume 2, Section 3-Noise Analysis, Appendix A.

37. Revise Noise Element policy 9.11 as follows:

Provide for adequate design controls to fully-miticate assist in mitigating the

significant adverse impacts of future noise generating land uses through

increased setbacks, landscaping, earthen berms, and solid fencing.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will ensure the preparation of comprehensive noise
studies for all future development projects with the potential to generate noise
inconsistent with adopted noise standards, preclusion of County-approval of noise-
generating land uses inconsistent with these standards, discouraging of noise-sensitive
land uses in those areas where noise standards are exceeded, preparation of
comprehensive site development standards which consider transitions between uses
and buffering and screens standards, discouraging noise-sensitive land uses adjacent
to or near a roadway, and discouraging proposed roadways or other projects that
could result in increased noise exposure to existing noise-sensitive land uses.

2. Mitigation measure #37 provides for the use of design controls to mitigate noise
impacts. The Commission determined it would be infeasible to require "full"
mitigation because it would be virtually impossible to ensure that all significant noise
impacts are totally mitigated in all instances.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 11
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population growth
will result in increased demand for surface water and groundwater supplies.  This is
considered to be a significant, unavoidable impact.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
21 the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
gl

_ the impact is less than significant
This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The proposed Plan will create an average water demand of approximately 31 mgd
within Community Regions via public surface water systems. Water treatment plant
capacities and/or treated water storage facilities for the various communities will need

to be expanded to provide for sufficient treated water supplies to Serve new growth.
The scope and magnitude of improvements necessary 0 meet these future water

needs are significant.

2. The proposed Plan will create an average water demand of approximately 16.3 mgd
within Rural Regions via individual groundwater wells and community water
systems. Because the availability of groundwater supplies is not known, future
growth would result in significant, unavoidable impacts on the County's groundwater

resources.

3. Unique restrictions apply to the availability of groundwater in the Martis Valley.

There are limited water supplies legally available within the California portion of the

Truckee River watershed under Public Law 101-618. In addition, Placer County
development will also increase demand for aquifer water.
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The Commission determines that the following mitigation measurcs will reduce the above
impact, but not to a level of less-than-significant:

1. Implementation of proposed Plan policies 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5, 3.13, 3.15, 16.15, and
16.16.

2. Mitigation measure #16.

3. The County shall provide for a comprehensive and organized system of well log data.
Such data shall be generalized as necessary to protect confidentiality of individual
wells. This information will be utilized by Jecision makers to assist in the making of

land use decisions.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above Plan policies seek to guide the provision of water services within
Community and Rural Regions, emphasize the need to concentrate growth in
Community Regions to allow for provisions of public facilities in the most efficient
and cost-effective manner, encourage user fees for water purveyors, encourage impact
fees to offset the cost of growth-related infrastructure, encourage preparation of
Master Service Plans based on the proposed General Plan, require a determination of
the adequacy of public facilities, or an impact fee program, to serve the proposed
development, encourage mechanisms to facilitate the funding of public improvements
which are attributable to a given project, encourage water purveyors in their efforts to
implement water conservation and greater efficiency of agricultural water use, and
encourage multiagency participation in water projects to facilitate affordable
irrigation water to areas which have water deficiencies.

2. Mitigation measure #16 will assist in minimizing impacts to surface water and
groundwater supplies, especially in the SDA area.

3. As an alternative mitigation measure, a County-wide groundwater survey to assess
groundwater supplies, quality, demand, and use is infeasible. The County has
supported two previous groundwater studies that attempted to address this issue. In
both cases, the results were inconclusive. The Nevada County Department of
Environmental Health states that such a study would be expensive, time-consuming,
and may prove ineffective in drawing meaningful conclusions. Therefore, this study
will be expensive and may not produce needed results. A comprehensive and
organized system of well log data made available to decision-makers will provide for
a much more cost-effective approach to address this issue. In addition, the County
currently has an updated well ordinance that adequately protects wells.

4. As an alternative mitigation measure, the Commission considered the lowering of
density within the unincorporated areas of Community Regions. However, the
Commission determined such action would be inappropriate because of the potential
impacts on affordable housing sites, it is inconsistent with the policy of the Plan to
direct growth to Community Regions, and the lack of substantiation that such action
would effectively mitigate the impact.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses would result in increased
wastewater flows which would require expansion of wastewater collection and treatment
facilities. This is considered to be a significant, unavoidable impact.
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The Commission determines that:
1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.

2. __ theimpactis significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found
below.

3. the impact s less than significant
This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The proposed Plan will result in increased wastewater flows and demand for
wastewater treatment. Specifically, buildout of the Plan will result in an average
daily wastewater generation of 31.3 mgd and a maximum generation of 78.9 mgd.
The majority of these flows will be associated with development in Community
Regions. Wastewater treatment plant capacities for the various communities will
need to be expanded to provide for sufficient treatment capabilities to handle
additional flows at buildout. The long-range availability and timing of the
provision of such facilities cannot be assured, particularly given the limited

available capacity of existing facilities.
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The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed Plan policies 3.1 through 3.9 and 3.12 through 3.14.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1.  The above Plan policies seek to guide the provision of wastewater services and
systems within Community and Rural Regions, emphasize the need to concentrate
growth in Community Regions to allow for provisions of public facilities in the
most efficient and cost-effective manner, encourage user fees for such facilities,
encourage impact fees to offset the cost of growth-related infrastructure, provide
that a long-range Capital Facilities Plan and Five-Year Capital Improvement
Program will be developed based on facility needs, encourage preparation of Master
Service Plans based on the proposed General Plan for other districts providing
wastewater facilities, require a determination of the adequacy of public facilities, or
an impact fee program, t0 Se€Ive the proposed development, and encourage
mechanisms to facilitate the funding of public improvements which are attributable

to a given project.
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The Commission considered a measure consisting of revisions to the land use map
within unincorporated portion of Community Regions to be consistent with existing
County zoning. The Commission chose not to accept this measure because it
negated one of the central themes of the proposed Plan: to direct growth into
Community Regions. The Commission found that, in order to offset the reduced
growth potential in Rural Regions, it is environmentally superior to direct growth
into Community Regions.

The Commission also determined that revising the land use map within the
unincorporated portions of the Community Regions to that of the existing zoning
would result in a reduction of the County's ability to provide affordable housing.
The lack of appropriate sites for higher density housing in Community Regions
would serve to increase the pressure for such housing in the Rural Regions, thereby
resulting in additional environmental impacts.
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. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses could result in the generation of
25 769 school-aged children. Existing facilities would not have the capacity to serve these
children, and this is considered to be a significant, unavoidable impact.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. _X_ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. __ the impact is less than significant
This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan would result in the generation of approximately 25, 769
school-aged children a 33% increase over the existing enrollment of 17,337. A total of
27 new school facilities utilizing 465 acres of land would be required. The majority of
new students resulting from Plan buildout would not be served by either existing or
currently planned facilities. The large unfunded State need in education programs, the
difficulty in passing local bonds, and the statutory limitations on local government in
imposing development fees for education means there is no assurance that adequate

monies will be available to fund needed school facilities.

WWEBMMQH

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 3.12 through 3.14, 7.3, and 7.5
through 7.7.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above Plan policies seek to cooperate with local school district in providing for
needed school facilities. They encourage districts to develop and regularly update
Facilities Master Plans, cooperate with districts to explore methods of securing
adequate funding, and encourage districts that are impacted by growth to
development impact fee programs. In addition, the County shall determine for all
discretionary projects whether the capacity of public facilities are adequate to serve
the proposed development. I not, the County will work with districts in securing
project-sponsored mitigation.
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IMPACT #48, Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population growth
would result in an increased exposure of persons and property to wildland fire. This is
considered to be a significant, unavoidable impact. While proposed Plan policy and State
standards would serve to reduce wildland fire hazards and associated need for increased fire
protection services, these would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION
The Commission determines that:

1. _X the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. ___ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Nevada County has a high potential for wildland fires of devastating intensity. The
majority of the County falls within the "very high" fire hazard zone. Continued
development in rural areas will increase the wildland fire hazards which can endanger
structures and -human life. While the Plan provides low-density land use designations for
much of the rural areas of the County, there are "very high" fire hazard zone areas in which
3 to 5 acre parcels could be created. As development occurs in rural areas, there is
increased danger of fire spreading from homes into the forest or from the forest into
residential areas. In turn, there will also be an increased demand for fire protection services
by CDF, TNF, and local fire districts.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 10.1, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.8, and 10.9
would serve to reduce the impact but not to a less-than-significant level.

2. Mitigation measures #16 and #1 which respectively would provide for use of planned
developments to reduce wildland fire impacts in portions of the Rural Regions and
require comprehensive site development standards and serious consideration of
clustering of development via requiring mandatory submittal of a clustering option for
all discretionary projects in Rural Regions to further mitigate the effects of exposure to
wildland fire hazard, but not to a less-than-significant level.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. Proposed Plan policies above provide direction with regard to wildland fire protection.
Policies encourage the development of one uniform County-wide fire protection
ordinance that maintains high fire protection standards, establishment of the office of
County Fire Marshall, and implementation of fire safety programs and procedures.
Specific fire safety standards will be adopted as the basis for site plan review of
projects. Also, low-density land use designations shall be maintained in areas outside
Community Regions which are shown to have a high fire hazard and/or lack adequate
fire protection facilities. The Plan identifies procedures and responsibilities for
designating and preparing local evacuation routes on an area-specific and event-specific
basis. The land use maps identify primary and secondary evacuation routes. The Plan
also provides direction for development of emergency access roads in discretionary
projects through the development review process.
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2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
wildland fire and requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option for

discretionary land use projects.

3. Mitigation measure #16 will ensure that wildland fire impacts, especially in the SDA
area, will be minimized.
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MODIFIED DETERMINATIONS OF REVISED MITIGATION MEASURES FOR

SIGNIFICANT, AVOIDABLE IMPACTS
[ PAGE NUMBER IMPACT NUMBER DESCRIPTION
20 #1 Incompatible land uses in
proximity to one another
25 #6 Exposure to seismic hazards
(27 #7 Exposure to landslide hazards
29 # 8 Increase erosion
31 #9 Mining conflicts
33 #11 Increased development in
floodplains
35 #12 Increased impervious
surfacing and associated
storm water runoff
37 #13 Decrease in surface water
quality
39 #14 Decrease in groundwater
quality
41 #15 Loss of wildlife habitat
45 #16 Loss of deer habitat
47 #17 Loss of oak trees
49 #18 Destruction of special status
species and their habitat
51 #19 Loss of wetlands
53 #20 Loss of riparian habitat
55 #22 Disturbance of cultural
resources
58 #24 Impact significant stands of
trees
59 #25 Adversely affect the scenic
value of waterways
61 #26 Diminish the aesthetic value
_ of roadside scenery
63 #27 60 foot tall buildings could
create a dominant visual
feature
64 #33 Increased demand for bicycle,
pedestrian, and equestrian
facilities
66 #39 Exposure of noise-sensitive
uses to unacceptable fixed
noise sources
67 #41 Exposure of noise-sensitive
uses to unacceptable railroad
noise
68 #52 Increase in demand for

electricity and natural gas
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. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses would result in incompatible land
uses in proximity to one another. This is considered to be a significant impact as proposed
plan policies would not necessarily minimize land use conflicts that could occur.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. theimpactis significant and unavoidable.
2. "X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3, the impactis less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan land uses could result in land use conflicts in Community
Regions related to sensitive land uses in proximity to industrial or commercial uses.
Land use conflicts in Rural Regions would be related to sensitive land uses in proximity
to agricultural, mining and timber harvesting/production activities. The ultimate location
of designated open space lands throughout the New Town SDA could also effect land use

conflicts.
The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.20, 1.21, 17.6, 17.14,

17.15, and 17.24 would serve to reduce this impact but nofto a less-than-significant
level. '

2. Implementation of proposed policies identified above and Mitigation Measures #1
and #1C, as amended below, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-

significant level:

Mitigation Measure #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 flexible and 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, flexible and comprehensive Site
Development Standards which shall be applicable to all development projects in
Community Regions and Rural Regions and protective of the County's unique

character, providing guidance for:
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Protection of environmentally sensitive resources;

Provision of open space as part of site development;

Prevention and reduction elimination of fire hazards;

Maintenance and enhancement of vegetation and landscaping;

Prevention and reduction eliminatien 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 ¥alues; and
Protection of important agricultural mineral and timber resources.

The standards shall identify the basic requirements for site development in the
County, including, at a minimum, standards to mitigate the impact of development on
environmentally sensitive resources as referenced in the following criteria:

Wetlands (as delineated in the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI);
E Major deer migration corridors, critical range, and

critical fawning areas as defined by State Fish and Game's Migratory Deer Range

Maps;

Landmark oaks, defined as any oak 35+" at dbh;

Landmark groves, defined as areas with 48 33+% canopy closure based on CDF's

Hardwoods Map,

Rare and endangered species, as found in NDDB and Inventory of Rare and

Endangered Vascular Plants of California, 1994;

Riparian corridors within 100 feet of intermittent or perennial water courses, as

shown on USGS quad maps;

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

Floodplains, as defined by FEMA, precluding development and land disturbance

within floodways and restricting development within the floodway fringe, through the

establishment of floodplain setbacks and associated development regulations;

“““ aEay e :.‘:‘:-.. B2 - Bttt Sysmma- 3

to-very-high-site-index{(85+) - using-seHs-survey-maps;

Important agricultural lands, as defined by State Important Farmland map;
Significant mineral areas, defined by State DM&G's MRZ-2 classification maps;
Earthquake faults, as defined by State Fault Map of California, 1975, or as determined
by the State DB&G;

Avalanche hazard, as defined by Avalanche Hazard Study;

Steep slopes (30+%);

Areas with high erosion potential, as delineated in Figure 3.3 of the Nevada County
Master Environmental Inventory;

Areas subject to fire hazards, as defined by the State Department of Forestry's Fire
Hazard Zone Map;

Visually important ridgelines and viewsheds, as defined by standards developed by
Policy 18.3 of the General Plan.
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Where such resources are present, the standards shall require that professional field
inventory and review shall be undertaken to delineate the extent of the resource and

determine the impact of the proposed development:

Identification of building envelopes;
Conservation easements/deed restrictions;
Use of common Vs. individual driveways;
Specification of location and type of fencing;
Identification of setbacks and/or buffers;
Development restrictions;

Use of Transfer of Development Rights; and
Offsite mitigation/mitigation banking.

The County shall approve a project for a discretionary permit only if it can be

demonstrated that the project as designed and sited meets the intent of the SDS
performance criteria.

Policy 1.18 - Clustering of development is an effective and direct means to provide
for the maintenance of the rural quality of life and protection of environmental
resources which are important to Nevada County. Therefore, submittal of a
clustering option elustering of all land divisions shall be required within the Estate,
Rural, and Forest General Plan land use designations in order 10 maintain the open,
pastoral character of development which gives definition to the Rural Regions, and to
protect environmental features by preserving areas containing such features as Open
Space. This clustering evaluation shall utilize U.S.G.S. maps as the basic level of

information.

In all other residential use designations (including Residential, Urban Single-Family,
Urban Medium Density, and Urban High Density), clustering of development shall be
strongly encouraged to maintain viable open space onsite t0 contribute to open space
linkages through and between land use areas. In addition, clustering in these land use
designations shall be mandatory for all discretionary projects where environmentally
sensitive resources, as defined in Policy 1.17, are present.

Clustering may be achieved by building site clustering with creation of permanent
open space; restriction of buildable area on individual lots; or other means which are
consistent with the protection of the natural resources and environmental

characteristics on the site.

No specific amount or ratio of open space shall be required; however, the amount of
open space shall not be less than the amount of land area on the site subject to
significant environmental features, as defined in Policy 1.17. Where the entire site is
affected by significant environmental features, clustered development shall occur on
the least sensitive habitat or resource area, as defined by an environmental analysis.
Within such defined areas, minimum maximum subdivision parcel size shall be
limited to that needed to meet water and sewage disposal standards, as determined by
the Department of Environmental Health.

Open space created through clustering shall be assured of permanent maintenance as
open space by mechanisms such as, but not limited to, dedication, permanent
easement, irrevocable trust, deed restrictions, or other mechanism assuring its
permanent status.
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The allowable number of dwelling units for any clustered development shall not
exceed the number of units determined by dividing the total acreage of a parcel by the
maximum permitted density specified in Policy 1.22 for the land use designation in
which the parcel is located.

3. Mitigation measure #1C:

Revise policy 3.19 to facilitate clustering of future parcels by adding the following to
the end of the policy:

For clustered development consistent with policy 1.18, the following standard
shall apply:

Maintain minimum lot size standards sufficient to maintain adequate area for
the appropriation of water and disposal of sewage and ensure the continued
protection of the public health, safety, and welfare.

In addition, reference to "cluster housing" in policy 3.19.a. shall be removed.
This determination is-based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies seek to address potential land use conflicts. They
provide for adoption of site development standards that provide for transitions
between uses and multiple-use site development, standards to ensure that industrial
uses in proximity to public facilities or institutions shall provide for buffers, and the
evaluation and mitigation of environmental impacts associated with mining.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
incompatible land uses in proximity to one another and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

3. By revising policy 3.19 above, clustering is encouraged by providing flexible
minimum parcel size standards for clustered subdivisions. As an alternative measure,
this policy change could apply to the creation of all parcels, not just clustered parcels.
However, such a change would effectively ensure that every subdivision would have
to be accompanied by a separate, parcel-specific, and costly study.

4. As an alternative mitigation, the Commission considered reducing residential densities
for the Sunset, Alta Hill, Ridge Road, Penn Valley, Mystic Mine Road, Rough and
Ready, and Lake Vera/Round Mountain Neighborhood Association areas consistent
with Resolution Committee recommendations. However, the Commission noted that
the Draft EIR had previously stated this impact was sufficiently mitigated by the
inclusion of measures #1 and #1C and nothing in the Final EIR substantiated the need
for further mitigation. Lastly, the Commission determined that this issue, a
mitigation not necessarily warranted for environmental reasons, would be considered
during their deliberation on the General Plan.
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5 As an alternative mitigation, policy 1.5.j. could be revised to ensure, with certainty,

that highway strip commercial development will be precluded consistent with
Resolution Commuittee recommendations. However, the Commission noted that the
Draft EIR had previously stated this impact was sufficiently mitigated by the
inclusion of measures #1 and #1C and nothing in the Final EIR substantiated the need
for further mitigation. Lastly, the Commission determined that this issue, a
mitigation not necessarily warranted for environmental reasons, would be considered

during their deliberation on the General Plan.

6. As an alternative mitigation, policy 1.5.k. could be revised to ensure that rural

commercial development is kept small (5 acres or less) except where specific

lans/studies are prepared and findings made. However, the Commission noted that
the Draft EIR had previously stated this impact was sufficiently mitigated by the
inclusion of measures #1 and #1C and nothing in the Final EIR substantiated the need
for further mitigation. Lastly, the Commission determined that this issue, a
mitigation not necessarily warranted for environmental reasons, would be considered
during their deliberation on the General Plan.
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IMPACT #6. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population growth
may expose future residents and structures to seismic hazards related to ground rupture and
ground shaking from a large magnitude earthquake. This is considered to be a significant

impact

as proposed plan policies would not necessarily ensure that seismic hazards are

minimized.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Co

mmission determines that:

1. ___ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X_ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan may result in structural damage and human injury related
to seismic activities in the County. Location of structure in areas susceptible to major
faulting and surface rupture conditions could result in structural, road, and underground
utility failure. Groundshaking can cause structures to shift off their foundations and can
rupture subsurface infrastructure lines. Liquefaction can cause foundations to shift during
an earthquake where development is located in area with high groundwater and alluvial
materials.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above

impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 10.8, 10.9, 10.13, 10.16, 10.17,
and 10.18 would serve to reduce the impact but nof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of mitigation measures #1 and #3, below would serve to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level:

3.  Revise policy 10.13 as follows:

As part of the project site review process, require sufficient soils and geologic
investigations to identify and evaluate the various geologic and seismic
hazards that may exist for all proposed development including subdivisions.

' igati shall be required within an area determined to be

Such_investigations
seismically active by the State Division of Mines and Geology or within an

- *

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies ensure that building design will need to meet the
requirements of the UBC, site development standards will consider the need to
mitigate projects with seismic hazards in accordance with Federal, State, and local
standards, preparation of soils and geologic investigations as a means of identifying
seismic hazards, protection of underground utilities, efforts to promote public
awareness of emergency evacuation procedures, coordination with the OES, and
identification of County-wide primary and secondary evacuation routes.
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Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact
of seismic hazards and requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option for

discretionary land use projects.

Revised policy 10.13 will provide for analysis of both seismic and geologic hazards,
including slope stability and excessive erosion, thus minimizing the potential for
development in seismically- or geologically-hazardous areas.

As an alternative measure, policy 10.13 could be revised to require that the final
density of a development proposal must be consistent with the recommendations of
the soils/geologic investigation. However, the Commission determined that it is
inappropriate for the decision-making body to refer the issue of density to a non-
elected or appointed official. The effectiveness of this measure cannot be
substantiated. Revised policy 10.13 (measure #3) provides that seismic and
geologic data will still be a requirement for projects within seismically-active areas
or areas with potential geologic hazards.
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IMPACT #7. Buildout of the proposed General Plan land uses may result in exposure of future
residents and structures to landslide hazards. This is considered a significant impact as plan
policies would not necessary protect future structures and residents from landslide hazards.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. ___ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Development of proposed Plan land uses in areas sensitive to landslide hazards (active or
inactive slides, areas near hydraulic mining sites, areas of steep slope or otherwise
unstable slopes) could trigger slope instability. Historic and active hydraulic mining can
disturb the toe or otherwise destabilize a slope or slide. This is a concern if proposed
development would be sited in proximity to such mining activities. Landslides could also
occur if excavation activities, associated with construction, foundation preparation, or
utility trenchirig, occur in areas of steep slopes or active/inactive slides. Landslides can
also occur if development is in proximity to unstable slopes or the head of a slope or
slide.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18 and 10.13 would serve to
reduce the impact but pot to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measure #3 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. This measure revises policy 10.13 as follows:
As part of the project site review process, require sufficient soils and geologic
investigations to identify and evaluate the various geologic and seismic hazards that
may exist for all proposed development including subdivisions. i igati
shall be required within an area determined to be seismically active by the State
Division of Mines and Geology ithi ] i i

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. Proposed Plan policies encourage the clustering of new development to avoid site
constraints such as steep slopes and highly erosive areas, as well as provide for the
preparation of site development standards that consider the need to mitigate
development in geologically sensitive areas.

2. Revised policy 10.13 will provide for analysis of both seismic and geologic hazards,
including slope stability and excessive erosion, thus minimizing the potential for
development in landslide-prone areas.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 27



As an alternative measure, policy 10.13 could be revised to require that the final
density of a development proposal must be consistent with the recommendations of
the soils/geologic investigation. However, the Commission determined that it is
inappropriate for the decision-making body to refer the issue of density to a non-
elected or appointed official. Revised policy 10.13 (measure #3) provides that

seismic and geologic data will still be a requirement for projects within seismically-
active areas or areas with potential geologic hazards.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may result in increased erosion
associated with development in areas of steep slope and/or improper development practices.
This is considered a significant impact, as the proposed General Plan policies would not
necessarily include site plan and excavation procedures to reduce the impact.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that: .

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. _X_ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Areas of high erosion are normally associated with areas of steep slopes. As steep slope
areas are generally outside most significant growth areas, erosion impacts associated with
development on steep slopes are relatively limited. However, pockets of steep slopes
and associated erosion hazard exist within the developed, and potentially developable
areas in the vicinity of Alta Sierra and the New Town Reserve. Areas of moderate
erosion hazard occur throughout the County in areas slated for both more rural and urban
level development. Buildout of the proposed Plan may cause erosion, be subject to the
direct impacts of erosion (such as undermining of foundation integrity), and potentially
generate secondary water quality impacts associated with sedimentation.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 10.13, 12.1, 12.2, 124
and 13.2 would serve to reduce the impact but pot to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measure #3 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. This measure revises policy 10.13 as follows:
As part of the project site review process, require sufficient soils and geologic
investigations to identify and evaluate the various geologic and seismic hazards that
may exist for all proposed development including subdivisions. i igati
shall be required within an area determined to be seismically active by the State
Division of Mines and Geology ithi 1 i i
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. Numerous proposed Plan policies address potential erosion hazards, including

encouraging clustering of new development to avoid on-site constraints such as
highly erosive soils, requiring compliance with the County's grading ordinance which
includes erosion control standards, erosion control measures for all projects, and
comprehensive site development standards regarding vegetation removal and
landscaping requirements.

Revised policy 10.13 will provide for analysis of both seismic and geologic hazards,

" including slope stability and excessive erosion, thus minimizing the potential for

development in erosion-prone areas.

As an alternative measure, policy 10.13 could be revised to require that the final

density of a development proposal must be consistent with the recommendations of

the soils/geologic investigation. However, the Commission determined that it is
inappropriate for the decision-making body to refer the issue of density to a non-
elected or appointed official. Revised policy 10.13 (measure #3) provides that

seismic and geologic data will still be a requirement for projects within areas subject
to excessive erosion.
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IMPACT #9. Buildout of General Plan land uses may result in development over known
deposits of valuable mineral resources. Incompatible land uses may conflict with active
mining or preclude future mining. This is considered a significant impact as proposed Plan
policies would not ensure that all mineral resources would remain accessible.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:
1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. _X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Various Mineral Resources Zones (MRZs) have been designated in Nevada County,
identifying both known and potential mineral deposits. Since mining activities often
result in traffic, noise, air and water pollution, sensitive land uses located within an MRZ
area could be incompatible with mining operations and interfere with mineral extraction.
Buildout of proposed Plan land uses in MRZ areas could result in land use conflicts
between mining activities and other uses, and could eliminate or inhibit access to mineral
resources.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above impact
to a less-than-significant level:

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 17.4 through 17.7, 17.9, 17.15, 17.17,
17.18,17.20, and 17.24.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The proposed Plan includes policies addressing the need to recognize the location of
mineral deposits and ways to minimize conflicts between mining and other land uses.
Policies serve to establish public awareness of significant mineral deposits as a
resource by showing MRZ-2 areas on the land use maps, notifying property owners of
the existence of mineral deposits and the potential for mining in their area, and use of
the "ME" Mineral Extraction Zoning District to inform the public mining may occur
in their area.
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To minimize potential conflicts, policies provide that surface mining can only occur
within MRZ-2 areas that are compatible for surface mining. Compatibility is clearly
defined by each Plan land use map designation. Polices provide for the protection of

known significant mineral deposits by restricting the removal of the "ME" zone and
by conditionally permitting underground mining throughout the County.

Other policies relate directly to the environmental impacts of mining, ensuring that
surface mining will not result in significant impacts on the environment or nearby
land uses, ensuring compliance with Plan noise standards, encouraging mining in

areas before urbanization occurs, discouraging incompatible land uses in MRZ-2
areas, and setting time limits on mining operations.

As a mitigation measure, the Commission considered the County-initiated re-zoning

" of compatible MRZ-2 areas to the "ME" District as a means t0 provide for the public

awareness of the potential for surface mining to occur where it has been established
that important minerals are present. However, the Commission determined not to
adopt this measure because NUMEroOUs proposed Plan policies reduce the level of this
impact to less-than-significant without the need for this additional measure.
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IMPACT #11. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population could
result in increased development in floodplains resulting in periodic damage to structures and
possible loss of life if flooding occurs. This is considered to be a significant impact, as plan
policies do not necessarily provide for avoidance of development in floodplain areas.

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. ___ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Floodplain areas are located in and around the population centers of Nevada City, Grass
Valley, Penn Valley, Alta Sierra, Truckee, Hobart Mills, Hirschdale, and Floriston, as
well as selected rural areas. Development allowed under the proposed Plan within these
areas would increase the exposure of people and property to flood hazards.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact: :

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 10.14, 10.15, and 11.8
would serve to mitigate the impact but not to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the policies above, Mitigation Measure #1 and the following
mitigation measure would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation measure #5.  Add the following policies to the Water Element of the
proposed General Plan:

- Approve only those grading applications and development proposals that are
adequately protected from flood hazards and which do not add flood damage
potential. This may include the requirement for foundation design which

minimizes displacement of flood waters, as well as other mitigation measures.

« Require new utilities, critical facilities and non-essential public structures to be
located outside the 100-year flood plain unless such facilities are necessary to serve
existing uses, there is no other feasible location, and construction of these
structures will not increase hazards to life or property within or adjacent to the
floodplains.

« When constructed within a floodplain, require elevation of the habitable portions
of residential structures to be above the 100-year flood level. Require flood-
proofing or elevation of non-residential structures. Require that foundations do not
cause floodwater displacement except where necessary for flood-proofing.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will serve to limit development in flood prone areas
and maintain safety and emergency support services when flooding does occur.
Polices will provide for the preparation of site development standards to prevent
flood hazards, clustering will be encouraged in floodprone areas, the County will
continue to work with FEMA in maintaining current flood hazard information and
continue to participate in the National Flood Insurance Program, coordinate with the
State Office of Emergency Services to ensure proper evacuation and other procedures
in the event of a natural disaster such as flooding.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
floodprone areas on public health, safety, and welfare and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

3. Mitigation measures 45 will ensure that development, including residential
development, grading, new utilities, critical facilities, and non-essential public
structures are adequately protected from flood hazards and will not add flood damage

potential.
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IMPACT #12. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses will result in increased impervious

surfacing

the capacity of

and associated stormwater runoff. This would be considered a significant impact if
natural drainage and/or constructed stormwater drainage systems would not

have the capacity to handle increased flows.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1.

the impact is significant and unavoidable.

2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. ___ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Development of the proposed Plan will decrease infiltration rates and concentrate surface
water flows which could increase flood levels downstream. Increased stormwater runoff
from development would be considered significant if increased runoff volumes exceed
capacity of natural drainage or storm drain facilities or cause downstream or offsite
drainage problems. Potential impacts may also occur due to inadequate maintenance of
existing drainage facilities by reducing the capacity of channels to carry the increased
volume of flow.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above

impact:

1.

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.23, 3.8 and 10.12 would
serve to reduce the impact but pot to a less-than-significant level.

Implementation of the policies above, Mitigation Measures #6, #7, and #8, and
Mitigation Measure #1 (see Land Use section of this EIR) would serve to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level. The following policies should be added to
Chapter 3 (Public Facilities and Services) of the General Plan:

6.

For all discretionary development, increases in stormwater runoff due to new
development, which could result in flood damage to downstream residences,
commercial, industrial, active natural resource management uses (i.e.,
farming, ranching, mining, timber harvesting, etc.), public facilities, roads,
bridges, and utilities shall not be permitted. Required retention/detention
facilities, where necessary, shall be designed such that the water surface
returns to its base elevation within 24 hours after the applicable storm event.
The sizing of such facilities, when needed, shall be based upon the protection
of downstream facilities.

The County shall strongly encourage the use of geographically-limited
independent or dependent entities (Community Service Area, County Service
Area, special district or equivalent entities) for the purpose of maintaining
drainage facilities to handle stormwater runoff.
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8. For all discretionary projects, the County shall require that maintenance of all
onsite drainage facilities and all offsite facilities constructed as part of the
project is assured through a permanent, legally-enforceable mechanism such
as, but not limited to, 2 CSA or CSD.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The proposed Plan policies above address the need to avoid potential increases in
l downstream flooding by protection natural drainage and vegetative patterns through
project site review, use of clustered development, and project subdivision design.
Policies also provide for site development standards that use measures applicable to
projects to avoid donwstream flooding from new development. Measures include
l avoidance of stream channel modifications, avoidance of excessive areas of
impervious surfaces, and use of on-site retention and detention of stormwater.
Policies also limit the maximum allowed impervious surface for each land use
l designation.
2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
' development on stormwater runoff and requires the submittal of a mandatory
clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

3. Mitigation measures #7 and #8 will assist in ensuring that stormwater drainage
facilities will function properly on 2 long-term basis by providing for the
establishment of mechanisms for the maintenance of such facilities, both on an area-

wide and project-specific level.

4. As a mitigation measure, the Commission considered requiring, for all discretionary
development, full onsite retention/detention of stormwater flow (for 100-year storms)
so that the rate of runoff from the developed site is not greater than that from the site
prior to development. The Commission found that such a requirement for those
projects that would not create the potential for flood damage to downstream UuSers

would serve no purpose towards minimizing this impact.

5. As a mitigation measure, the Commission considered encouraging the creation of a
County-wide CSA or CSD. The Commission found that such district options are 100
removed from the people they are intended to serve and, therefore, did not represent a
§ feasible measure. The Commission's revision of measure #7 will insure that the
recipients of such services provided by gcographically-linﬁted CSDs or CSAs will be
l involved with those entities providing such service.
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IMPACT #13. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may result in an overall decrease
in surface water quality in County streams, lakes, and reservoirs due to increases in erosion
and sedimentation due to improper development practices, urban pollutants carried in
stormwater, and septic system failure. This is considered a significant impact, as
implementation of proposed plan policies will not necessarily protect surface water quality.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. __ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan will convert land to a variety of developed uses. When
land is converted to developed uses, the discharge of non-point source stormwater
contaminants would increase due to the introduction of additional paved surfaces,
automobiles, and landscaping fertilization and irrigation. Grading, construction, and
inadequate revegetation can also result in exposed soil which would increase sediment
level in streams. Increased sediment levels can damage benthic habitat. Increased
sedimentation can also reduce the water storage capacity of lakes and reservoirs, thus
increasing water treatment costs. Improperly disposed of wastewater can also contaminate
subsurface and surface waters.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 11.2 through 11.7, 11.9, 12.1,
17.11, 17.12 and 17.15 would serve to reduce the impact but not to a less-than-

significant level.

2. Implementation of the above policies and Mitigation Measures #1, and #9, below,
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The following recommended
measures are for consideration during the development of the Comprehensive Site
Development Standards related to protection of water quality.

9. New development shall minimize the discharge of pollutants into surface
water drainages by providing the following improvements or similar
methods which provide equal or greater runoff control: (a) include curbs
and gutters on arterials, collectors, and locals consistent with adopted
urban street designs; and (b) oil, grease, and silt traps for subdivisions
creating 5 or more parcels and commercial and industrial development of
1 acre or greater size. Maintenance of such facilities shall be assured
through a legally-enforceable mechanism.

9A. Policy No. 12.3 should be revised to read "Cooperate and encourage those
activities dealing with techniques and practices to minimize erosion of the
Nevada County Resource Conservation District, including provision of
educational materials for the general public regarding techniques and
practices to minimize erosion from construction activities.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will minimize increases in the discharge of non-
point stormwater contaminants into receiving waterways. They address cooperative
efforts between the County and other agencies to protect water quality and reduce
sources of water pollution, the requirement for lower densities in Rural Regions in
order to protect watersheds, the use of site development standards to establish
minimum building setback lines from perennial streams, regulations concerning the
installation and operation of private sewerage facilities, policies to reduce water
quality impacts associated with mining, controlling erosion by enforcement of the
erosion control provisions of the Grading ordinance, and policies to reduce the level
of runoff from development through use of detention/retention facilities.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
development on surface water quality and requires the submittal of a mandatory
clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

3. Additional improvements or methods to control runoff from proposed larger
development projects will decrease the amount of urban pollutants carried in

stormwater.

4. Encouraging the erosion control functions of the Nevada County Resource
Conservation District will assist in minimizing erosion from development.

5 As a mitigation measure, the Commission considered the application of mitigation
measure #9 to smaller development projects. However, the Commission determined
that such application would be of limited value at an unknown cost and hence
infeasible. Also, the Commission determined an acreage break was appropriate due

to the limitation of small parcels to accommodate development.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 38



IMPACT #14. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population may
result in an overall decrease in ground water quality as a result of increased use of septic
systems. This is considered a significant impact as proposed plan policies would not necessarily
serve to minimize impact.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. _X_ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Given the highly variable conditions of soils in the County, the expanded use of septic-
leachfield systems could impact groundwater quality. There are over 17,000 homes or
businesses within the rural regions of the County that are not connected to a community
wastewater treatment system. This number will increase under the proposed Plan.
Conversion to a community treatment system in rural regions is not feasible. Concems
identified with septic systems include inadequate lot size, poor design and construction,
and poor soils. Given these concerns, buildout of the proposed Plan will increase the
number of septic systems in rural regions and may result in groundwater quality

degradation.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above

impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 11.2, 11.4, 11.5, 11.6, 3.1 and
3.5 would serve to reduce the impact but pof to a less-than-significant level.

2 Implementation of Mitigation Measures #10 and #11 below, would serve to
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level:

10.  In order to determine the potential long-term effects of the continued use
of septic tank/leachfield systems on groundwater quality, the County shall
provide for a comprehensive and organized database of system failures
based on current and updated data available in the Department of
Environmental Health. Such information shall assist the County in
determining existing and potential septic tank/leachfield system problem
areas.

11.  The location of septic tanks and leachfields and their appropriate setbacks
from water courses shall be in accordance with the guidelines of the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (eastern County) and the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (western County).
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This determination is based on the following findings:

1.

The above proposed Plan policies address greater reliance on community
treatment facilities rather than septic systems, and standards for density, minimum
lot sizes, and septic facility design and quality which will serve to minimize
potential problems. Policies also encourage cooperation between the County and
other agencies to protect the quality of water resources and reduce sources of
water pollution, ensuring that the capacity of public facilities (including public
sewerage systems) within Community Regions will be increased to serve higher
levels of development, all new development within Community Regions will be
required to connect to a public system, and continue to enforce regulations
concerning the installation and operation of private systems. Many of these
policies encourage use of public systems, thus reducing the future reliance on

septic systems.

Relative to mitigation measure #10, utilization of County data for areas of system
failure will assist the County in identifying existing and potential problem areas
and provide for addressing solutions to such problem areas in a timely manner.

Relative to mitigation measure #11, State standards for the location of septic
tank/leachfield systems have proven to adequately protect groundwater quality.
Ensuring consistency with these standards will provide adequate groundwater

quality protection.

As an alternative mitigation measure, the Commission considered a County-wide
survey of existing system conditions and failures and specific courses of action to
mitigate groundwater impacts. However, the Commission determined that
depending upon a future study to mitigate this impact may prove ineffective if the
results of the study are inconclusive or determine the impact to be unmitigable

is infeasible. This study may be expensive and may not produce needed results.
Given the great diversity of soils in the County, the possible benefits of such a
study are questionable. Current septic/leachfield system installations must adhere
to strict regulations. Also, a comprehensive and organized database of system
failure areas will provide for a much more cost-effective approach to address this

issue,

As alternative mitigation measures, the Commission considered more specific
standards providing for prohibition of systems within the 100-year floodplain and
100 foot setbacks for 100-year floodplains in the western County. However, the
Commission determined that existing State standards are adequate and these
alternative measures were redundant and unclear.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses would result in the direct loss of

wildlife habitat and/or habitat fragmentation. This is considered to be a significant impact as
proposed plan policies would not necessarily prevent this loss/fragmentation.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X_ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan will result in the direct loss of wildlife habitat and/or
habitat fragmentation in both Community Regions and Rural Regions.  Infill
development and expansion of development within Community Regions will result in the
lost of most functional wildlife habitat due to site grading, road building, infrastructure
installation, and construction of residential and other uses. Such development could
result in the fragmentation of areas that currently consist of relatively undeveloped,
uninterrupted wildlife habitat. Development within Rural Regions will result in partial
vegetation removal and associated loss of wildlife habitat. Development impacts will be
similar to that in Community Regions. Fragmentation impacts will be greatest in areas of
western Nevada County below 4,000' in elevation where fragmentation has not yet
occurred. Loss of habitat values would occur in areas that are not already developed at
parcel size smaller than 20 acres. Comments received from the State Department of Fish
and Game indicate that loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation should be considered a
significant impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above

impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, and 13.2 would
serve to reduce the impacts but nof to a less-than-significant level

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measures #1, and #14, #15, and #16, below, would
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level:
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14. The following policies should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation Element of the
proposed General Plan.

1St

16.

No net loss of habitat functions or values shall be caused by development where
rare and endangered species and wetlands of over 1 acres are identified during the
review of proposed projects. No net loss shall be achieved through avoidance of
the resource, or through creation or restoration of habitat of superior or
comparable quality, in accordance with guidelines of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.

Habitat that is required to be protected, restored, or created as mitigation for a
project's impacts shall be monitored and maintained in accord with a County-

approved Habitat Management Plan.

The land use designations and associated acreages identified on the proposed
General Plan land use maps for Special Development Areas should be modified as
necessary at the Specific Plan stage to protect sensitive natural communities and
other important biotic resources.

The County shall prepare and implement a Habitat Management Plan for rare
and endangered species and wetlands habitat while allowing the preparation of
individual project habitat management plans as an alternative, including an offsite
ecological reserve.

The County shall investigate establishing interagency agreements with adjoining
counties where new developments could impact significant natural resource areas
shared by adjoining counties. The agreements shall require notification of
development projects within one mile of the County's borders and provide for
review and comment by affected counties.

Revise proposed General Plan policy 13.3 as follows:

As part of the Comprehensive Site Development Standards, require at-Jeast the

maximum feasible use of drought tolerant native and/or—site-appropriate plant
species for landscaping of all new multi-family residential, commercial, and
industrial, and public projects. Invasive, non-native plants, as determined by a
landscape architect or other similar expert, that may displace native vegetation on

adjoining undeveloped lands shall not be used. Landscaping with native trees and
shrubs shall be encouraged to provide suitable habitat for native wildlife,

particularly in proposed open space uses of future development.

Revise General Plan policies to require a Planned Development designation on
parcels of 20 acres in size or larger within the North San Juan and Penn Valley
areas, when such parcels are located in areas where the existing parcelization

pattern in the immediate vicinity is currently 20 acres or more.
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16A.

Revise Policy 1.5.r as follows:

Policy 1.5.r.: Open Space (OS) is intended to provide for land, primarily in public
ownership, which is dedicated to recreation, resource and habitat preservation,
and protection of environmental resources, and which typically allows only
recreation or very low-intensity limited uses, such as, but not limited to, visual
corridor preservation, interconnecting wildlife corridors, slope protection,
preservation of ditches, railroad rights-of-way, historic trails, agriculture,
and timber production. This designation shall also provide for the designation
of land in private ownership which is permanently devoted to open space through
clustering or other open space requirements.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1.

The proposed Plan policies mentioned above address the potential for habitat loss
from future growth by emphasizing development within Community Regions and
Rural Centers. This will reduce habitat loss and fragmentation that could occur if
concentrated growth occurred in more haphazard patterns. Policies provide for
the protection of significant environmental features during the development
review process by retaining such areas as non-disturbance open space through
clustered development or other means. Policies also provide for the preparation
of site development standards that provide for open space as a part of site
development and minimize the removal of vegetation.

Mitigation measures #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the
impact of development on wildlife habitat and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

Mitigation measure #14 will ensure a no net loss of rare and endangered species
habitat and wetlands habitat, protection of sensitive natural communities within
SDAs, provide for a comprehensive analysis and mitigation program of
development impacts on rare and endangered species and wetlands habitat
through preparation of a Habitat Management Plan, and investigate interagency
agreements with adjoining counties to ensure adequate review of projects that
might impact significant natural resource areas.

Mitigation measure #15 will ensure that the use of invasive, non-native plants will
be severely restricted.

Mitigation measure #16 will ensure that habitat values, especially in the SDA
area, will be protected.

Mitigation measure #16A will allow for both active and passive open space uses.
In particular, agricultural uses of open space land will allow productive, income-
producing uses which will serve to retain open space.

An additional mitigation, the Commission considered "no net loss" shall be
caused by development where habitat of significant environmental features or
habitat, as defined by policy 1.18, are identified during project review. However,
the Commission determined that such a measure was overly broad in that certain
"resources” as found in policy 1.18 are not truly resources (i.e., steep slopes,
earthquake faults). Also, there is insufficient data within the Final EIR, or
elsewhere, to support the necessity of developing a "no net loss" requirement for
such resources.
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As an additional mitigation, the Commission considered a Habitat Mitigation Plan
for all habitat types and associated plant and wildlife species. However, the
Commission determined that the Plan would be very time-consuming and
expensive, particularly given current County budget trends and staff reduction
potential. Based upon a survey of plans prepared for the California counties of
Kern, Yolo, and San Juaquin, it appears such a plan would cost not less than
$200,000. Given this cost factor, plus the complexity of plan preparation and
issues, it is questionable how timely such a plan might be. As development
oceurs in the County, it is possible, if not likely, that many years may go by
before the plan is adopted and implemented, thus negating the effectiveness of the

plan.

Current Plan policies in Chapter 13 adequately address this issue. It is generally
uncalled for because many animal populations are on the increase (quail, deer,
geese, squirrels) and because of the large number of undeveloped properties in the
County. There is insufficient data within the FEIR, or elsewhere, to support the
necessity of a Habitat Management Plan for all habitat types and associated

species.
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IMPACT #16. Buildout of the General Plan would result in the loss or disturbance of habitat
used by deer for movement, as winter and summer range, and for fawning. This is considered
to be a significant impact, as proposed General Plan policies would not necessarily protect
habitat used by deer.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Deer populations throughout the County have been characterized by both the State
Department of Fish and Game and the Tahoe National Forest as unstable and declining.
Development in the winter range of the western portion of the County and disruption of
migration corridors are significant contributors to the decline. An overall decline in
habitat values throughout the County, associated with urbanization, parcelization, and the
direct and indirect effect of human activities, is also a contributing factor. Factors such as
fire suppression, road kills, parcel subdivision and development, and harassment by dogs
also relate to the decline. Buildout of the proposed Plan in the winter range of western
Nevada County will result in an overall reduction of land area and associated vegetation
available to deer, thus reducing foraging resources and areas for cover. Deer migration
corridors in western Nevada County will be impacted by the concentration and density of
existing and planned land uses.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, and 13.2, of the proposed General Plan
would serve to reduce the impact but nof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measures #1, #16, and #17 and #18, below, would
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

17. The following policy should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation
Element of the proposed General Plan.

Non-development buffers shall be maintained adjacent to stream corridors
through the use of clustering, the designation of a Planned Development,
or the implementation of other siting and design tools. Buffers shall be
sufficient in size to protect the stream corridor for movement, as well as
provide some adjacent upland habitat for foraging.

18. Revise General Plan policies to require a Planned Development
designation on parcels of 40 acres in size or larger in critical migratory
deer winter ranges in Rural Regions within the western portion of the
County, when such parcels are located in areas where the existing
parcelization in the immediate vicinity is currently 40 acres or more.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

L

Proposed Plan policies provide that all portions of a project site that contain or
influence deer migration corridors, deer winter range, and/or deer fawning areas be
retained as non-disturbance open space through clustered development or other
means. Impacts to summer range, fawning habitat, and migration corridors in the
central and eastern portions of the County will be minimized due to the low density
and level of development associated with large parcel sizes.

Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
development on important deer habitat and requires the submittal of a mandatory
clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

The Commission found that a significant amount of critical migratory deer winter
range (approximately 50%) is already in public ownership.

The Commission also found that parcelization and subsequent development is only
one of several factors which effect deer herd populations.

The Commission also found that, numerically, Nevada County has a large deer herd
population which can sustain a population loss and still be considered a viable

population.
The Commission also recognized that deer are not a special status species.

The Commission considered, but did not adopt, a mitigation measure 10 require 40
acre minimums within critical migratory deer winter range because this measure
failed to recognize the impacts of exiting parcelization. Nor did it allow the use of a
planning tool, such as a planned development, to protect this resource.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses would result in the loss or
degradation of oak trees in the western portion of the County. This is considered to be a
significant impact, as proposed plan policies would not necessarily serve to minimize this loss.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. "X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan in western Nevada County will result in the loss or
disturbance of individual oak trees as site development occurs, as well as entire groves of
trees as concentrated areas of new growth occur in undeveloped areas. This loss or
disturbance will result in a corresponding loss of wildlife habitat. This impact focuses on
heritage trees and landmark trees and groves.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION
The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, 13.2, and 13.8
would serve to reduce impacts but oz to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the proposed policies above and Mitigation Measure #1 and #19,
below, would reduce the impact to a less-than significant level.

3. Mitigation measure #19: The following policy, which incorporates mitigation
measure #25, should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation Element of the
proposed General Plan:

Development in the vicinity of significant oak groves of all oak species shall be
designed and sited to maximize the long-term preservation of the trees and the
integrity of their natural setting. i
Nedinanoa macifion - n

.....

Drdinance-specifies sared-towards-the-protection-of-eaks: The County shall
adopt a regulation to protect native heritage oak trees and significant oak
groves. All native oak tree species with a trunk diameter of 36" or greater
should be protected.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above Plan policies and land use map address this impact by emphasizing
development within Community Regions and Rural Centers. Concentrating
growth in this way would reduce the overall loss of oaks, and associated habitat
fragmentation and loss of habitat values. Other polices indicate that, when
significant environmental features, such as landmark groves and oaks, are
identified during the review of a project, all portions of the site that contain said
feature must be retained as non-disturbance open space through clustered
development or other means. Other policies provide for minimizing the removal
of existing vegetation and disturbance of heritage and landmark trees and groves.
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Mitigation measure #1 ensures that development standards will be prepared and
implemented that minimize impacts to landmark oaks and groves and also

requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use
projects.

Mitigation measure #19 ensures that significant oak groves will be protected from
development. It also ensures that an ordinance will be prepared that protects

heritage trees.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may result in the elimination,
interruption or disturbance of special status species or their habitat as a result of development
and associated loss or degradation of habitat. This is considered to be a significant impact, as
proposed plan policies would not necessarily minimize impacts to such species.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. __ the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. _X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. ___ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan may result in the loss or disturbance of wildlife habitat,
which, in turn, may impact special status species. Development in currently undeveloped
areas at the scale and intensity proposed in the Plan is likely to result in the conversion or
reduction in quality of important habitat for some special status species, causing direct
mortality of individual plants and animals.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, and 13.2 and RTP
policy 2.2 would serve to reduce impacts but zof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of proposed policies above, Mitigation Measures #1, #14, #16, and #20
below, would reduce the impact to a less-than significant level.

20. The following policies should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation
Element of the proposed General Plan.

Project review standards shall include a requirement to conduct a site-
specific biological inventory to determine the presence of special status
species or habitat for such species that may be affected by a proposed
project. The results of the biological inventory shall be used as the basis for
establishing land use siting and design tools required to achieve the
objective of no net loss of habitat function or value for special status species

Where a Habitat Management Plan is deemed appropriate, the Plan shall be
prepared to comply with the requirements of the Federal Endangered
Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).
The plan shall provide the background data, impact analysis, and mitigation
programs necessary to obtain a FESA Section 10(a) and CESA Section 2081
permit authorizing incidental take of federal and state listed threatened and
endangered species that occur in areas proposed for future development.
Prior to implementation of an adopted Habitat Management Plan, project
applicants proposing the development of a project that would impact a
federal or state listed species, or a species that is proposed for listing, shall
be individually responsible for obtaining federal and state incidental take
permits on a project-by-project basis.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1.

The proposed Plan policies above provide that when significant environmental
features, including rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal species, are
identified during project review, all portions of the site that contain or influence said
areas must be retained as non-disturbance open space through clustered development
or other means. Other policies provide for site development standards that address
special status species, ensure open space as part of site development, and minimize

the removal of existing vegetation.

Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards to minimize impacts to
special status species and their habitats and requires the submittal of a mandatory

clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

Relative to mitigation measure #20, requiring on-site biological inventory as a part of
project review, incorporation of the results of the inventory into site design, and
preparation and implementation of the Habitat Management Plan shall minimize
development impacts to special status species and their habitats.
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IMPACT #19. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may result in the loss of wetlands
due to filling as a result of development, interruption of drainage to wetlands, and/or
degradation of wetland water quality associated with increased wurban runoff and
sedimentation. This is considered to be a significant impact.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed General Plan land uses could result in the fill or degradation of
wetlands depending on the actual location of development. As wetlands in the County
are not well mapped, it is difficult to locate areas within the County where wetland
impacts would occur. Based on the standards of the U.S.Corps of Engineers and State
Department of Fish and Game, the fill of significant wetlands associated with buildout of
the Plan is considered significant.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of existing state and federal regulations and policies, the local zoning
ordinance, and proposed plan 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 gof to a less-
than-significant level.

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measure #1 and #21 would serve to reduce the impact
to a less-than-significant level.

21.  The following policy should be added to the Wildlife and Vegetation
Element of the proposed General Plan:

Development projects which have the potential to remove natural riparian
or wetland habitat of 1 acre or more shall not be permitted unless:

(a) No suitable alternative site or design exists for the land use;

()] 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 guidelines of the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of
Fish and Game, and other relevant agencies.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above Plan policies indicate that, where signi
during project review, such areas must be retained as no
and site development standards will be developed to protect environmentally

sensitive resources, including significant wetlands.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for developmen
impact of development on wetlands and requires

clustering option for discretionary land use projects.

gl Mitigation measure #21 will ensure that larger de
precluded from removing natural riparian or wetl

mitigating conditions are met.

4. As an alternative mitigation, the Commission considered requiring
standard, as well as a 100 foot setback, for all development.
Commission determined that these resources are already protect
State, and existing local regulations, that such regulations
specific, that the County is preempted by Federal law,
irreversibly disturbed wetlands, that some we
thus unreasonably reducing the parcel's development potential, that it is
unreasonable to control some types of wetl
canal leaks, agricultural irrigation, etc.), and

ands

are too restricti

of CEQA in that CEQA only precludes the elimination of such habitat.
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IMPACT #20. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses 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.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. "X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. ___ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan may result in the removal of riparian vegetation or
disruption of riparian habitat values associated with disturbance from adjacent land uses,
human disturbance, and urban runoff in areas where development is proposed in, or
adjacent to, a riparian corridor. Riparian vegetation removal can serve to reduce the
width of a corridor, which reduces its value to wildlife. Also, development adjacent to
such corridors could interrupt wildlife movement that occurs through such areas.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. 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.

2. Implementation of Mitigation Measure #1, #14, and #17 would reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies provide that when riparian habitats are
identified during the review of a project, all portions of the site that contain said
areas must be retained as non-disturbance open space, and site development
standards will be developed to protect environmentally sensitive resources,
provide for open space, and minimize the removal of existing vegetation.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the
impact of development on riparian habitat and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects. Mitigation
measures #14, providing for the protection of wildlife habitat and preparation of a
Habitat Management Plan, and #17, providing for non-development buffers along
stream corridors, will also assist in minimizing this impact.
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As alternative mitigation, the Commission considered requiring a development
setback of 100 feet from all creeks, streams, and rivers. However, the
Commission determined that such a standard would be duplicative in nature,
having been addressed in measures #1, #14, and #17. The proposed Plan already

has very strong policy to protect riparian areas, particularly policy 13.1. This
requirement is an ordinance standard, not a General Plan issue.

As alternative mitigation, the Commission considered providing for the protection
of the South Yuba River from dams. However, the Commission determined such
a standard may preclude our water options for the future (based on input from the
Nevada Irrigation District), this policy is less-than-significant even without this
standard, and the South Yuba River is already adequately addressed in the

proposed Plan (policy 5.20).
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IMPACT #22. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may result in disturbance to
known or undiscovered cultural resource sites related to development as well as increased

vandalism. This is considered to be a significant impact, as implementation of proposed plan
policies would not necessarily result in the identification and protection of cultural resources.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. __ the impact is less than significant
This determination is based on the following finding:

Based on the limited land area surveyed for archaeological sites, it is estimated that about
17,900 sites may exist in the County, leaving about 16,400 potential sites yet
undiscovered. Buildout of the proposed Plan could occur on or in proximity to such sites.
Such development and associated grading and excavation could result in disturbance to

such sites.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies, 4.39 and 19.1 through 19.7 would
serve to reduce the impact but nof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the policies identified above, and Mitigation Measures # 1, #23,
#24, #24A, and #27 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level:
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23. Revise Cultural and Historic Resource Element policy 19.6 as follows:

Where review indicates significant archaeological or historical sites or artifacts
are, or are likely, present, an on-site field review i i
shall be required. _ i i i i

and polentid 44 cl z CICLC = L d JLILLLT ¢ - ITCE ¢t

24. Site development standards for cultural and historic resources, as stipulated in revised
policy 1.17 (see Mitigation Measure #1) and policy 19.5, shall be developed in
accordance with revised policy 19.6 (see Mitigation Measure #23), above, and shall
incorporate the use of the Cultural Sensitivity Modeling contained in Appendix D.

74A. Revise Cultural and Historic Resource Element Policy 19.1 as follows:

Policy 19.1 Enact a Cultural Resources Ordinance to ensure effective
pregcrvation,' 'prqtection, aqd management of cultura_ll resources. Such an

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 56



This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above Plan policies seek to protect cultural resources by providing for a cultural
resource ordinance to ensure effective preservation and management, by providing for
site development standards that include cultural resource management standards and
that encourage clustering, by providing for a records search as a part of the
development review process, and by providing for the use of the cultural resource
sensitivity modeling that provides specific information on the likelihood that a given

site type would occur in a given area.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
development on significant cultural resources and requires the submittal of a
mandatory clustering option for discretionary land use projects. Measure #23
specifies procedures for evaluating site significance and identifying appropriate
mitigation. Measure #24 stipulates how the sensitivity modeling shall be used in
project review. Measure #24A provides the specifics of what should be included in

the cultural resource ordinance.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may impact the significant
stands of oak trees in the western portion of the County. This is considered to be a significant
impact, as plan policies do not necessarily provide for avoidance of development in areas of oak

woodlands.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. theimpactis significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. the impact is less than significant
This determination is based on findings as discussed in the Final EIR.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 10.14,10.15,and 11.8
would serve to mitigate the impact but pof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the proposed policies identified above, along with Mitigation
Measures #1, and #19, as amended below to reflect incorporation of mitigation
measure #25, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Development in the vicinity of significant oak groves of all oak species shall be
designed and sited to maximize the long-term preservation of the trees and the
integrity of their natural setting. i
Nedinance-specifies

= -

Ordinanee-speecties ared-towards-the-protection-o+-eaks: The County shall
adopt a regulation to protect native heritage oak trees and significant oak
groves. All native oak tree species with a trunk diameter of 36" or greater
should be protected.

This determination is based on the findings as discussed in the Final EIR.
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IMPACT #25. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses in close proximity to the County's
river corridors could adversely affect the scenic value of the waterways, especially if vegetation
adjoining the waterways were removed for new development. This would be considered a
significant impact as plan policies do not necessarily provide for protection of visual quality
along river corridors.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:
1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

The County has numerous scenic waterways. Buildout of the proposed Plan could
adversely impact such waterways.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.23, 3.8 and 10.12 would

serve to reduce the impact but ot to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the proposed policies identified above, and Mitigation Measures
#1, #21, and #25B would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation measure #25B: The following new policy should be added under Objective
18.2 of the General Plan:

To provide for scenic stream corridor protection along designated streams, the County
shall prepare standards and procedures whereby local groups, associations, or similar
organizations can, with 100% of landowner concurrence, apply for designation of a
segment of any stream as a local scenic stream corridor. The applicants sponsoring such
designations shall prepare their application consistent with the County prepared standards
and procedures and process their application similar to other planning applications.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will provide for site development standards for
visually important ridelines and viewsheds, building height standards, discourage
night-time light pollution, and design guidelines for development.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that mitigate the impact of
development on ridgelines and viewsheds and requires the submittal of a mandatory
clustering option for discretionary land use projects. Measure #21 will preclude
removal of riparian habitat for larger projects.

3. As an alternative mitigation measure, the Commission considered a 100 foot setback

from all creeks and rivers for all development. However, the Commission determined
not to do so based on findings made for Impact #20.
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4. By providing for the preparation of scenic stream corridor plans, mitigation measure
#25B will encourage Jocally-generated scenic protection plans for local streams.
Without full support from effected property owners, such plans would be impossible
to prepare or implement and would therefore be infeasible.
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IMPACT #26. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses within the viewshed of designated
scenic routes could diminish the aesthetic value of the roadside scenery. This is considered a
significant impact, as implementation of proposed plan policies will not necessarily protect

visual quality.
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION
The Commission determines that:
1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.

2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
___ the impact is less than significant

(98 )

This determination is based on the following finding:

Nevada County has numerous designated scenic routes. Buildout of the proposed Plan
could diminish the aesthetic value of such routes.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission détermines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 18.3, 18.4, 18.5, 18.6, 18.7, 18.8,
and 18.9 would serve to reduce the impact but pot to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the proposed policies identified above along with Mitigation
Measures #26 and #27A below, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level.

26. The County will designate scenic corridors along the following routes:
Interstate 80 and Highways 49, 89, 174, and 267 for their entire length in
the County; all of Highway 20, Donner Pass Road (Old Highway 40),
from the Interstate 80 intersection at Soda Springs to Donner State
Memorial Park. These corridors should be placed within the SC "Scenic
Co:-iridor" Combining District, with boundaries based upon adopted
studies.

27A. The following changes should be made to Policy 18.9 of the General
Plan:

Policy 18.9 To encourage a system of scenic County roads, the County shall
prepare adept standards and procedures whereby local groups, associations. or
MUar organliZation an
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):
1. The above Plan policies shall provide for the establishment of standards for the

protection of large-scale views and viewsheds, preclusion of billboards, preservation
of natural landmarks, avoidance of ridge-line development, and provisions for design
review of projects along scenic roads.

. Mitigation measure #26 will ensure that "SC" Scenic Corridor zoning will be

implemented for those highways shown on the State Scenic Highways Masterplan as
eligible for scenic highway status.

. Mitigation measure #27A will encourage a system of local scenic County roads

supported by the local community. The Commission considered not requiring local
landowner concurrence. However, the Commission determined that lack of
landowner support would make the measure infeasible.

_ As an alternative measure, the Commission considered the County preparation of

Scenic Highway Reports for all highways shown on the State Scenic Highways
Masterplan consistent with the State scenic highways designation process. However,
the Commission determined that such a process would be costly and hence not
feasible given the lack of resources available to the County to undertake such studies.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses within the Community
Commercial, Highway Commercial, Business Park, Industrial, and Recreation designations
could result in buildings as tall as 60 feet. Depending on their location, such buildings could
create a dominant visual feature, contrasting significantly with adjoining agricultural lands

and limiting the view of motorist
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X_ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on findings as discussed in the Final EIR.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 18.1 and 18.2 would serve to
reduce the impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.

_ Implementation of the proposed policies identified above along with Mitigation Measure
#28 below and as amended, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level.

78,  The maximum allowable height limit for Community Commercial,
Highway Commercial, Business Park, Industrial and Recreation
designations should be 45 feet. Discretionary and administrative permits
will eould be required for special uses that would need to exceed the
allowable height.

This determination is based on findings as discussed in the Final EIR.
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population and
employment _growth will increase the demand for bicycle, and pedestrian, and equestrian
facilities. This is considered to be a significant impact as the proposed General Plan policies
would not necessarily provide for facilities to meet this demand.

LEVEL OF SIGNTFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. theimpactis significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. theimpactis less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan would result in an increase in demand for bicycle and

pedestrian paths and facilities, especially in Community Regions. If provisions for such
facilities are not made, it is possible that conflicts between automobiles and
pedestrians/bicyclists may occur resulting in potential safety issues. Also, additional
facilities may, to a limited degree, also help achieve the County's goals of reducing

automobile dependency.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 4.27, 4.28, and 4.32 through 4.36
would serve to reduce the impact but nof to a less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of the proposed policies identified above along with Mitigation
Measure #32 below, would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

32. Replace General Plan Policy 4.33 in its entirety to provide for inclusion of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities as follows:

The County shall impose comprehensive development fees in amounts sufficient
1o offset the costs identified as the appropriate share of the bicycle and pedestrian
improvements under the approved Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans and Non-

Motorist Multi-Purpose Transit Master Plan pursuant to the adoption of the
General Plan which are necessary to serve future development.

The comprehensive development fee structure shall ensure that future growth
fully mitigates its direct and cumulative impacts on the County. The County
shall pursue additional, non-development-based funding to make up for the
past incurred deficiencies and ensure that such fees are not levied until the
funding to make up these past deficiencies is assured.

and revise Policy 4.27 and 4.28 as follows; by adding
427 New development adjacent to or including any designated bicycle trail

shall be coordinated with provision of such trail faeility under
Policy 4.33.

ATTACHMENT "1" - Page 64



4.28 New development adjacent to or including any designated bicycle trail
faeility shall be coordinated with provision of such trail faeility under
Policy 4.33.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. Proposed Plan land use patterns would accommodate bicycle travel as an alternative to
the auto, primarily within areas of concentrated growth. Plan policies seek to enhance
bicycle and pedestrian modes of travel by providing for a Pedestrian Master Plan and
Bicycle Master Plan and implementation of such plans through the development
review process and through various funding mechanisms.

2. Relative to policies 4.33, 4.27, and 4.28, the Commission determined to revise said
policies to provide for clarity so that it is clear that the existing Bicycle and Pedestrian
(to be prepared) Plans must be based on the proposed General Plan, that non-
development fee funds must be supplemented by other public funds, and that
references to bicycle "facility" actually refers to "trail".
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Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses may expose noise-sensitive land
uses to unacceptable industrial and other fixed noise sources. 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.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. theimpactis significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impactis less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan could result in the siting of noise sensitive use and noise
generating uses in proximity to one another. This would be considered significant if
noise sensitive uses would be exposed to noise levels above standards identified in policy

9.1.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.17, 1.20, 1.21, 9.1, 9.4, 9.7
through 9.12, 17.6, 17.14,17.17,and 17.24 would serve to reduce impacts but zof to a

less-than-significant level.

2. Implementation of policies above, and Mitigation Measures #1, #36 and #37 would
serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will assist in minimizing exposure of noise
sensitive land uses to unacceptable fixed noise sources by providing specific noise
standards for all development projects, by requiring the preparation of a noise study if
there is potential for such a project to generate noise in excess of policy 9.1 noise
standards, by discouraging noise-sensitive land uses in those areas where policy 9.1
standards may be exceeded, and by providing for design controls to minimize future

project noise impacts.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that will ensure adequate
buffering and screening to minimize the potential incompatibility of adjacent land
uses and requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option for discretionary land

use projects

3. Mitigation measures #36 and #37 will ensure that noise studies will be prepared in
accordance with the Noise Element Manual methodology and that design controls

will be included in the approval of projects to assist in minimizing significant noise
impacts.
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Buildout of General Plan land uses may expose noise-sensitive land uses to
unacceptable railroad noise. 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.
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Based on noise contour maps showing the location of noise levels for railroad noise,
buildout of the proposed Plan could allow for future growth in the vicinity of the
Southern Pacific Railroad trackage that may expose future residents to unacceptable
railroad noise.

MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 9.1, 9.4, 9.8 and 9.12 would serve
to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

2.. Implementation of policies above, and Mitigation Measures #1, #36 and #37 would
serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1. The above proposed Plan policies will assist in minimizing exposure of noise
sensitive land uses to unacceptable fixed noise sources by providing specific noise
standards to assist in the determination of unacceptable noise impacts, by
discouraging noise-sensitive land uses in those areas where policy 9.1 standards may
be exceeded, by requiring a noise study where the potential exists for the standards to
be exceeded, and by providing for design controls to minimize future project noise
impacts.

2. Mitigation measure #1 provides for development standards that will ensure adequate
buffering and screening to minimize the potential incompatibility of adjacent land
uses and requires the submittal of a mandatory clustering option for discretionary land
use projects

3. Mitigation measures #36 and #37 will ensure that noise studies will be prepared in
accordance with the Noise Element Manual methodology and that design controls

will be included in the approval of projects to assist in minimizing significant noise
impacts.
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. Assuming that each new residence would require about 6,150 kilowatt hours
(kwh) of electricity per year (California Energy Commission, 1988), new residences would
require about 314 million kwh per year (for 51 "000 new residences). In addition, 24 million
therms of natural gas for space and water heating per year would be required, assuming an
average of 470 therms per unit per year. This impact would be a potentially significant impact.
Implementation of proposed General Plan policies would serve [0 potentially mitigate the

impact.
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. X the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

A discussion of this issue can be found in the Final EIR.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above
impact:

1. Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 1.2, 1.9, 1.15, 1.18, 1.25, and 1.26
would serve to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

2. The following Mitigation Measures (#42 and #43) would further reduce the impact of
future development on energy demand.

42.  During project approval and review, the County should evaluate and
critique a project's attempt to promote alternative energy sources (€.g.
passive solar design) and the incorporation of adequate tree cover on the
west side of dwellings and along streets to help reduce the cooling demand
during summer months.

43. Revise Policy 8.21 of the General Plan as follows:

The County should develep consider prescriptive building standards that
supplement existing building codes for such items as alternative energy
systems, building materials, and alternative sewage systems.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1.

The above proposed Plan policies would encourage compact development
patterns through the use of Community Regions, Rural Centers, and
Village Centers, thus reducing the cost of energy to construct
infrastructure such as water and wastewater lines and roads, clustering of
onsite development, home occupations, and on-site residential
development on commercial property.

As alternative mitigation, the Commission considered the adoption of a
Solar Access ordinance requiring the dedication of easements for solar
access as a condition of subdivision map approval and Retrofit Ordinance
requiring specific energy conservation measures such as attic insulation
before resale of residential units, which would have the greatest effect on
older units. However, the Commission determined that said measures are
not necessary to reduce the level of impact to less-than-significant,
potentially conflict with other measures (preservation of trees vs. solar
access easements), and significantly intrude into persons private affairs.

As alternative mitigation, the Commission considered a policy to review

-all existing and future building codes to ensure the maintenance of those

standards that maintain the public health, welfare, and safety. However,
the Commission determined that said policy is redundant to the State
building Code and therefore should not be included in the Final EIR. Itis
also not needed to reduce the impact to less-than-significant.
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#30

Increase in daily trips may
cause some County roadways
to drop to unacceptable levels
of service

74

#34B

Increased traffic, air quality,
and noise impacts related to a
jobs/housing imbalance

75

#49

Increase in demand for law
enforcement services
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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 County roadways o drop to unacceptable levels. This is considered to be a
less-than-significant impact, as RTP improvements and proposed General Plan policies would
ensure that County area roadways continue to operate at acceptable levels of service.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. _X_ the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

Buildout of the proposed Plan would increase traffic volumes on County roadways, which
would result in decreases in existing levels of service on some roadways. Plan buildout
would result in a net increase of approximately 887,400 daily vehicle trips. A travel
demand model and staff analysis identified potential decreases in the level of service at
specific intersection and road segments, including the SR49/20 interchange (including
surface streets in the vicinity), Allison Ranch Road, Alta Sierra Drive, and McCourtney

Road.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION
The Commission determines that the following mitigation measures will reduce the above impact:

1. Implementation of proposed RTP road improvements and General Plan policies 4.1,
43,4.5,4.6,4.8,4.11,4.17, 4.26 through 4.36 would serve to reduce the impact but not

to a less-than-significant level.

2. The following mitigation measures, along with the above policies, will reduce the level
of impact to less-than-significant:
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The following shall be added to policy 1.5.u. (SDA policy):

The Specific Plan prepared for each SDA shall include a Transportation
System Management and Demand Management program designed to minimize
the SDA's impacts on the local road and State highway systems. Said program
will ensure that implementation of the Specific Plan will provide for
consistency with adopted County LOS as found in policies 3.10, 4.1, and 4.3.

Mitigation measure #30A: The New Town Reserve SDA in the southwestern
portion of the County, as implemented by policy 1.16, shall be revised on the
land use map to reflect a maximum dwelling unit total of 180, as "SDA - 180
DU". This reduction in the intensity of land use will assist in the reduction of

vicinity, allowing the minimum acceptable LOS to be achieved. It will also
allow for the low-intensity development of the area while still allowing for the
potential development of a new town subject to preparation and adoption of a
specific plan and associated transportation management techniques that will
ensure consistency with the proposed Plan's LOS.

In addition, policy 1.16 shall be amended as follows:

Prior to such time, this designation shall mmmlmmﬂmﬂmmm
» ensure that the potential for a NEW 1 OWI is not precluded until S h time
l ifi ] : - - .
established. Until that time, thi ignati be implemented by the IDR
Interim—Development—Reserve "PD" district of the
County zoning regulations.

Mitigation measure #30B: The following shall be added to policy 1.36 (Plan
amendment policy):

If this review concludes that additional areas for development are needed to
address the above issues and further General Plan goals, objectives, and
policies, the County shall encourage the development of Special Development
Areas, consistent with the standards of policy 1.5.u., to accommodate future
growth, rather than increases in density and intensity of land uses within
Rural Regions. This will ensure consistency with the intent of the Plan,
particularly policy 1.1, to limit growth in Rural Regions and encourage
compact, balanced growth within Community Regions.

Mitigation measure #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 Alexander Drive.
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This determination is based on the following finding(s):

1o

The above proposed Plan policies provide for minimum acceptable LOS of "C" in
Rural Regions and "D" in Community Regions (except where the existing LOS is
below those levels), road improvements are identified to ensure that all roads within
the regional system will maintain this LOS, improving the capacity of other modes
of transportation (ride sharing, transit, bicycle, pedestrian), ongoing monitoring of
the road system to ensure that the above LOS are maintained, annual adoption of
road improvements based on the monitoring analysis, and a program to ensure that
the County will take that action necessary, other than road improvements, to
maintain the acceptable LOS.

Mitigation measure #30 will provide for the adoption of Transportation System and
Demand Management programs as an integral part of all SDA Specific Plans to
ensure that implementation of said Plans will maintain acceptable LOS.

Mitigation measure #30A will allow for the low-intensity development within the
New Town Reserve area in the southwestern portion of the County, thus reducing
impacts to the road system. At the same time, use of the Special Development Area
designation will allow for the potential development of compact, balanced, high-
intensity development subject to approval of a specific plan, including
transportation management techniques that will ensure compliance with the General
Plan's acceptable LOS.

Mitigation measure #30B will encourage the use of Special Development Areas as
areas for future growth and development, rather than Rural Regions. This measure
will encourage compact, balanced development that minimizes impacts on natural
resources and the environment.

As alternative mitigation, the Commission considered lowering the intensity of land
use for the Northstar and the New Town Reserve SDA to ensure maintenance of an
acceptable LOS. However, the Commission determined that such a measure would
effectively preclude planning options for the future as both areas have potential to
provide for compact, balanced growth, and could adversely impact the potential for
employment-generating and fiscally-positive land uses. Also, the use of various

transportation management techniques will effectively address the potential impacts
on the roads system.
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. If residential development in the County outpaces job-generating development
(or vice versa), an imbalance in the jobs/housing ratio may result in either out-commuting or
in-commuting and associated traffic, air quality and noise-related impacts. This impact would
be less-than-significant with the adoption of existing policies and other recommended

mitigation measures.
LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:

1. the impact s significant and unavoidable.
2.~ the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.

3. _X_ the impact is less than significant
This determination is based on the following finding:

Refer to the discussion in the Final EIR.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that no mitigation measures are needed for this impact. This
determination is based on the finding that no analysis has been presented to substantiate the need
for this measure. Also, this measure is infeasible because of the large number of unaccountable
home occupations and "underground" local jobs and the many small businesses that would be
virtually impossible to control and inventory. Finally, this measure ignores the component of
retirement-related residential construction.
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IMPACT #49. Buildout of proposed General Plan land uses and associated population increase
would result in an increase in demand for law enforcement services in Nevada County. This is
considered to be a less-than-significant impact, as proposed General Plan policies would
provide for needed facilities and equipment o serve new growth.

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that:
1. the impact is significant and unavoidable.
2. the impact is significant, but avoidable with mitigation measures found below.
3. X the impact is less than significant

This determination is based on the following finding:

A discussion of this issue can be found in the Final EIR.
MITIGATION MEASURE DETERMINATION

The Commission determines that no mitigation measures are needed for this impact. The
Commission considered adding an additional level of service standard of 1.5 County Sheriff
officers for each increase of 1,000 persons in County-wide population. However, the
Commission determined that there was no evidence in the record to substantiate that this measure

would mitigate a significant environmental impact.
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TABLE9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
i
!
Impact #3. Buildout of proposed 1. Implemen . Verify inclusion  Nevada Count For directi
] tation of proposed General ; . y or directive
General Plan land uses and RTP10ad  Plan policies 1.18, 16.1, and 16.4 through 16.9. Simopusnipl LA policies, at Genenl
improvements would result in the General Plan. Department Plan adoption. For
conversion of farmland to urban- or V LTCpae action policies,
suburban-scalc uses. This is considered 2. Mitigation measure #1. refer to Imple-
to be a significant, unavoidable impact : : mentation Plan in
as proposed General Plan policies donot e oauo.». v.M————MMJ_Mo“-—W text shall be added to Appendix J, for

necessarily protect farmland from

policy implemen-
conversion to urban uses.

tatin and review.
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)
Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Zo_u:mi_.w
Public Services and Utilities ]
Impact #42. Buildout of proposed : y Verify inclusion  Nevada County At General Plan
General Plan land uses and associated 1. %ﬂm_%m:woﬂsw—wz uo#m %—%ﬁ%moa Plan at General Plan  Planning adoption and every
population growth will result in m_v 6.15. and mm.um. 4, 3.5, 3.13, 3.15, adoption Department year at policy
increased demand for surface water and T . review.,
groundwater supplics. This is considered e e
to be a significant, unavoidable impact. 2. Mitigation measure #16. Veri e
: erify revision
3. The County shall provide for a of General Plan~ Nevada County Within 6 months
comprehensive and organized system land usc maps Planning of General Plan
of well log data. Such data shall be Department adoption.
wa:ﬂm_ﬁ.&. as necessary to protect
confidentiality of individual wells.
.-,_:m .E?::»no: will be utilized by
decision makers to assist in the
making of land use decisions. Verify Nevada County Verify study
completion of Planning complction within
study and Department 24 months of
implementation Genceral Plan
of its adoption.
requircments.
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requircments Responsible zr_s:o_.m..w
Impact #48. Buildout of proposed . Imple i ¢ s Gsal
General Plan land uses and associated . mentation of propo ne - . = =
population growth would result in an Plan policies 10.1, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, VEBIIRIEROn  Incveds Coumly' | (Fordmective
increased exposure of persons and 10.8, and 10.9 would serve to reduce at adoption of Planning policics, within 6
property 1o wildland fire. This is the impact but not to a less-than- General Plan Department month of n.mo.-oq-_
considered to be a significant, significant level. Plan -._c_."mo... For
unavoidable impact. While proposed e e Onu--_.-.o”%e B”N-h“-.a.
Plan policy and Statc standards would 2+ Mitigation measures #16 and #1 L
serve to reduce wildland fire hazards and which respectively would provide for G ionipieyY
associated need for increased fire use of planned developments to 10.5, adoption and
protection scrvices, thesc would not _.oaann wildland fire :d_umnnm mn ordinance L.
reduce the impact 1o a less-than- portions of the Rural Regions m_.a amendmeat within
significant level. require comprehensive site 12 months from
. development standards and serious adoption of
consideration of clustering of General Plan.
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development via requiring mandatory
submittal of a clustering option for all
discretionary projects in Rural
Regions to further mitigate the
effects of exposure to wildland fire
hazard, but not to a [ess-than-
significant level.
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Impact

Mitigation Mcasures

Monitoring
Requirements

Pcrson/Agency
Responsible

Timing of
3015_.?@

o Riparian corridors within 100 feet of

intermittent or perennial water
courses, as shown on USGS quad

maps;
» Significant cultural resources, as

defined by Appendix K of CEQA;

. Floodplains, as defined by FEMA,

precluding development and land

disturbance within floodways and
restricting development within the
floodway fringe, through the
establishment of floodplain setbacks
and associated development
regulations;

Impertant-timberiands;-as-defincd-by

o Important agricultural lands, as

defined by State Important Farmland

map;

Significant mineral areas, defined by
State DM&G's MRZ-2 classification
maps;

Earthquake faults, as defined by State
Fault Map of California, 1975, or as
determined by the State DB&G;

« Avalanche hazard, as defined by

Avalanche Hazard Study;
Steep slopes (30+%);
Areas with high erosion potential, as

delineated in Figure 3.3 of the

Nevada County Master
Environmental Inventory;
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Moaitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
. ¥

The County shall approve a project
for a discretionary permit only if it
can be demonstrated that the project
as designed and sited meets the intent
of the SDS performance criteria.

; » Verify inclusion  Nevada County At General Plan
Policy 1.18 - Clustering of at General Plan

: : . Planning adoption, and at
development is an effective m._a direct adoption. Verify Department development and
means to provide for the maintenance amendment of , permit application
of the rmural quality of life and Zoning stage.
protection of environmental Ordinance.
resources which are important to Verify imple-

Nevada County. Therefore, mentation for
submittal of a clustering option cach land
elustering of all land divisions shall be division.

required within the Estate, Rural, and
Forest General Plan land use
designations in order to maintain the
open, pastoral character  of
development which gives definition
to the Rural Regions, and to protect
environmental features by preserving
areas containing such features as
Open Space. This clusterin
evaluation shall utilize U.S.G.S.
maps as the basic level of
information.

In all other residential use
designations (including Residential,
Urban Single-Family, Urban Medium

84-06.R4 3/29/95
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact . Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible Ze.a-c..m_.m

The allowable number of dwelling
units for any clustered development
shall not exceed the number of units
determined by dividing the total
acreage of a parcel by the maximum
permitted density specified in Policy
1.22 for the land use designation in
which the parcel is located.

3. Mitigation measure #1C:

Revise policy 3.19 to facilitate
clustering of future parcels by adding
the following to the end of the policy:

For clustered development
consistent with policy 1.18, the
following standard shall apply:

Maintain minimum lot size
standards sufficient to maintain
adequate area for the
appropriation of water and
disposal of sewage and ensure the
continued protection of the public
health, safety, and welfare.

In addition, reference to “cluster
housing" in policy 3.19.a. shall be
removed.

16
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Impact

Mitigation Mcasures

Monitoring
Requirements

Person/Agency
Responsible

Timing of
z-.:.?i.i

hazards related to ground rupture and
ground shaking from a large magnitude
carthquake. This is considered to be a
significant impact as proposed plan
policics would not necessarily ensure
that scismic bazards are minimized.

Impact #7. Buildup of the proposed
General Plan land uses and RTP road
improvements may result in cxposure of
future residents and structures to
landslide hazasds. This is considered a
significant impact as plan policies would
nol necessary protect future structures
and residents from landslide hazards.

84-06.R4 3/29/95

Implementation  of  mitigation
measures #1 and #3, below would
serve to reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level:

Revise policy 10.13 as follows:

As part of the project site
review  process,  require
sufficient soils and geologic
investigations to identify and
evaluate the various geologic
and seismic hazards that may
exist for all proposed

development including
subdivisions. Such
investigations  shall  be

required within an area
determined to be scismically
active by the State Division of
Mines and Geology or within

Bevi ia]

e eranil _ .
crosion.

. Implementation of proposed General

Plan policies 1.17, 1.18 and 10.13
would serve to reduce the impact but
ot to a less-than-significant level.

Implementation of Mitigation
Measure #3 would serve to reduce

18

Verify inclusion
of policies at
Geaneral Plan
adoption.

Nevada County
Planning
Department

at General Plan
review. For action
policies, see
Section 4, Imple-
mentation Plan in
Appendix J.
Monitoring would
also occur at
relevant devel-
opment and permil
application phase.

For directive
policies, monitor at
General Plan
adoption and
ongoing cach year
at General Plan
review. For action
policies, sce
Scction 4, Imple-
mentation Plan in
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Reguircments Responsible Ze-._h—oa_.a
Lmpact #8. Buildup of proposcd 1. Implementation of proposed General
.02_2-_ Plan land uscs and RTP :-.“_._ Plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 10.13, 12.1, Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
improvements =“_< -.Mm..._m.-..._.-.ﬂmﬂ.. . 12.2, 12.4 and 13.2 would serve 0 of policies at Planning policics verify at
oBu.oan-uuon_u._ w nt in —educe the | ¢ but got to a less- General Plan Depariment General Plan
arcas of stecp sT0PT than-significant level adoption. review. For action
development practic g . bolicics, refer 10
83..._2.”%.. m_ms_.w._ 2. Implementation of Mitigation Section 4,
_.H”_NNS.M__..:”%_. Measure #3 would serve to reduce Implementation
exCavation .woa._.._ the impact to a less-than-significant Plan in Appendix
impact : level. This measure revises policy J. Monitoring
= 10.13 as follows: would also occur
As part of the project site review at relevant
process, require sufficient soils and development and
geologic investigations 10 identify permit application
and evaluate the various geologic and phase.
seismic hazards that may exist for all
proposed development including
subdivisions.  Such investigations
shall be required within an area
determined to be seismically active by
the State Division of Mines and
Geology ithi i
;
Im #9. Bui i
_-l__-..“o . -l_wu_._..__”.“.eﬂu M“n-“_o—._- ﬁ—oﬁ@ﬁﬂoﬂq Mm 9—.‘—.0—.58& General <o-=<. mm.a_eur.- Nevada County For directive
may -%M-_——— in n—0<0—°—v=59— over known —.N.—.Meﬁﬁv.N.ﬂﬂ _..N .—.w —.NQN:%—.-”——“N._\N.N- NM.N.@. MJ“E—-O—-O‘-— st :-gm—-m —Xv—mﬁmﬂh GOIQ at
deposits of valuablc mineral resources. . PoTT T e e Department Genceral Plan
incompatible land uscs may conflict with . ' adoption. review. For action
active mining or preclude future mining. policies, refer to
This is considered a significant impact as Section 4, Imple-
proposcd Plan policics would not ensure mentation Plan in
that all mineral resources would remain Appendix 3.
accessible. Monitoring would

an

also occur at
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TABLE 9.1

PRy =y W) N eSS Eay zeTee oy

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

84-06.R4 32995

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
Mitigation measurc #5. Add  the
following policies to the Water at relevant devel-
Element of the proposed General opment and permit
Plan: application phase.
« Approve only those grading
applications and development
proposals that are adequately
ﬂ.ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂ _HMM: hﬁ%& nmwzw: m Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify inclusion of
tential. This may include ﬁmn of policies at Planning’ policy at General
pe :w.n:,..uun for moc_._w.ammo_._ desien General Plan Depariment Plan adoption.
ﬂnr minimizes displacement m...m adoption. <o-mn< adoption of
flood waters, as well as other .uwn.oa..mnw.ﬂ“ﬂﬂo
mitigation measures. Generii Tiaa
o Require new utilities, critical policy.

faciliies and non-essential public
structures to be located outside
the 100-year flood plain unless
such facilities are necessary to
serve existing uses, there is no
other feasible location, and
construction of these structures
will not increase hazards to life or
property within or adjacent to the
floodplains.

When constructed within a
floodplain, require elevation of the
habitable portions of residential
structures to be above the 100-
year flood level. Require flood-
proofing or elevation of non-
residential structures.  Require
that foundations do not cause
floodwater displacement except
where necessary for flood-

proofing. 09
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring  Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
of downstream facilities. .

7. The County shall strongly Verify policy Nevada County Verify inclusion of
encourage the use of inclusion General  Planning policy at General
m%%ww—ooh:w.%w:ﬁmﬁnnna Plan adoption.  Department. Plan R_o_vmo.-_ _-!_

. review annually
entities (Community Service thereafier.
Area, County Service Area, . . )
special district or equivalent <o.._..<. adoption Zo<=_- County Verify at General
entities) for the purpose of of policy of Planning _v_!. -.1_ other
maintaining drainage facilities General Plan Department discretionary
to handle stormwater runoff. -“__o_..mo:. M\n:n« approval stages.

adoption o

8. For all discretionary projects, ...._.__v“.ao..:_.m
the County shall require that ordinances.
maintenance of all onsite Verify
offsite facilities constructed as discretionary
part of the project is assured approvals.

) through a permanent, legally-
N_.S._u_.—_u. w..h&... ot .H_BM.W& : enforceable mechanism such
mB“a-h“oﬂ—o-”-o-E-“”:-_- S oA o“-,-__ MM.A.WW_"U.E" limited to, a CSA <o_.=.<. m_-a._.umo.. Zo<2_- County _..o-.._.m-on:cm
decrease in surface water quality in ' M«“.—-J.N--h _vU_o-_r-“:.hMo " _x._““.ma <oﬂ.wo
County streams, lakes, and rescrvoirsdue ], lementation of proposed General A inclusion at Gen-
{o increases in crosion and sedimentation —mﬂm. policies 11.2 n%nao_—m_u 11.7, 119, adoptioa. cral Plan adoption
due to improper development practices, and cach year at

urban pollutants carricd in stormwaler,
and septic system failure. This is
considered a significant impact, as
implementation of proposed plan policics
will not necessarily protect surface water
quality.

84-06.R4 3/29/95

12.1, 17.11, 17.12 and 17.15 would
serve to reduce the impact but ot to
a less-than-significant level.

Implementation of the above policies
and Mitigation Measures #1, and #9,
below, would reduce the impact 10 2
less-than-significant _level. The
following recommended measures are
for consideration during the
development of the Comprehensive
Site Development Standards related
to protection of water quality.

2h

General Plan re-
view. For action
policies, refer to
Section 4, Imple-
mentation Plan in

Appendix J.
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasurcs Requircments Responsible Zo-m-,e:un
T u
Biotic Resources
Impact #15. Buildup of proposed 1. Implementation of ed General
A propos ne
Gesenl Hanitadisc S Plan policies 1.17, 118, 13.1, and Verify inclusion  Nevada Counly o directive
improvements would result in the dircct 132 would serve to reduce the at General Plan Planning ! .
loss of wildlifc babitat and/or habitat : iy . policies, verify
. I i §gbnw but not to a less than -A—O—S—QF —x—v.—:-.-ﬁa inclusion at
_.m-na—o.-?._wa. This is considered to be a significant level
significant impact as proposcd plan Oo:om-_ Plan
_x-._momou would not Jonomm.:.E prevent 2. —..:En:.ﬁ:ﬁﬂc: of Mitigation -._c._m:o.. -!___
this loss/[ragmentation. Measures #1, and #14, #15, and #16, T
below, would reduce the impact to a . -_ il
less-than-significant level: ”aa“.o.“.”o_!wo.”..”... 4
Implementation .
Plan in Appendix

- J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
devclopment and
permit application
phase.

84-06A.R4 3/29/95

28
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Moniloring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
_ ; ._
Specific Plan stage to protect
sensitive natural communities and
other important biotic resources.

« The County shall prepare and
implement a Habitat Management
Plan for rare and endangered
species and wetlands habitat
while allowing the preparation of
individual project habitat
management plans as an
alternative, including an offsite
ecological reserve.

« The County shall .m=<ommmw8 Add to Nevada County Verify resolution
establishing _ Inferagency Implementation  Planning within six months
agreements with  adjoining Plan. Department of General Plan
counties where DEW adoption.
developments could  impact
significant natural resource arcas
shared by adjoining counties.

The agreements shall require Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify at General

notification of development of policy at Planning Plan adoption.

projects within one mile of the General Plan Department Ongoing

County's borders and provide for adoption. moniloring at

review and comment by affected relevant

counties. development and
1s. Revise proposed General Plan M_o_ﬂ-o.- application

policy 13.3 as follows:

As part of the Comprehensive

Site Development Standards,

require at—icast the maximum

feasible use of drought tolerant

native andfor—sitc-appropriate

I plant species for landscaping of
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requirements Responsible an..e:_.m

recreation or very low-intensity
limited uses, such as, but not
limited ¢o, visual corridor
preservation, interconnecting
wildlife corridors, slope
protection, preservation of
ditches, railroad rights-of-way,
historic trails, agriculture, and
timber production. This
designation shall also provide for
the designation of land in private
ownership which is permanently
devoted to open space through
clustering or other open space
requirements.
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Zo#:inw

designation on parcels of
40 acres in size or larger
in critical migratory deer
winter ranges in Rural
Regions  within  the
western portion of the
County, when  such
parcels are located in
arcas where the existing
parcelization in  the
immediate  vicinity is
currently 40 acres or
more.

34



3z

"papsr0ad aq pnoys Jeasd
0 ,9¢ jJo Rpuiep yunn
B A s2pads R4 ¥eo Ansu
v seaosd yeo juedyusis
pue RN Yeo 33y
aansu 39j0ad 0} uonemsal
® ydope [[Bys L)uno)) 3| J, -SyEe
203 }-8-1dope-pROYs/Gun0D-4
‘Sumes [ermeu Jop jo Ajudaul
o pue s39n 9 Jo uoneassad

-uonyeoijdde : ur)-uo] o) SzUIYEW 0] PALS
depy Ianeua], pue pouSisop 3q [Eys SNdds
10 uejq d8y103ds wounpedaq -uondope HEO [[& JO S2A018 YeO JUROLUSIS
s pue uondopr  Suusid (U US|J [BINID I* Jjo fuoia o W juawdojaArsQg
uwj] [RI2UD WV fjunoy epeasN  uoisnoul AJUIA
‘ueld
el erousny pesodoid oy Jo IUALSH
voyeondds yuiad UONEIA33A PUE JTPNIM S 0) P3ppe
pue juswdojaadp ;

9q PnOYS ‘Gz# AMSEAW UOHESRMU
sojesodioout yorym ‘Korjod Suimorioy
L :6I# <unseaw uomednrN €

WEA|II 8
1N220 OS|E pjRoM
Suuoyuoy [
xipuaddy ut uejd
voneuawjdwy
‘p UOI23G 0} 19)

"TOA] JUDILfiud1s
upy-ssa) e 0) jedun Iy onpAu
PINOM ‘MO[3q ‘614# PUB [4# ANSEIN

‘sa1oijod uonoe uoneSuiy pue  aaoge  samrod *$S0][ SIY) un_E____E_S “m.._oa n__.-a“w_ﬂu

i posodoid oM JO ORI T i UL e e sq o1 paepinod
us|g [®IU3D -upys-ssa] & 0y Jou nq spedun U131SIM ) Ul §331) 8O JO UOHEP A_“__.
¢ uoisnpout waunsedag wondops ONPAI 0 9AIOS P[NOM 8'C] PUE 10 550] 2q) U1 YRS} PjROM SuIIIA0IdIL

Ayuaa ‘sandijod Sunmejy  us|d [RIIWID ® €1 ‘T'El ‘81°T ‘L1'1 soiod weld proI 41} pus sIsn pus| US|] (81D
2AnILp 304 fwunop wpeadN  uosapul juap Texsuan pasodoxd jo uoneiuswsaidwy | pasodoid Jo nopying *L1# edwr]

mntsrci sjqisuodsy syuawaninbay sasnseopy voneBnIA edury

j0 Sunuiy, KouaByuosiag Suuoiuop

(panupuod) Nv'1d ONIRIOLINOW NOILLVOLLIN
16 A14VL



TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requircments Responsible Zaﬁ.vom_.w
Impact #18. Buildup of proposed . Verify inclusion Zo<=_~ County _...c-.._.mnon_?m
General Plan land uses and RTP road ’ W:-MKM%WW«MQ“.A—-M v—._o. wmiwmogm”“ at Qo_.—o-_ Plan Planning _B_.a...a. verify
,iv..aﬁ..:a__mu may -....m.._. in ..__n 13.2 and RTP poli m< 22 n<o uld .maudn adoption. Department ...a_..w:“_-—.".
climination, interruption or disturbance to reduce impacts but mof to a less- Oo=oq.u an
of special status specics or their habitat than-significant level. adoption and

as a result of development and associated

84-06A.R4 3/29/93

. Implementation of proposed policies

above, Mitigation Measures #1, #14,
#16, and #20 below, would reduce

the impact to a less-than significant

level.

20.

The following policies
should be added to the
Wildlife and Vegetation
Element of the proposed
General Plan.

Project review standards
shall include a
requirement to conduct a
site-specific  biological
inventory to determine the
presence of special status
species or habitat for such
species that may be
affected by a proposed
project. The results of the
biological inventory shall
be used as the basis for
establishing land use siting
and design tools required
to achieve the objective of
no net loss of habitat
function or value for
special status specics

verify annually
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact  Mitigation Measures Requircmeats Responsible z.wss:_.n

Impact #19. Buildup of proposcd i. Eﬁvﬁgﬁmo_u of existing m.bno and

General Plan land uses and RTP road federal regulations and policics, the Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive

improvements may result in the loss of local zoning ordinance, and proposed at General Plan  Planning policics, verify

wetlands due to filling as a result of plan policies 1.17, 1.18, 13.1, and adoption. Department inclusion at
development, interruption of drainage to 13.2 of the proposed General Plan General Plan
wetlands, and/or degradation of wetland and RTP policy 2.2 would serve to adoption and
water quality associated with increased reduce the impact but not to a less- verify annually
urban runoff and scdimentation. This is than-significant level. tbereafier. For
nsidered to be a significant impact. . .

“ s P 2. Implementation of  Mitigation HN .”.”o_.mwm..”... 4
Measure #1 and #21 would serve to Implementation
reduce the impact to a less-than- v_._“_ in Appendix
significant level. J. Monitoring

21. The following policy s“o..__._ ._n.. e
should be added to the gt
Wildlife and Vegetation development and
Element of the proposed —.”E.._ application
General Plan: phase.

. Verify inclusion ~ Nevada County Verify at adoption
Development  projects at General Plan  Planning of General Plan.
which have the potential adoption. Department Review at
to remove natural riparian devclopment and
or wetland habitat of 1 permit application
-acre or more shall not be stage and other

84-06A.R4 3/29/93

permitted unless:
(a) No suitable alternative

sitc or design cxists for
the land use;

38
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact , Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible ZOH&S-:&
!
Cultural Resources
Impact #22. Buildout of proposcd . H_._.E_n:.-ouﬁmnu of Edﬁomnn General Verify inclusion zo<=m- County _uoq.._.mao.?o.
General Plan land uscs and construction Plan policies, 4.39 and 19.1 through al General Plan  Planning policies, verify
of RTP road improvements may result in 197 would serve to reduce the inclusion at

impact but not to a less-than-
significant level.

. Implementation of the policies

identified above, and Mitigation
Measures # 1, #23, #24, #24A, and
#27 would serve to reduce the

impact to a less-than-significant
level:

23. Revise Cultural and Historic

Resource Element policy 19.6 as
follows:

indicates
significant  archaeological or
historical sites or artifacts are, or
are likely, present, an on-site field
review . by—a—registered
archacotogist shall be required. I

. if i _

Where review
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircmeats Responsible Zo..w.oa..m
, J

Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify at General
st Genersl Plan  Planning Plan adoption and
effective preservation, protection, adoption. Department at Specific Plan
and management of cultural and Tentative Map
Tesources. ME._F.ELE__EER stage.

Verify inclusion  Nevada County Adopt ordinance

at General Plan  Planning within 12 months
and Ordinance Department of General Plan
adoption. adoption.

84-06A_R4 3/29/93
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)
Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible ioring
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible Za.ww.ium
Impact #25. Buildup of proposed 1. Implementation of proposed General Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify inclusion in
General Plan land uses in close Plan policies 1.17, 1.23, 3.8 and 3l General Plan ~ Plaaning General Plan at
proximity to the County's river corridors 10.12 would serve to reduce the adoption. Department adoption; verify
could adversely affect the scenic value of impact but pot to a less-than- adoption and
the waterways, especially if vegetation significant level. ordinance
adjoining the waterways were removed amendment within
for new development. This would be 2. Implementation of the proposed 12 months of
considered a significant impact as plan policies identified above, and Genéral Plan
policies do not necessarily provide for Mitigation Measures #1, #21, and . adoption.
projection of visual quality along river #25B would serve to reduce the
comidors. impact to a less-than-significant
level. Verify at Nevada County Verify inclusion in
DI . doption of Planning General Plan at
Mitigation measure #25B: The following 5 ¢ . ion: veri
new policy should be added under i, 2doption; verify
Objective 18.2 of the General Plan:

To provide for scenic stream corridor
protection along designated streams, the
County shall prepare standards and
procedures whereby local groups,
associations, or similar organizations can,
with 100% of landowner concurrence,
apply for designation of a segment of any
stream as a local scenic stream corridor.
The applicants sponsoring  such
designations  shall prepare  their
application consistent with the County
prepared standards and procedures and
process their application similar to other

planning applications.
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

84-06A.R4 3/29/95

. Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
and 267 for their entire . .
length in the County; all Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify 18 months
of Highway 20, Donner at General Plan  Planning from ordinance
Pass Road (Old Highway -._c_.zmo_.. Department adoption.
40), from the Interstate Verify at
80 intersection at Soda ordinance
Springs to Donner State adoption.
Memorial Park. These
corridors  should be
placed within the SC
"Scenic Corridor”
Combining District, with
boundaries based upon Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify inclusion in
adopted studies. at General Plan  Planning General Plan at
adoption. Depariment adoption. Verify
27A. The following changes preparation of
should be made to Policy reposts within one
18.9 of the General Plan: year of General
Plan adoption and
Policy 18.9 To encourage a verify zoning
system of scenic County ordinance 5 years
roads, the County shall Trom report
prepare adept standards and acceplance.
procedures E Verify inclusion  Nevada County Refer to
st General Plan  Planning Implcmentation
adoption. Department Plan, Mecasures 2,

3 and 53.
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

. Monitoring

Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
Impact #29. Buildup of General Plan
_-_“._ ..Hm oo:._a " _.. near .n—_:-t_ Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 18.1 and
" .hm “._u_o- transportation routes - 445 woyld serve to reduce this impact, but not to a less-than
linking the communitics. significant level.
Implementation of the proposed policics above, along with
Mitigation Mcasure #29 below, would scrve to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level.
29. The following policy shall be added to the Aesthetics Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify at Genenal
chapter of the proposed General Plan: at Gencral Plan  Planning Plan adoption and
The County shall promote a compact development pattern adopiog Bepartment atiananslimpenica
to protect open space buffers between communities and
to maintain a geographic distinction between
communities.
Traffic and Circulation
_nﬂ_.-a_u_w_u. “w..”__._.__,. of _:c._w.._“.i. 1. Implementation of proposed General
cncral Yian fand uscs ai N Plan policies 4.27, 4.28, and 4.32 Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
population and employment gre-voi - il h 43 . - !
 crease the demand for bicycle through 4.36 would serve to reduce at Gencral Plan ~ Planning policies, verify
. yee, the impact but not to a less-than- adoption. Department inclusion at

pedestrian and equestrian facilitics. This

is considered 10 be a less-than-significant
impact as the proposed General Plan has 2
policies that would provide for facilitics

1o meet :._ﬂ demand. Mitigation Measuie

significant level.
. Implementation of the proposed

policies identificd above along with
#32 below,

84.06A.R4 3/29/95 50

General Plan
adoptlion and
verify annually
thereafter. For
action policies,
refer to Section 4,
Implementation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

84-06A.R4 3/29r9>

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
at relevant
development and
and revise Policy 4.27 and 4.28 permit application
as follows; by adding stage.
X Verify inclusion  County Verify inclusion of
4.27 New development adjacent at General Plan Administrator policy at General
to or including any adoption. Plan sdoption.
designated bicycle trail Nevads County v i6y adoption of
facility——shall  be Planning
coordinated with Department w...a_n.:...soﬁm_. 12
provision of such trail months of General
facility under Policy 4.33. Plan adoption.
Verify preparation
4.28 New development i
adjacent to or including Ma..ﬂm%.a.ﬂ.“”a
M-._.Nm : designated bicycle Plans and Non-
e WM_EQ %»:S_% Motorized Multi-
provision of such trail ﬂ...w.. H._.__..”.__m
facility under Policy 4.33. months of General
Plan adoption.
52 ,
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mecasures Requirements Responsible Zo_..m-ea_.u
. . : ¥
Impact #52. Assuming that cach new L W“.HFHMWMOJ Mm e"d% oﬂ mOo_—G_nmu
-mum._o..oo would require -_.o.:. a..—uc 1.25, and 1.26 Lor—n mn.ncﬂ ﬂo.qnn._._nn. Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
Ll _wo..a.?is of o_oon.—o...x pet this .w.:bwnn to a less-than-significant at General Plan  Planning policies, verify
year (California Encrgy Commission, level adoption. Department inclusion at
1988), new residences would require ' General Plan
sbout 314 million kb peryeae (0 2. The following Mitigation Measures adoption snd
e - e — (#42 and #43) would further reduce verify annually
million -—.n:..u.o.. natural gas for space the impact of future development on thereafier. For
and water beating per year would be enerey demand action policies,
required, assuming an average of 470 3 ’ refer to
therms per unit per year. This impact . . Implcmentation
impact. Implementation of proposed ’ and
General Plan policies would serve to m_...o_u—a evaluate -
polentially mitigatc the impact. criiquc a  projects
A e oot promose Verify at Nevada County  Verify within 12
(e.g. passive momw.w design) ordinance Planning months of General
and the incorporation of adoption. Department Plan adoption.
adequate tree cover on
the west side of dwellings
M-%:M.—uo:m M“oonm MMO———MM Verify at Nevada County Verify within 12
demand during summer ordinance Planning months of General
months. adoption. Department Plan adoption.
43.  Revise Policy 8.21 of the Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify within 12
General Plan as follows: in procedures Planning months of General
and manual. Department Plan adoption.
existing——and—future
building—codes—to—cnsurc
the—maintcnanec—of —thosc
standards—that-reasonably
de—b _ b

84-06A.R4 3/29/95
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoriag Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible Monitoring
_ ]
Hydrology and Water Quality
Limpact #10. Buildup of the General
Plan may cxpose _._HE« -._ou_._._"_-”_-_& d Implementation of proposcd General Plan policies 10.8, 109,  Verify inclusion Nevada County For directive
structures ._s Sood T ._“.o M 1013, and 10.17 would reduce this impact 10 a less-than- al Gencral Plan  Planning policies, verify
n-__..:w m mon_:_._- FIEAEl s significant level. adoplion. Department inclusion at
‘This is considered to be a less-than- General Plan
significant impact as cxisting adoption and
rcgulations, local plans, and proposed verify annually
plan policies would minimize the thereaficr. For
bazards. action policies,
refer to Section 4,
Implcmentation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
development and
permit application
stage.
Biotic Resources
Impact #21. Buildup of proposed
Muo_.”“_aw..-—_.“-“_- ._wa....”._-_.-:“_-_ﬂhn.—v_““._o Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 15.1,15.3, Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
a_“.m_.-nnzeu of :_._wvn dands. This is ’ 15.5, and 15.6 would scrve to reduce the impact o a less-than-  at General Plan  Planning policies, verify
considercd to be a lcss-than-significant significant level. adoplion. Department .n.““mn.-.“s—.ﬂ..
impact as proposcd General Plan policies adoption and
. would serve lo minimize the loss. <o:._”.-< annually
thereafier. For
action policies,

84-06A.R4 3/29/95
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requirements Responsible Monitoring
within Community Regions, Rural Places, and Rural 24 months of
Centers o provide for the maintenance of community General Plan
identity, scenic resources and historic siles and arcas. The adoption.
Specific Design Guidelines may include, but not be limited
1o, standards which:...
Impact #28. Buildup of proposed .
M:o:”ﬂm”ﬂhh.“.:ﬂﬁo“ﬂ”qﬂ ght and Implementation of proposcd General Plan policies 18.10 and Verify inclusion ~ Nevada County Verify inclusion of
w_-_“« {hat would be iwmc_a (ol aiufos 18.11 would serve to reduce this impact to a less-than- at General Plan  Planning policies at General
roads and from residences. Light and sigaificant level. sdoption: Department Plan adoption
glare could be created throughout the ’
arcas proposed for development by
lighting of roads, parking lots, playing
ficlds, industrial/business park arcas,
interior building lighting, and the use of
exterior building materials that could be
reflective.
Traffic and Circulation
Impact #30. Buildup of proposed B - 7
General Plan land nd iated
g _.v...o_.”no_.-h.c -i. _..ﬂ.o_-_ “n u.._-”m”.”-_.n 5 Verify inclusion  Nevada County Referto
increase of approximately 887,400 daily 1. Implementation of proposed RTP - atGenenlPlan  Planning Implementation
trips in the County which would —,owm_ Improvements and General Plan adoption. Department and Measures 15, 16,
contribute to roadways currently policies 4.1, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8, 4.11, Nevads County 17, and 18.
operating al unacceptabic levels of 4.17, 4.26 through 4.36 would serve _ Transportation
scrvice and/or would cause operation of to reduce the impact but not to a Department

some County roadways to drop to
unacceptable levels. This is considered
to be a less-than-significant impact, as
RTP improvements and proposed

84-06A.R4 3/29/95

less-than-significant level. _

2. The following mitigation measures, )
along with the above policies, will
reduce the level of impact to less-
than-significant:

58
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TABLE9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Measures Requirements Responsible Ko_-?m:m

The following shall be added to
policy 1.5.u. (SDA policy):

The Specific Plan prepared for
each SDA shall include a
Transportation System
Management and Demand
Management program
designed to minimize the SDA's
impacts on the local road and
State highway systems. Said
program will ensure that
implementation of the Specific
Plan will provide for
consistency with adopted
County LOS as found in
policies 3.10, 4.1, and 4.3.

Mitigation measure #30A: The
New Town Reserve SDA in the
southwestern portion of the
County, as implemented by
policy 1.16, shall be revised on
the land use map to reflect a
maximum dwelling unit total of
180, as "SDA - 180 DU". This
reduction in the intensity of
land use will assist in the
reduction of the traffic volumes
at the SR 20/SR 49 interchange
and surface streets in the
vicinity, allowing the minimum
acceptable LOS to be achieved.
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TABLE 9.1

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Impact

Mitigation Mcasures

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Requirements Responsible Monitoring

General Plan policics would ensure that
County rosdways conlinue to operate at
acceptable levels of service.

If this review concludes that
additional areas for
development are needed to
address the above issues and
further General Plan goals,
objectives, and policies, the
County shall encourage the
development of Special
Development Areas, consistent
with the standards of policy
1.5.u., to accommodate future
growth, rather than increases
in density and intensity of land
uses within Rural Regions.
This will ensure consistency
with the intent of the Pian,
particularly policy 1.1, to limit
growth in Rural Regions and
encourage compact, balanced
growth within Community
Regions.

Mitigation measure #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 Alexander Drive.
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible Monitoring

at relevant
development and
permit application
stage.
Impact #34. Buildup of proposed
General Plan land uscs and associated
population and employment growth will
increase the demand for transit services
and facilities. This is considered to be a
less-than-significant impact as the
proposed General Plan bas policies that
would provide for adequate facilitics to
meet this demand.

Implementation of proposcd General Plan policics 4.17, 4.29, Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive

4.31, and 14.7 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than-  at General Plan ~ Planning policies, verify

ciemificant level. adoption. Department inclusion at
Genenal Plan
adoption and
verify annually
thercafter. For
action policies;
refer to Section 4,
Implcmentation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
development and
permit application
slage.
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TABLE9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircmeats Responsible Monitoring

action policies,
refer to Section 4,
Implementation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
development and
permit application
stage.
Impact #37. Buildup of proposed
General Plan land uscs 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
iinpact as proposed plan policies would
ensure that PM-10 emissions from future
County growth arc minimized.

Implementation of the proposcd General Plan policies 14.2, Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive

14.4, snd 14.6 would scrve to reduce the impact to a less-than-  at General Plan  Planning policies, verify

significant level. . adoption. Department inclusion at
General Plan
adoption and

The following mitigation measures (¥33, #34, and #35) would verify annually

serve to further reduce the impact of development on air thereafter. For

quality. action policies,
refer to Section 4,
Implementation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant

. development and

{ . pcrmit application

slage.
#33 The County shall, as part of its development review Review of Nevada County At time of
process, ensure that proposed discrelionary developments  development Planning development plan
address the requirements of NSAQMD Rule 226. plan Depariment submittal.
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TABLE 9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact . Mitigation Measures Requirements Responsible Monitoring

Impact #44. Buildout under proposed

General Plan land uses would result in Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 3.25 and Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive

increased gencration of solid waste. This 5 4 y,)4 serve 1o reduce the impact to a less-than-significant  at General Plan  Planning policies, verify

5 cansidercdlto/bery _oum-.__-.suu_mb_ e level. adoption. Department inclusion at
impacl as proposed Plan policies would General Plan

provide for this increased waste. adoption and

verify annually
thereafter. For
action policies,
refer to Section 4,
Implementation
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at selevant
development and
permit application
slage.

"o

Impact #45. Buildout of proposcd
General Plan land uses could result in
conflicts with provisions of the Nevada
County Hazardous Waste Management
Plan related to potential public safety
concemns. This is considered to be a less-
than-significant impact as proposed plan
policies would minimize such concerns.

_._

Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 10.8, 10.9 Verify inclusion  Nevada County Verify at adoption
and 10.10 would serve to reduce the impact to a less-than- at General Plan  Planning of General Plan.
significant level. adoption. Department

84-06A.R4 3/29/95
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TABLE9.1
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN (continued)

Monitoring Person/Agency Timing of
Impact Mitigation Mcasures Requircments Responsible Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
devclopment and
pemmit application
stage.
Impact #50. Buildout of proposed
On..a_- -._. o _“._."...mow _. ._E_ -«ﬂ.m.-.ﬁ“_ Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 3.10, 3.12 Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
_s_,.__.n. _on..em.a tns_._ ._..,..‘u__ ___. figpg 'hroUER3.15,51, 5.2,53,5.5, and 5.7 through 5.15 would at General Plan  Planning policics, verify
i~ Ay iliona; park’a serve 1o reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. adoption. Department inclusion at
and associated recreation facilitics and General Plan
services to meet the nceds of the new adontion and
growth. This is considered to be a less- <o.-._.—m. nnuall
than-significant impact as -vo.a«-:ﬂ —..ow
implementation of proposed General action _.mnmo
Plan policies would provide for = s_.Mo &c.. 4
development of this parkland acreage. .-H.—ho:ﬁ:.-:e” J
Plan in Appendix
J. Monitoring
would also occur
at relevant
development and
permit application
stage.
Impact #51. Buildout of proposed
On._a_n” w“ﬁ.ﬂ“rﬁ.“_-nﬂanﬁﬂﬁ.___ Implementation of proposed General Plan policies 3.6through  Verify inclusion  Nevada County For directive
ﬂ.oﬂ-mn the demand for library un!mo.wu 3.8, 3.10, and 3.14 would scrve to reduce the impact to a less- 'at General Plan  Planning policies, verify
“This is considered 1o be a less-than- thas-significast level. S S Gemrl e
significant impact as implemcntation of o .“”_“.. -““

proposed General Plan policics would
cnsure that adequate library facilities are

84-06A.R4 3/29/95
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verify annually
thereafter. For
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