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Letter 48 – Waldemar & Billie Prestel 

Response 48-1: The comment repeats Comment 47-1. See Response 47-1. 

Response 48-2: The comment repeats Comment 47-2. See Response 47-2. 

Response 48-3: The comment states Rincon Way is a private road. The commenter is correct, 

and this fact is acknowledged in the Draft EIR. As stated on page 3.14-21 

(Section 3.14, Traffic and Circulation), “…Hidden Ranch Road and Rincon 

Way are private roads.”  

Response 48-4: The comment repeats Comment 47-3. See Response 47-3. 

Response 48-5: The comment states Rincon Road does not meet County standards for width 

or emergency vehicles. The proposed project is requesting approval of a road 

standard exception to allow for a 30-foot easement on Rincon Way. The 30-

foot easement would be adequate for emergency vehicle access.  

Response 48-6: The comment states an evacuation plan needs to be prepared. The project 

would be required to prepare an emergency evacuation plan for the project 

site (mitigation measure MM 3.8.7 in Draft EIR Section 3.8, Hazardous 

Materials/Human Health, page 3.8-22). See also Master Response 2. 

Response 48-7: The comment states property owners on Rincon Way would be required to 

comply with the County’s roadside vegetation management plan. As stated 

in Draft EIR Section 3.14, Traffic and Circulation, page 3.14-21, management 

of roadside vegetation within the right-of-way is the responsibility of the 

vicinity property owners.   

Response 48-8: The comment states the Draft EIR does not address who is responsible for 

removal of fencing or landscaping along Rincon Way. The project applicant 

would fund construction of improvements on Rincon Way, including removal 

of vegetation and fencing, if required. If private improvements (e.g., fences or 

landscaping) located within the right-of-way must be removed, the County 

provides no mechanism for reimbursement for those improvements. 

Response 48-9: The comment states the Draft EIR does not address grade separation on 

Rincon Way and local driveways. The design-level details are not yet 

available, but the County would review the plans to ensure that any grade 

differences would not result in safety issues for residents. 

Response 48-10: The comment states the unlocked gate on Rodeo Flat Road would result in 

through traffic on Rodeo Flat Road. See Master Response 1. 

Response 48-11: The comment includes several questions regarding traffic at Rincon Way. The 

comment states the Draft EIR does not explain how restriping of a left turn lane 

would alleviate traffic at Rincon Way/SR 49. Restriping would separate traffic 

queuing for left turns from those turning right, thus shortening overall queue 

times. The comment questions how a school bus stop will function with the 

project. In California, when a stopped school bus is displaying a flashing, 

alternating red lamp, the driver of a vehicle meeting or overtaking the stopped 

bus from either direction (front or back) must stop and wait until the bus moves 
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again or the red light is off. The school bus driver waits until the children are at a 

safe distance before turning the lights off. See Response 21-9 regarding the age 

of drivers in the project. The commenter’s recommendation for speed bumps 

on Rincon Way is noted. The comment includes an assumption that the 

population of the project, and thus the parking demand and traffic, would 

grow beyond that proposed. The project applicant proposes a population of 

415 residents. The Draft EIR evaluated that population for the project in regards 

to physical effects on the environment. See Response 3-14 regarding the 

Development Agreement. 

Response 48-12: The comment suggests that Caltrans may have to prohibit left turns from 

Rincon Way to maintain traffic on SR 49. The SR 49/Rincon Way intersection is 

discussed in Impact 3.14.2 on page 3.14-17 of the Draft EIR (see Section 3.14, 

Traffic and Circulation). As noted in the discussion, the analysis assumes that 

turning movements from Rincon Way would be delayed longer than traffic on 

SR 49. In this instance, the efficiency of a minor roadway is allowed to diminish 

so that the major roadway can continue to function acceptably. In Impact 

3.14.3 on page 3.14-19, the Draft EIR evaluates the need for queuing on SR 49 

for vehicles waiting to turn onto Rincon Way and notes that the existing 

intersection is adequate for the anticipated queue length. Finally, the Draft 

EIR evaluates cumulative traffic impacts based on regional growth on page 

3.14-25, noting that while the level of service on Rincon Way is further 

diminished due to regional growth, the service on SR 49 remains acceptable. 

The Draft EIR also notes that a lower level of service on Rincon Way does not 

meet the requirements for installation of a traffic signal. Installation of a traffic 

signal would actually reduce the efficiency of traffic on SR 49. The Draft EIR 

does not suggest that left turns from Rincon Way would be prohibited, nor 

does the Caltrans comment letter (see comment Letter C in this Final EIR).  

Response 48-13: The comment expresses concern about emergency vehicle sirens. 

Emergency siren noise is an occasional noise source that already has 

potential of occurring in the project area and is not an ambient noise 

condition that is expected to result in conflicts with County noise standards. 

See Response 47-4. 

Response 48-14: The comment states the Draft EIR needs to address special events held at the 

facility. As noted on Draft EIR page 3.14-10, the continuing care retirement 

community (CCRC) may contain special services such as medical, dining, 

recreational, and limited retail supporting facilities, which would reduce the 

need to travel outside of the site. Continuing care retirement communities are 

typically designed as self-contained villages. 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 proposed are for residents only and 

potentially their immediate family activities if approved by management 

(Creighton 2012). 

Response 48-15: The comment proposes time restrictions on the project. As this is a residential 

community, time restrictions as suggested would be inappropriate.  

Response 48-16: The comment suggests putting the sewer pump station underground to 

reduce visual effects. As shown in Figure 2.0-17 (see Section 2.0, Project 
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Description), the sewer pump station would occupy an approximately 14-foot 

by 18-foot site. The aboveground structure would be constructed on a slope 

and would be screened by existing vegetation. As this is not a significant  

visual impact, the Draft EIR need not consider alternatives to this component.  

Response 48-17: The comment questions whether air conditioners would be required. The Draft 

EIR assumes the project would include air conditioners; therefore, noise 

associated with operation of air conditioners was analyzed in the Draft EIR. Any 

alternative to air conditioners would be required to generate less noise than air 

conditioning units or the project proponent would be required to construct 

shielding to ensure noise levels do not exceed those disclosed in the EIR.    

Response 48-18: The comment questions interruptions in service from NID when extending lines 

to the project site. The Nevada Irrigation District would be responsible for 

constructing the facilities and would notify water customers of any interruption 

of service. It is anticipated that any interruption would be temporary.  

Response 48-19: The comment repeats Comment 47-5. See Response 47-5. 

Response 48-20: The comment questions the number of entitlements needed to approve the 

project and states a preference for a project that includes homes on 5-acre 

lots. The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration.  

Response 48-21: The comment repeats Comment 47-2. See Response 47-2. 

Response 48-22: The comment states that a comprehensive fire evacuation plan needs to be 

developed. See Master Response 2. 

Response 48-23: The comment expresses concern about the intersection of Rincon Way and 

SR 49. See Response 47-7. Regarding “curious eyes” driving onto what are 

currently private roads, there are no controls currently in place to keep out 

nonresidents. Short of a gate, there would be no way to keep nonresidents 

from using Rincon Way. 

Response 48-24: The comment provides personal observations about the project site and 

property owners. The comment states opposition to the project as proposed. 

The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. 

Response 48-25: The comment repeats Comment 48-12. See Response 47-2.  

Response 48-26: The comment expresses opposition to the project as proposed and supports 

Alternative 1, No Project, analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Letter 49 – Rangel Municipal Consulting, LLC  

Response 49-1: The commenter states comments submitted on the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) are the same as those submitted on the Draft EIR. Comments received 

on the NOP are included in Draft EIR Appendix 1.0-A. To the extent that NOP 

comments related to environmental effects of the project, rather than 

comments on the merits of the project, those comments were addressed in 

the technical sections of the Draft EIR. 

Response 49-2: The comment states the Draft EIR is inadequate because the General Plan 

and zoning amendments constitute a project under CEQA. The Draft EIR 

evaluates the physical environmental impacts of the whole project, including 

the proposed General Plan and zoning amendments. See Response 34-4.   

Response 49-3: The comment states there are “many inadequacies and deviations from the 

CEQA process,” but the comment provides no information as to specific 

inadequacies or deviations from the CEQA process. County staff considers 

the Draft EIR adequate and in compliance with CEQA. 

Response 49-4: The comment states the NOP is inadequate because it does not adequately 

address the potential environmental effects. Public Resources Code (PRC) 

Section 21092(b) states, “The notice shall specify the period during which 

comments will be received on the draft environmental report or negative 

declaration, and shall include the date, time, and place of any public 

meetings or hearings on the proposed project, a brief description of the 

proposed project and its location, the significant effects on the environment.” 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15082a(1)(C) states a NOP must contain “probable 

effects of the project.” Neither the PRC nor the CEQA Guidelines provide 

information on the level of detail required for the probable effects; however, 

given that the NOP is intended to disclose to the public that an EIR is being 

prepared, providing EIR-level analysis of potential effects in the NOP would 

not be warranted. The County interprets those sections as requiring basic 

information about the issue areas to be addressed in the EIR, which is what 

the NOP contains.  

 Regarding preparation of a Master EIR, the County has the option of choosing 

the type of environmental impact report it deems appropriate. The project-

level EIR adequately addresses impacts of the proposed project. As the 

changes to the General Plan are implementing General Plan Program 

HD-8.1.6, the General Plan amendments are not considered components of 

the Rincon del Rio project that would be appropriately addressed in a Master 

EIR. Any subsequent proposal for a CCRC would be analyzed at a project-

specific level to determine any physical effects of that project.   

Response 49-5: The comment states that the Notice of Availability (NOA) is inadequate 

because it does not include the General Plan policies proposed for 

amendment. The CEQA Guidelines do not define the level of detail required for 

the NOA. The NOA provides a brief description that includes identification of 

amendments to the General Plan, as required in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15087(c)(1), and notifies the reader as to where the Draft EIR, which contains a 

complete project description, can be viewed. Regarding building permits, the 
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project applicant is not seeking approval of building permits as part of the 

approval of the project (see Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project Description, page 

2.0-69, where building permits are characterized as subsequent approvals.) No 

additional project detail is required.  

Response 49-6: The comment states the NOA must be noticed countywide because the 

General Plan amendments apply countywide. The commenter is referred to 

the Notice of Availability, posted in The Union on January 20, 2012. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15087(a)(1) requires, among other options, “Publication at 

least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in 

the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is affected, 

the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from 

among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.” The Union is a 

newspaper of general circulation in the county.  

 Generally, because the policy amendments do not include changing 

General Plan designations at any other location in the county, the 

amendments would not result in physical impacts on the environment. 

Because no other sites are proposed for land use changes, any attempt to 

disclose site-specific physical effects would be speculative. However, to the 

extent that physical effects could occur for future CCRC projects, those 

effects are generally disclosed in the appropriate technical sections of 

Section 3.0  and Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  

Response 49-7: The comment states the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not assess 

why Rodeo Flat Road is “the best location for secondary access, but it did not 

assess alternatives to that access.” The Draft EIR does not state that the 

access via Rodeo Flat Road is the best location; that location was developed 

during discussions with the County and Higgins Fire Protection District. The 

Draft EIR has no obligation to demonstrate that it is the best access, but only 

to analyze potential effects of that access. Because the access would not 

result in any significant effects, an alternative to that access point is not 

analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

Response 49-8: The comment refers to perceived inconsistencies with the General Plan. See 

Master Response 3.  
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Letter 50 – Sietske Rauwendaal 

Response 50-1: The comment notes that most residents are not aware of the proposed 

changes that will change the rural ambiance of the county. As noted on 

Draft EIR page 1.0-5 (Section 1.0, Introduction), efforts to notify the public of 

the proposed project have occurred in accordance with Sections 15082, 

15083, and 15085 of the CEQA Guidelines. Impacts on the character of the 

site were addressed under Impact 3.1.2 on pages 3.1-14 through 3.1-16 of the 

Draft EIR (Section 3.1, Aesthetics). 

Response 50-2: The comment expresses opposition to the proposed fire exit at Rodeo Flat 

Road and questions the ability to evacuate the project area during an 

emergency. On page 3.14-22 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.14, Traffic and 

Circulation), it is noted that the Nevada County Land Use and Development 

Code Chapter XVI (Fire Safety Regulations) and Chapter XVII (Road 

Standards) include standards for roads and private driveways to facilitate 

emergency access for evacuation and service response to structural and 

wildland fires. The on-site fire standard access road would be constructed 

consistent with County standards. Mitigation measure MM 3.8.7 on page 3.8-

22 (Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials/Human Health) ensures that a plan to 

evacuate all residents, guests, and employees in a safe and efficient manner 

in the event of an emergency is prepared and implemented. See also Master 

Response 2. 

Response 50-3: The comment suggests alternative access routes for the proposed project. 

The comment is noted. 

Response 50-4: The comment expresses concern with the proposed project increasing fire 

hazards to the area due to smoking and leaving appliances on. These 

comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It should be 

noted, however, that the buildings would be constructed to the most current 

California Building Code standards, which would require fire sprinklers that 

would minimize any potential risk of fire hazards associated with the structures. 

Furthermore, as noted on page 3.13-5 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.13, Public 

Services and Utilities), all development related to the buildout of the proposed 

project will be required to meet the minimum standards of the California Fire 

Code and the requirements of Nevada County for fire flow, access, and fuel 

modification. 

Response 50-5: The comment states that this type of use needs to be located near medical 

services and expresses concern about the increased trips. As noted on page 

3.13-2 of the Draft EIR, there will be on-site nursing, two EMT personnel on site 

at all times (24/7), and contract physicians providing geriatric care for the 

residents. The on-site personnel are capable of handling most patient needs. 

There are plans to have a direct line notifying the hospital when transport is 

necessary. Therefore, the proposed project would provide on-site medical 

services. Increased trips associated with the project are addressed in Draft EIR 

Section 3.14, Traffic and Circulation, pages 3.14-17 through -20. 

Response 50-6: The comment expresses opinions about the history of development on the 

project site. This comment is noted.  
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Response 50-7: The comment expresses concern regarding the sewer line on Rodeo Flat 

Road creating a safety hazard, dust pollution, and noise. It is unclear what the 

safety hazard concern is specifically regarding. The commenter is referred to 

Response 14-5 for a response to dust and noise pollution concerns. 

Response 50-8: The comment expresses concern regarding noise generated by the pump 

house. The commenter is referred to Response 14-5. 

Response 50-9: The comment expressed concerns regarding light pollution. The commenter is 

referred to Response 14-6. 
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Letter 51 – Dr. Chris Rauwendaal 

The comment begins with information about the roads in Lake of the Pines Ranchos. This is not a 

comment on the project or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, this information is noted.  

Response 51-1: The comment states that the increase in average daily trips requires Rodeo 

Flat Road to be updated from a local class 1 road to major collector rural 

road. No daily trips would be routed to Rodeo Flat Road under the proposed 

project; this roadway is proposed for emergency access only under the 

proposed project. See Master Response 1. 

Response 51-2:  The comment states that an unlocked gate at Rodeo Flat Road would make 

it a Regional Emergency Access Road, which has to reduce emergency 

travel distance by 1 mile or greater. See Master Response 2.    

Response 51-3:  The comment states that Lake of the Pines area roadways do not meet 

standards for existing traffic and cannot safely handle significant increases in 

traffic and would require costly upgrades.  The commenter also states that 

the LOPRCSD should and cannot carry this burden and that the traffic 

generation and distribution component of the DEIR needs to be peer 

reviewed.  The project proposes no open roadway connection to roadways 

associated with the LOPR and would generate new daily traffic on LOPR 

roadways. County staff reviewed the traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR 

and considers the results to be technically accurate.      
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Letter 52 – Dave & Sue Ritter 

Response 52-1: The comment expresses concern regarding the use of a portion of Hidden 

Ranch Road and Rincon Way, which are privately maintained. There are no 

trips anticipated to be generated on Hidden Ranch Road by the proposed 

project. However, the proposed project would use Rincon Way as the primary 

access road, as noted on page 3.14-11 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.14, Traffic 

and Circulation). Since the projected volumes of traffic generated by the 

proposed project would not exceed the identified capacity of the local 

roadway, the trips generated by the proposed project would not result in a 

significant environmental impact, as described on page 3.14-17. As noted on 

page 2.0-65 of the Draft EIR (Section 2.0, Project Description), the proposed 

project includes a request for a Road Maintenance Agreement between the 

applicant and the County, which will provide 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.  

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.14.4a (page 3.14-20 of the Draft 

EIR) will require the proposed project to pay for restriping westbound Rincon 

Way to include dedicated left and right turn lanes within a 30-foot-wide 

public roadway and utility easement, which will provide safety improvements. 

Although the proposed project includes a Petition for Exception for the Rincon 

Way easement, as the existing 30-foot-wide road width does not meet the 

County’s 50-foot easement standard, Rincon Way has a 50-foot right-of-way 

between SR 49 and Hidden Ranch Road with a formal offer of public 

dedication and public utilities easement accepted for the 50-foot right-of-

way, as noted on page 3.14-1 of the Draft EIR. Improvements to Rincon Way 

are planned as part of phase 1 project improvements. 
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Letter 53 – Annamaria S. Sauer 

Response 53-1: The comment expresses support for the project. The comment is noted.  
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Letter 54 – Dale T. Creighton, SCO Planning, Engineering & Surveying, Inc. 

Response 54-1: The comment states that the General Plan amendment should designate the 

site “PD-CCRC” and include a definition for CCRC with accompanying 

design requirements that reflect the intent of the PD combining district in 

Section 3.10, Land Use, of the Draft EIR. Subsection 3.10.1 of the Draft EIR 

describes the existing setting. As noted on page 2.0-22 of the Draft EIR 

(Section 2.0, Project Description), the proposed project includes a zoning 

amendment to add Section L.II 2.7.11: Continuing Care Retirement 

Community Combining District (CCRC); therefore, this is not an existing zoning 

designation and would not be appropriate for discussion in Subsection 3.10.1.  

 The emphasis of clustering and preservation of open space is described in 

Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. As noted in the “Purpose” of 

the proposed combining district on page 2.0-22 of the Project Description, the 

Continuing Care Retirement Community Combining District (CRRC) shall be 

combined with a PD (Planned Development) District. The location and site 

planning characteristics of CCRCs shall be carefully considered pursuant to 

policy provisions contained within the General Plan and will emphasize 

clustering of development, preservation of open space, and minimizing 

adverse impacts to the character and lifestyles associated with 

neighborhoods near the project site.   

Response 54-2: The comment requests that on page 2.0-65 of the Project Description, the 

Draft EIR reference the fact that the three proposed General Plan 

amendments are directed by the Nevada County General Plan Housing 

Element, Chapter 8, Program HD-8.1.6. Page 2.0-65 is a summary of requested 

entitlements and is not the appropriate location for requested clarification. 

However, in order to clarify that the proposed amendments are consistent 

with direction established in Program 8.1.6 of the Housing Element programs, 

the second to last paragraph on page 2.0-11 has been revised as follows: 

“The project would require a General Plan Amendment to change the 

site’s land use designation from PD-EST, described above, to Planned 

Development-Continuing Care Retirement Community (PD-CCRC). Since 

the CCRC designation is not established in Nevada County, the Nevada 

County General Plan is proposed to be amended in order to establish a 

CCRC land use designation and to amend policies to allow CCRCs as an 

allowable use. The proposed project would also require a rezone of the 

site from RA-3-PD (Residential Agricultural, 3-acre, Planned Development) 

to PD-CCRC (Planned Development, Continuing Care Retirement 

Community). Similarly, as CCRC zoning has not been established in 

Nevada County, the project proposes to establish a CCRC definition and 

associated development standards. These proposed changes would 

allow for the development of a continuing care retirement community on 

the project site while allowing for flexibility in site design, including the 

clustering of uses to minimize adverse effects to the natural resources on 

the site. These changes would implement Program HD-8.1.6 of the Housing 

Element (2009–2014), which states, “The County shall amend the zoning 

regulation to create a definition of development standard to allow 

Continuing Care Residential Communities or Life Care Residential Facilities 
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in the PD and SDA designation where it can be determined that the 

PD/SDA has access to adequate infrastructure (public water and sewer) 

and adequate ingress and egress.”   

Response 54-3: The comment states the last paragraph on page 3.7-1 could lead readers to 

think that major aggressive grading techniques would be required to deal 

with rock outcrops.  

 In order to clarify the techniques to be used, text on page 3.11-20 (Section 

3.11, Noise) has been revised as follows: 

“Construction noise associated with future development would be limited 

to periods of construction and would vary depending on the nature of the 

construction activities being performed. Noise generated during 

construction is typically associated with the operation of off-road 

equipment, including excavation equipment, material handlers, and 

portable generators. Conventional earth-moving equipment is expected 

to be utilized. Specialized equipment methods, such as rock coring and/or 

use of rock-breaking tools, may be required for removal of rock in some 

areas. This would consist of drilling and placing expansive grout into 

fractures in the rock or use of a hydraulic impact hammer excavator 

attachment to break the rock so it can be removed with conventional 

equipment. If blasting is necessary for removal of rock in isolated areas, 

prior to bringing or using explosives on the project site, the construction 

contractor would be required to comply with any regulations related to 

the use of explosives.” 

Response 54-4: The comment notes that Table 4.0-1 lists 28 properties within the PD or SDA 

land use designation that could accommodate a CCRC; however, 

development standards would actually limit ability to develop some of those 

sites. The comment concludes that some of the sites could not be developed 

because there are currently limitations, such as existing availability of public 

services. However, with the extension of services or upgrades to the 

wastewater treatment plant, additional areas identified in the Draft EIR could 

be developed with a CCRC. However, the intent of the discussion in the Draft 

EIR was to disclose which sites had PD or SDA zoning, not to provide a final list 

of all potential CCRC sites in the county. To the extent that some of those sites 

could not actually accommodate a CCRC per the criteria for developing a 

continuing care retirement community, potential cumulative impacts would 

be less than disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 55 – Benton L. Seeley, Nevada County Rural Rights Coalition 

Response 55-1: The comment states the County’s official calendar on the website shows no 

hearings on the project are currently scheduled. As noted on page 1.0-5, 

public notification of the proposed project has occurred in accordance with 

Sections 15082, 15083, and 15085 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

Response 55-2: The comment states that CEQA does not sanction the types of findings or the 

methodology to arrive at the conclusion that no mitigation is required for 

Impacts 3.2.2 and 3.10.2. See Master Response 3.  

Response 55-3: The comment states that the analysis for Impact 3.12.1 only looks at the 

impacts based on the increase over what could exist on the project site and 

does not address the change from present use. See Response 15-11.  

Response 55-4: The comment states it is impossible to make a rational “overriding” finding for 

persons with impaired breathing in an area that is in nonattainment for CO2 

and PM10. There is no “attainment standard” for carbon dioxide (CO2). As 

noted on page 3.3-3 (Section 3.3, Air Quality), the region is nonattainment for 

federal ozone standards and nonattainment for state ozone and PM10 

standards. Only under cumulative conditions (see Impact 3.3.8) would the 

long-term operation of the proposed project, in combination with existing, 

approved, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable development in the 

Mountain Counties Air Basin contribute to cumulative increases in emissions of 

ozone-precursor pollutants (ROG and NOx) and PM10 that could contribute to 

future concentrations of ozone and PM10, for which the region is currently 

designated nonattainment. The County does not restrict land uses due to the 

current nonattainment status, as this would limit any population increases 

because sensitive populations, such as children or elderly persons, could 

occupy any residential use. Instead, the County encourages incorporation of 

measures to reduce emissions and reduce contributions of these pollutants.  

Response 55-5: The comment states the County has no jurisdiction over Rodeo Flat Road. This 

comment is noted and is forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

consideration. See Response 3-21. 

Response 55-6: The comment states the County has no jurisdiction over Rodeo Flat Road to 

install a sewer line. As disclosed in Response D-1, there is a public utility 

easement on Rodeo Flat Road that would be utilized. See also Response 3-21 

regarding the Road Maintenance Agreement that would be required for the 

project. 

Response 55-7: The comment states there is no analysis of the proposed commercial uses’ 

effect on existing commercial businesses. See Response 15-14.  

Response 55-8: The comment states there is no economic analysis of the effect of the project 

on the nearby properties. The comment provides no evidence to suggest the 

project would lower nearby land values. See Response 3-32 regarding 

economic issues. 

Response 55-9: The comment states the project rejects all alternatives. The commenter is 

referred to Response 15-16. 
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Response 55-10: The comment states concern with the waivers of fire safety emergency exit 

road standards and that Rodeo Flat Road does not meet minimum County 

requirements. Adequacy of emergency access is discussed on pages 3.14-21 

through -22 of the Draft EIR. See also Master Response 2. 

Response 55-11: The comment states it is unclear whether the gate at Rodeo Flat Road is to be 

locked or not. As noted on page 3.14-22 of the Draft EIR, the connection 

would be gated but not locked. This access gated is intended for emergency 

access and is not expected to be used as a through road. 

Response 55-12: The comment states there is no analysis of the effects of additional traffic on 

Rodeo Flat Road and no analysis to support that the proposed waiver findings 

of Land Use Code Section L-XVI 2.6 will result in safety impacts that are not 

adversely greater than if the County’s regular standards were met. The 

commenter is referred to Response 55-10. As noted on page 3.14-22 of the 

Draft EIR, the Fire Captain/Deputy Fire Marshall and Fire Marshall does not 

oppose the proposed emergency vehicle access/requested exception 

because the roadway grade is an existing condition, the length of roadway 

exceeding the standard is limited, and the project design includes a number 

of fire safe features, including site design, the use of sprinklers and alarms, on-

site water storage, and hydrants. There would be no additional traffic 

generated on Rodeo Flat Road except during an emergency. 

Response 55-13: The comment states concerns that the aesthetic impacts to adjacent private 

property were not analyzed in any meaningful way. Typically, aesthetic 

impacts are analyzed for public viewing areas (i.e., roadways), and private 

views are not afforded the same protection as public views. Impact 3.1.2 

starting on page 3.1-14 of Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics, evaluates the 

change in the visual character of the site and its surroundings. The portions of 

the project that will be visible to surrounding residences are disclosed on 

page 3.1-15 of the Draft EIR. This discussion further describes how the site 

layout, design guidelines, and landscaping will minimize visual impacts. 

Response 55-14: The comment states that the EIR fails to address the following General Plan 

goals, objectives, and policies: Goal 1.1, Housing Policy 8.4, Land Use Policy 

1.35, Safety Policy 10.6, and Recreation Policy 5.3. Consistency analysis with 

General Plan policies is provided in Appendix 3.0 of the Draft EIR. Consistency 

with applicable housing policies is provided on page A3-20; consistency with 

applicable land use policies is provided on pages A3-16 through -20; 

consistency with applicable safety policies is provided on pages A3-12 

through -13 and A3-21 through -23; and consistency with applicable 

recreation policies is provided on page A3-28. 
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Letter 56 – Patricia Seeley 

Response 56-1: The comment expresses concern with sewer pump station #1 noise impacts 

and references General Plan Policy 9.2 that General Plan amendments and 

zone changes with lands use conflicts related to noise should be discouraged. 

Noise associated with sewer pump stations is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.1, 

Noise, pages 3.11-23 through -24. Implementation of mitigation measure MM 

3.11.3 (page 3.11-29 of the Draft EIR) requires that the sewer pump stations be 

designed so that operation noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive receptors 

would not exceed applicable Nevada County noise standards. Design 

measures may include, but are not limited to, selection of low-noise-

generating equipment, incorporation of equipment shielding and enclosures, 

and use of sound-rated doors and vents. With these measures, noise 

associated with the sewer pump station would be reduced to a level that 

does not exceed County standards, which was determined to be less than 

significant. Therefore, the project would not be inconsistent with Policy 9.7.    

Response 56-2: The comment states that the sewer line should run down SR 49 to the project 

site and a pump station installed at the corner of Combie and SR 49. The 

location of the sewer lines and pump station(s) is part of the project and was 

evaluated as part of the project. Mitigation provided on page 3.11-29 would 

ensure that the noise standards are not exceeded in the proposed location.  

 

 


