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Letter 3 – Karen Abbott, Nevada County Rural Rights Coalition 

Response 3-1: The comment states the Alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate, 

but provides no specifics with regard to the inadequacies. Please see 

subsequent comments and responses for more specific comments on the 

Alternatives analysis. 

Response 3-2: The comment states that by considering the maximum development allowed 

under the existing General Plan designation for Alternative 2, the Draft EIR 

overstates the impact of the alternative relative to the proposed project. The 

comment also includes additional information regarding reducing the 

number of units under this alternative, which would, in turn, reduce the 

relative impact of the alternative. It should be noted, however, that 

Alternative 2 was intended to demonstrate the level of impact of developing 

the site consistent with the existing land use designation. In practice, the 

majority of development projects that are proposed attempt to maximize the 

number of units developed on a given piece of property. Consequently, the 

Draft EIR includes a discussion of the maximum number of units allowed on 

the project site to provide the public and decision-makers of the potential 

physical effects of a probable scenario if the site were to be developed 

consistent with the existing designations and zoning.  

 The comment also concludes that construction impacts of this alternative 

would be less than those of the proposed project. However, as stated in the 

Draft EIR (page 5.0-18), the development under this alternative would not be 

clustered on one portion of the site. While some clustering may be reasonably 

expected, this alternative would still require the grading for and construction 

of more than 70 individual pads for residences, as well as driveways and 

internal roads to connect the units. This construction activity would result in 

more ground disturbance than the proposed project; thus, the conclusion in 

the Draft EIR that this alternative would result in greater construction impacts.   

Response 3-3: The comment provides a comparison of the nonresidential buildings 

proposed in the project to some existing buildings in the county and notes 

that the design of some of the structures in the project was changed to allow 

fire trucks to all sides of the buildings. This, the comment continues, has 

increased the impacts of the project and states that the Draft EIR does not 

address those impacts. In fact, the Draft EIR considered the structures as 

proposed and disclosed the impacts of the construction of those buildings. 

The comment also notes that the location of the proposed project is 

inappropriate. The Draft EIR also took the project’s location into consideration 

for the analysis.  

 The comment also includes suggestions for additional alternatives or changes 

to the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. The purpose of the alternatives 

analysis as defined by CEQA (Guidelines Section 15126.6) is to provide 

alternatives to the project that would “avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project” while attaining most of the basic objectives 

of the project. The commenter suggests alternatives to the commercial 

component of the project, which did not specifically results in significant 

physical environmental effects. Therefore, alternatives to the commercial 
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component were not required. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6a also states, 

“An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather 

it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 

will foster informed decision making and public participation.” The County 

believes the Draft EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives. In addition 

to the No Project Alternative (Alternative 1), the Draft EIR includes a Rural 

Estate Alternative (Alternative 2), Reduced and Clustered Site Development 

Alternative (Alternative 3), and an Off-site Alternative (Alternative 4). The Rural 

Estate Alternative discloses impacts if the site were developed as allowed by 

current General Plan designations and zoning. The Reduced and Clustered 

Site Development Alternative discloses impacts of a reduction of the physical 

footprint of the project and impacts related to the population generated on 

the project site. The Off-Site Alternative discloses impacts of the project if it 

were developed in a different location in Nevada County. Because these 

alternatives take into consideration the site-specific physical effects of 

developing on the project site, as well as those effects related to the 

population generated by the project, these alternatives provide an analysis 

of a range of conditions to provide the decision-makers with adequate 

information regarding project effects. Therefore, although additional 

alternatives could have been analyzed in the Draft EIR, the alternatives 

analysis in the EIR would not be considered inadequate. Nonetheless, the 

comments regarding additional alternatives submitted by the commenter are 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  

Response 3-4: The commenter states a preference for mobile homes over the proposed 

project and includes General Plan policies allowing mobile homes. 

Comments regarding conversations with the project applicant have no 

bearing on the analysis in the Draft EIR.   

Response 3-5: The commenter states a preference for the alternative suggested by the 

commenter. See Response 3-3. Regarding impervious surfaces created by 

project parking, this impact is addressed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, of the Draft EIR. Regarding the dam for the on-site pond, this is an 

existing condition on the site and is not part of the proposed project. In 

addition, the comment provides no evidence that the condition of the dam is 

such that it would be subject to failure. The dam has been in place for over 20 

years and has not failed during major storm events that have occurred during 

its existence. Inspections by geotechnical engineers have not identified any 

issues with the dam (Creighton 2012). 

Response 3-6: The comment provides additional information on a suggested alternative to 

replace underground parking with aboveground parking covered with 

photovoltaic panels. While this would provide for an energy source within the 

project site, thus reducing the project’s reliance on fossil fuels, it would result in 

additional ground disturbance on the project site, which would result in 

impacts beyond that disclosed for the proposed project. See also Response 

3-3. However, the comment is forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

Response 3-7: The comment expresses concern for the residents of the project if air 

conditioners are not included in the project. Based on comments submitted 

on the Draft EIR (see Letter 33), the applicant may be considering 
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constructing some units without air conditioning. While this would reduce 

impacts associated with energy use for those units, the air quality analysis 

(Draft EIR Section 3.3, Air Quality) and climate change and greenhouse gas 

analysis (Draft EIR Section 3.5, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases) both 

assume that the project would include air conditioning. Therefore, if some or 

all of the air conditioning units in the project were eliminated, the effects on 

air quality and greenhouse gas emissions would be lower than disclosed in the 

Draft EIR.  

Response 3-8: The comment expresses doubt that the residents of the project would ride 

scooters or shuttle buses. It should be noted that while future residents of the 

facility may own private vehicles that would be parked on site, it is intended 

that the alternate forms of transportation would be used by residents to 

reduce the use of these private vehicles. For instance, scooters or electric 

vehicles could be used for transport on site, and shuttles would be available 

for residents to travel off site, when needed. However, the use of private 

vehicles would not be prohibited. The comment also questions why 540 

parking spaces are required for the project. As discussed on Draft EIR pages 

3.14-23 through -25, the parking included in the project is based on 

requirements proposed by the County for CCRC use, which takes into 

consideration each of the individual uses within a CCRC facility. To the extent 

that alternative transportation components of the proposed project, such as 

shuttle buses and onsite electric vehicles, are successful, the amount of 

parking needed would be less than provided.  

Response 3-9: The comment provides information as to why the commenter’s suggested 

alternative is consistent with the project objectives. The comment is noted 

and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. See also 

Response 3-3. 

Response 3-10: The comment questions the credentials of the preparer of the Agricultural 

Management Plan for the project, but provides no information related to any 

specific inadequacies of the document, and questions the conclusion in the 

Draft EIR for cumulative impacts related to agriculture. Because no specific 

inadequacies are included in the comment, no response is possible.  

Response 3-11: The comment expresses the opinion that the project should be required to 

“match the Policies and Guidelines” of the General Plan rather than allowing 

the project to amend the General Plan. The comment continues that this 

approach violates CEQA. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.  

Response 3-12: The comment includes details for the development of commercial uses for an 

alternative to the project suggested by the commenter. See Response 3-3. 

Response 3-13: The comment states a 136% increase in population over that allowed by the 

current land use designation should be considered significant and suggests 

an alternate plan for the project site that would generate fewer residents. 

Regarding the statement that the increase in population on the site would be 

significant, the Draft EIR considered the population increase relative to the 

population in the county in determining the impact of the population of the 

project (see Draft EIR pages 3.12-4 and -5). It should be noted, however, that 

the discussion in Section 3.12, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR does 
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not consider the physical impacts of the population, but only the project 

population compared to county population numbers. The physical impacts of 

the population generated by the project are addressed in the technical 

sections in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR. Those sections accurately disclose 

potential physical environmental impacts resulting from population at the 

project site. 

Response 3-14: The comment expresses concerns regarding the potential for the project site 

to have higher occupancy than analyzed in the EIR, noting specifically that 

the proposed units are as large as, or larger, than non-senior homes and are 

priced such that increased occupancy is likely. The comment states that 

analysis of the population of the site should be based on the highest possible 

occupancy rather than on formulas counting people in fractions. The 

comment also expresses concern regarding the “population density limitation 

enforcement protocol,” noting that the EIR must provide information 

regarding a census mechanism that will be utilized to ensure the population 

on the site never exceeds 415 persons.  

The assumptions and methodology used to determine the project density 

analyzed in the EIR are discussed on pages 3.0-1 through 3.0-3 of the EIR. As 

stated on page 3.0-1, “Housing units proposed as part of the project were 

calculated based on a maximum population of 415 persons on the project 

site” and “For the purposes of estimating the number of housing types for the 

total project population of 415, housing types were calculated based on the 

single-occupancy and double-occupancy ratios” described on page 3.0-2. It 

is important to note that these statements illustrate that the number and type 

of units proposed on the site were developed based on a maximum 

population of 415 persons, rather than the population being estimated based 

on the number of units proposed. In other words, the maximum population of 

415 persons was used to determine how many units to propose on the site 

and the ratios (75% independent living, 25% special care, etc) were used to 

determine how many of those units would need to be independent living 

units versus assisted living/memory impaired or nursing units. Therefore, while it 

is common for development projects to base population generation numbers 

on the number of units proposed multiplied by an average density, this 

project based the number and type of units proposed on a pre-determined 

maximum population of 415 persons. The fractional numbers listed at the top 

of page 3.0-3 are averages listed for informational purposes and are intended 

to show the distribution of population among housing types. These numbers 

were not used to determine the projected population of the project site.  

While the proposed units may be larger and have more amenities than other 

senior or non-senior homes, based on a review of the applicant’s website, the 

proposed project is intended as an amenity-rich development for seniors 

(e.g., small private theater for watching movies or live performances, a guest 

bathroom with a Jacuzzi-style rounded tub, and a first-class wine cellar). The 

size and price of the units is therefore appropriate for this demographic, as is 

the availability of other amenities.  

Furthermore, as noted on page 2.0-47 of the Project Description (Section 2.0 

of the Draft EIR), project entitlements would include a Use Permit to allow for 

the establishing the CCRC use on the site and a Development Agreement 
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between the applicant and the County. With respect to the Use Permit, the 

County anticipates including a condition requiring that the applicant ensure 

that the project will maintain actual occupancy within the 415 person cap.  In 

addition, such a requirement could also be included in the Development 

Agreement to further ensure that the maximum population is specified and 

not exceeded.  

Response 3-15: The comment notes that the Draft EIR (page 5.0-27) states that Alternative 2, 

Rural Estate Development, would not generate employment opportunities, 

but the commenter’s suggested alternative would generate employment. 

The comment is noted. See Response 3-3 regarding the adequacy of the 

alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR and the commenter’s suggested 

alternatives. 

Response 3-16: The comment expresses concern about safety, especially in case of an 

evacuation, given the age of the residents of the facility and the fact that 

some of the residents would be immobile or terminally ill. See Master 

Response 2. The commenter’s suggestion for a revised alternative is noted 

and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response 3-17: The comment expresses concern about the transport and storage of 

hazardous materials associated with the project. See Draft EIR Section 3.8, 

Hazardous Materials/Human Health, for a discussion of the extensive 

regulatory framework designed to control the transport, storage, use, and 

disposal of hazardous material.  

Response 3-18: The comment suggests that the project use alternate routes for the 

emergency access road and for water and sewer line locations and claims 

that the Draft EIR did not address construction of these facilities. The comment 

is not correct. The Draft EIR assumed all on- and off-site facilities in the analysis 

of construction effects.  

 The Draft EIR addresses the potential for construction noise and vibration in 

Impacts 3.11.1 (pages 3.11-20 to -22) and 3.11.4 (pages 3.11-31 to -32). The 

impact analysis assumes the use of construction equipment, including but not 

limited to jackhammers, compressors, compacters, concrete saws, rock drills, 

and hydraulic breakers, and discloses noise and vibration levels associated 

with the use of this equipment. With mitigation included in the Draft EIR, while 

construction noise would still be audible, it would not exceed County 

standards. Construction vibration was found to be less than significant without 

mitigation. Since the Draft EIR was circulated, the project applicant has 

indicated that blasting may be necessary in some areas. Typical construction 

blasting activities can reach intermittent levels of approximately 94 dBA Lmax 

at 50 feet, which is similar to that of other construction equipment and 

activities as analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, noise generated by 

construction-related blasting would not exceed construction noise levels 

disclosed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR found short-term construction-

generated noise to have a potentially significant impact. Implementation of 

mitigation measure MM 3.11.1(a), Draft EIR page 3.11-22, would prohibit 

construction activities, which would include blasting activities, during the 

more noise-sensitive nighttime hours. With implementation of mitigation 

measure MM 3.11.1(a), noise generated by construction-related activities 
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would be considered less than significant. Similarly, vibration impacts related 

to blasting would not exceed that of construction equipment assumed in the 

Draft EIR. Consequently, even if blasting is used in construction of the 

proposed project, the noise and vibration impacts would not exceed levels 

previously disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Off-site pipeline construction must ensure 

that no unstable or erodible slope conditions are created and that storm 

water quality is addressed (Nevada County Land Use and Development 

Code Section L-V19.3B). 

Response 3-19: The comment refers to emergency access via Rodeo Flat Road. See Master 

Response 1.  

Response 3-20: The comment questions why Alternative 2, Rural Estate Development, 

includes no gate at Rodeo Flat Road. The lack of a gate in Alternative 2 was 

intended to continue the rural roadway system in the area. It should be noted 

that the Draft EIR found that the impact associated with the gate would be 

less than that of the proposed project. If Alternative 2 were further 

considered, an option of a gate at Rodeo Flat Road would be added. 

 Response 3-21: The comment notes the proposed project’s contribution to traffic on Rincon 

Way, questions the standards to which the road would be improved, and 

requests the County take responsibility for maintenance. As discussed on 

page 2.0-51 of the Draft EIR, Rincon Way would be improved to meet the 

County’s road standards within a 30-foot-wide public roadway and utility 

easement. The 30-foot-wide easement would include two 10-foot vehicle 

travel lanes. As discussed in the Project Description (Draft EIR Section 2.0), the 

project would also include a Road Maintenance Agreement between the 

applicant and the County that provides a legal description of all properties 

that have the right to use Rincon Way and Rodeo Flat Road, the way that 

responsibility for repairs is to be shared by the parties, how the costs for repairs 

will be incurred by the parties, and the consequences for non-participation in 

the maintenance.  

Response 3-22: The comment refers to emergency access via Rodeo Flat Road. See Master 

Response 1. 

Response 3-23: The comment takes issue with the assumption in the Draft EIR alternatives 

discussion (Draft EIR page 5.0-29) that Alternative 2 would require similar 

mitigation (striping on Rincon Way) as the proposed project. Although 

Alternative 2 would not generate as much traffic as the proposed project, the 

County would require some improvements to Rincon Way if it were to be the 

primary access for residents of the project site. In that respect, the need for 

improvements for access would be similar to the proposed project.  

Response 3-24: The comment requests additional information on the types of events that 

would occur at the project facilities, such as the clubhouse, event lawn, 

homestead gazebo, bandstand, and hilltop recreation site. As discussed on 

page 2.0-34 of the Draft EIR, the project amenities would be used by residents 

and prospective residents as a place to gather, socialize, relax, and party. The 

project applicant has further identified that the project would not be 

available for outside members of the public to rent or utilize for special events 

such as weddings, music concerts, and the like. The on-site amenities 
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proposed are for residents only and potentially their immediate family 

activities if approved by management (Creighton 2012). It should also be 

noted that on-site facilities and amenities (clubhouse, stores, and other 

services) would also only be available to residents and registered guests. 

Consequently, the commenter’s concerns about the use of Rincon Way by 

the general public are unfounded. It should also be noted that there are 

currently no controls on Rincon Way to prevent access by the general public, 

in spite of its designation as a private road.  

Response 3-25: The comment takes issue with the finding that Alternative 2 would have 

impacts related to fire hazards that are similar to those of the proposed 

project. However, the comment then compares impacts not of Alternative 2 

included in the Draft EIR, but to alternatives suggested by the commenter. As 

discussed in Response 3-2, the analysis of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR was 

intended to demonstrate the level of impact of developing the site consistent 

with the existing land use designation. Thus, Alternative 2 is shown as a 

development of approximately 3-acre lots, consistent with the designations 

on the site for rural estates. While the clustered development suggested by 

the commenter is not consistent with the existing land use designations, it 

would be similar to the reduced project alternative (Alternative 3) analyzed in 

the Draft EIR. See also Response 3-3 regarding the alternatives suggested by 

the commenter. 

Response 3-26: The comment refers to General Plan Policy 3.1, stating that public services 

should be used in the Community Sphere of Influence and that use of public 

services in rural areas is not easily mitigated. However, the comment offers no 

impacts that should be mitigated. In addition, General Plan Policy 3.1 does 

not prohibit the connection to public services in rural areas. The comment 

questions calculations stated by the project applicant regarding water 

demand and wastewater generation. However, as discussed in Section 3.13, 

Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, the demand rates used in the 

Draft EIR are based upon those developed by the Nevada Irrigation District. 

The applicant’s estimates were not used to estimate demand in the Draft EIR.  

 The comment also includes a statement that some neighboring wells are dry or 

are insufficient, yet the comment still suggests the proposed project rely on wells 

and septic systems. The project proposes connection to the water and 

wastewater system to ensure a reliable system for water and wastewater. Lastly, 

the comment recommends alternate routes for connection to water and 

wastewater. See responses to Comment Letter D regarding potential water 

pipeline routes.    

Response 3-27: The comment challenges the conclusion in the Draft EIR regarding water 

demand of the proposed project versus a 72-unit alternative; however, the 

comment based this challenge upon alternatives suggested by the 

commenter, not on the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the 

challenge offered by the comment is not applicable to the alternative 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comment states that the project is inconsistent 

with General Plan Policy 3.1. As stated in Response 3-26, Policy 3.1 does not 

prohibit the connection to public services in rural areas. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not be inconsistent with this policy. See also Master 

Response 3. 
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Response 3-28: The comment recommends alternate routes for provision of water and 

wastewater facilities. The comment is noted. The comment quotes and 

reiterates the findings of the Draft EIR that Alternative 2 would result in less 

demand for treatment capacity at the Lake of the Pines wastewater 

treatment plant. The comment states that the project is inconsistent with 

General Plan Policy 3.1. As stated in Response 3-26, Policy 3.1 does not 

prohibit the connection to public services in rural areas. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not be inconsistent with this policy. See also Master 

Response 3. 

Response 3-29: The comment notes that aesthetics is important to local residents and notes 

that aesthetics is not discussed as an important impact in the Alternatives 

discussion. The comment is incorrect. The alternatives analysis does not state 

or imply that potential aesthetic impacts are less important than other 

potential impacts addressed in the Draft EIR, nor does it state that other 

impacts are more important. Aesthetics are addressed in Section 3.1 of the 

Draft EIR.  

Response 3-30: The comment states a preference for a smaller-scale version of the Reduced 

and Clustered Site Development Alternative than was presented in the Draft 

EIR and presents details for such an alternative. See Response 3-3 regarding 

the commenter’s suggestions about alternatives not addressed in the Draft 

EIR. The comment also concludes that the suggested alternatives would result 

in fewer impacts than the proposed project and Alternative 3 addressed in 

the Draft EIR and contends that these alternatives would achieve the 

proposed project’s objectives, but the alternatives do not appear to include 

on-site shopping opportunities as stated in the project objectives. It should 

also be noted that the Draft EIR provides a comparison of impacts that would 

result from a reduced-intensity development in Alternative 3. Further 

reductions in density would logically result in fewer impacts. However, the 

additional options for reducing the intensity of development on the project 

site do not render the analysis in the EIR inadequate, as the Draft EIR clearly 

demonstrates that the reduction in intensity would result in fewer or less severe 

impacts when compared to the proposed project. The commenter’s 

suggestions regarding additional alternatives are forwarded to the decision-

makers for their consideration. 

Response 3-31: The comment states that Alternative 4 would be superior to the proposed 

project, with enhancements suggested in the letter on other alternatives. 

Although not specifically stated in the comment, it is assumed that one such 

enhancement is a reduction in the intensity of the project. See Response 3-30. 

The comment also expresses general dissatisfaction with high-intensity 

development, including the proposed project, in the county. The comment 

suggests that the proposed project be developed closer to existing urban 

development, such as Nevada City, so that utilities infrastructure and 

emergency services are more readily available. The comment is noted and 

forwarded to the decision-makers.  

Response 3-32: The comment requests an analysis of the economic characteristics of the 

project in the Draft EIR. CEQA specifically states that economic effects need 

not be addressed, except to the extent economic issues result in physical 

environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131[a]). The comment 
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provides no information as to how the economic conditions described in the 

comment would alter the physical effects described in the Draft EIR. No 

change to the Draft EIR is required. 

Response 3-33: The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would become a 

high-density development as adult children are forced to move in with their 

parents. As shown on page 2.0-23 of the Draft EIR (see Section 2.0, Project 

Description), the proposed CCRC Combining District would restrict the age of 

residents to 55 years and older (per Section L.II 2.7.11 D.1: “The CCRC 

development is age restricted to adults 55 years of age and older”). The 

comment also envisions a future for the project in which the 55-year-old age 

restriction is removed and the population of the project site increases. Such a 

change would be speculative as it is not proposed under the current project 

and not allowed under the designations and zoning proposed. Furthermore, 

refer to Response 3-14 for a discussion of the project’s maximum population 

and the enforcement thereof.  

Response 3-34: The comment describes a scenario in which the project proponents go 

bankrupt and the County is required to take over to complete the project. 

The County would not take over the project or unilaterally change the project 

to a non-senior use. There is no basis for the scenario described in the 

comment about the project site being used to “house well over two thousand 

recovering addicts, alcoholics, or mentally ill patients.” Such a use would not 

be permitted under the zoning being sought for the proposed project. The 

comment also recommends a condition that the project restrict residency to 

persons 60 years and older. The comment provides no information that would 

indicate that this would reduce impacts from the 55-year-old age restriction 

currently proposed; no change to the EIR is required.  

Response 3-35: The comment includes a number of components of alternatives that the 

commenter would like to have analyzed in the Draft EIR. As discussed in 

Response 3-3, the intent of the alternatives analysis is to provide alternatives to 

the project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

effects of the project. The County believes the Draft EIR includes a reasonable 

range of alternatives, which includes alternatives that reduce the significant 

impacts identified in the Draft EIR. While a number of additional alternatives 

could be included in the EIR, the Draft EIR includes an adequate range of 

alternatives to provide the public with information to comment on impacts 

and for decision-makers to make an informed decision on the project. No 

additional alternatives analysis is required. 

Response 3-36: The comment refers to other Draft EIR correspondence. This is not a comment 

on the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no response is required.  

Response 3-37: The comment refers to alternative access to the project site via Angelina 

Way. However, as discussed in the Draft EIR, access to the site via Rincon 

Way, while it would increase the number of trips compared to existing 

conditions, does not meet the criteria to qualify these changes as a significant 

impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states, “An EIR shall describe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which…would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Nevada County Rincon del Rio 

October 2012 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-99 

effects of the project.” As access to the project site was not determined to be 

a significant impact, the Draft EIR does not explore alternatives to access. 

Response 3-38: The comment questions the motives of the project applicant and asks why 

the applicant has not been required to design the project consistent with the 

current General Plan designations. This is not a comment on the adequacy of 

the EIR, but a comment on the merits of the project. No response is required. 

See also Master Response 3.  

 The comment letter concludes with tables showing the commenter’s 

interpretation of the comparative impacts of the alternatives suggested by 

the commenter. See Response 3-3. 


