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Letter PC1 – Various Speakers 

Response PC1-1: The comment states the LOP Road District is concerned with the unlocked 

gate at Rodeo Flat Road, emergency access through the Ranchos roads, 

and issues of liability and maintenance burden placed on the Road District as 

a result of the gate and emergency access. The commenter is referred to 

Master Response 1 and Response 9-2. 

Response PC1-2: The comment notes there are steep and winding roads in the Rodeo Flat 

area, and an unlocked gate at Rodeo Flat Road would provide thoroughfare 

to Rodeo Flat Road and Timber Ridge. See Master Response 1.  

Response PC1-3: The commenter requests a locked gate at Rodeo Flat Road which can only 

be accessed by emergency personnel and that the County assume liability 

during an emergency. The commenter goes on to say that granting 

exceptions to roadway standards significantly increases the safety and liability 

issues of the LOPR CSD, and the County must accept those liabilities; and 

states that the LOPR CSD must be part of the development agreement. See 

Master Response 1. 

Response PC1-4: The comment states that the Draft EIR did not deal with economics or failed 

economics having a negative economic impact. A Draft Economic Analysis 

of the Proposed Rincon del Rio Senior Housing Project in Nevada County, 

California, was prepared by Applied Development Economics in May 2009, as 

referenced on page 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR (see Section 3.12, Population, 

Housing, and Employment). This document is part of the administrative record 

and provides a detailed analysis of the economic effects of the proposed 

project. As noted in Response 3-32, economic effects are not considered 

physical effects on the environment subject to review under CEQA. 

Response PC1-5: The comment states that mitigation measure MM 3.8.7 is grossly incompletely 

written and creates a major disaster because residents could go up Timber 

Ridge to get out of a fire with no master evacuation plan. The commenter is 

referred to Master Response 2. In addition, as noted in Draft EIR Section 3.8, 

Hazardous Materials/Human Health, page 3.8-22, preparation of an 

emergency evacuation plan for the project would be required prior to 

occupancy.  

Response PC1-6: The comment suggests, due to liability issues, that the project use a vacant 

property to provide primary access to the project site and allow Rincon Way 

to provide emergency access. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-21, 

3-37, 9-2, and 21-6. 

Response PC1-7: The comment expresses support for the project. Comment noted.  

Response PC1-8: The comment notes that the secondary emergency access the project would 

provide to the surrounding area would provide a benefit in terms of obtaining 

homeowners insurance coverage in the future. The comment is noted. 

Response PC1-9: The comment states that many of the Nevada County Rural Right Coalition 

members have not yet completed their analysis of what they consider an 

extremely inadequate EIR. This comment does not state specific 
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inadequacies of the document.  County staff considers the Draft EIR 

adequate in compliance with CEQA. 

Response PC1-10: The comment states it would be safer to have a total of four emergency 

access points, with two at the back and two at the front. The commenter’s 

opinion is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-11: The comment states that the issues are transportation and circulation, public 

services, utilities, population and housing, employment, cumulative impacts, 

alternatives, aesthetics, noise, hazardous materials and human health, air 

quality, climate change and greenhouse gases, and land use. These 

environmental issues are addressed in the Draft EIR in Sections 3.1 through 

3.14. 

Response PC1-12: The comment states that throughout the entire document serious 

environmental impacts and policy inconsistencies are simply dismissed 

because the project proposes amendments to the General Plan and Zoning 

Ordinance in order to achieve consistency. The referenced text appears in 

Draft EIR Section 3.10, Land Use, and refers only to plan consistency. The Draft 

EIR does not state that potential physical impacts of the project would be 

reduced or eliminated by amending the General Plan and/or zoning. The 

commenter is referred to Master Response 3.  

Response PC1-13: The comment requests that legitimate environmental impacts be 

acknowledged and that legal local mitigation be provided to address the 

various Draft EIR inadequacies identified during the administrative process. 

The comment also requests that the project be rejected and less impacting 

alternatives considered if project impacts cannot be mitigated. The comment 

expresses an opinion of overall inadequacies of the Draft EIR, but provides no 

specific inadequacies. County staff considers the Draft EIR adequate in 

compliance with CEQA. 

Response PC1-14: The comment states that the number of residents allowed (176) under the 

existing land use designation does not include the probability of allowable 

secondary quarters that could double the conservative number provided in 

the analysis. This comment is stating that the increase in population on the 

project site as analyzed was conservative. Comment noted.  The physical 

environmental effects of the increase in population on the project site are 

addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response PC1-15: The comment states that the gate at Rodeo Flat Road should be locked and 

a Knox Box Key System would solve access problems. The commenter opines 

that a statement in the Draft EIR that a sign will take care of the problem does 

not constitute analysis. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1. The 

comment regarding the Knox Box Key System is forwarded to the decision-

makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-16: The comment states concern with the unlocked gate at Rodeo Flat Road and 

states that the evacuation route is longer, steeper, and narrower than the 

primary access. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1. 
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Response PC1-17: The comment states Impact 3.13.1.1 is not clear because it states that it will 

not result in the need for additional or expanded fire protection facilities but 

could result in decreased fire protection service levels. The impact statement 

on page 3.13-4 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.13, Public Services and Utilities) 

states, “Implementation of the proposed project will not result in the need for 

additional or expanded fire protection facilities and will not result in 

decreased fire protection service levels.” The County believes the impact 

statement is clear. 

Response PC1-18: The comment is in regard to Impact 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 and congratulates the 

project for realizing the social, mental, and physical rewards that gardening 

can provide to seniors and requests the project modify equipment and tools 

to suit the needs of older people and locate edible gardens in a safe 

accessible location. The comment is noted. No response is required. 

Response PC1-19: The comment states that rattlesnakes are not poisonous, as stated in the Draft 

EIR, but are venomous. Commenter is correct; rattlesnakes have venom that is 

hemotoxic. The Draft EIR, however, does not refer to rattlesnakes as 

poisonous. The Draft EIR discusses rattlesnakes in the context of “poisonous or 

dangerous animals.” The Draft EIR considered rattlesnakes as potentially 

“dangerous wildlife,” as discussed on page 3.4-50. 

Response PC1-20: The comment expresses the opinion that posting signs will not really help with 

rattlesnake encounters and that all residents will need annual training on how 

to avoid rattlesnake encounters. The comment recommends annual spring 

and fall roundups to reduce the natural occurrence. The comment is noted 

and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-21: The comment states the opinion that facilities like the one proposed reduce 

the need for seniors to drive, because they provide alternative transportation 

for them; therefore, traffic will be reduced on SR 49. The commenter believes 

the project brings more positives than negatives to the community. The 

comment is noted.  

Response PC1-22: The commenter states they have a three-story house that is not visible 

because of the densely population oak forest. This is not a comment on the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 3.1, 

Aesthetics, for a discussion of potential visual effects of the project. 

Response PC1-23: The comment states concerns regarding evacuation during a fire. The 

commenter is referred to Master Response 2. 

Response PC1-24: The comment expresses concern regarding additional facilities like this one 

being built in the area and evacuation using buses. The General Plan 

amendments proposed for the project only include an amendment to the 

General Plan diagram for the proposed project; no other site would be 

designated to allow for the development of a CCRC. Consequently, any 

CCRC proposed in the future would require its own amendment of the 

General Plan Land Use Diagram and that project would require its own 

environmental document, which would disclose physical environmental 

effects that would result from a CCRC at that particular location. The 

commenter is referred to Master Response 2 regarding emergency access. 
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Response PC1-25: The comment expresses concerns with putting the wastewater treatment 

plant at maximum peak usage and states that the facility would have to be 

expanded, which, the comment claims, the Draft EIR does not address. The 

commenter is referred to Responses 27-4 and 34-13. The proposed project 

would be within the design capacity of the wastewater treatment plant and 

would be required to fund the project’s fair share of the addition of 

membranes at the plant (see Draft EIR Section 3.13, Public Services and 

Utilities, mitigation measure MM 3.13.5.1 on page 3.13-27). No additional 

evaluation of the impacts associated with the expansion of the wastewater 

treatment plant is necessary. 

Response PC1-26: The comment states concerns with the unlocked gate posing major safety 

issues. The commenter is referred to Master Responses 1 and 2. 

Response PC1-27: The comment states that the project would improve the condition for the 

area with respect to emergency evacuation and expresses support for the 

project. The comment is noted. 

Response PC1-28: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not present enough information 

regarding the handling of disabled people during an emergency and 

questions the amount of traffic. See Master Response 2 regarding emergency 

evacuation and traffic during an emergency.  

Response PC1-29: The comment states that the project will require a doubling of staff and the 

fees are only to be used for facilities or equipment, not staff, and most of the 

sales taxes will be collected by Placer County. The commenter is incorrect. 

Impact 3.13.1 cites the CAL FIRE Fire Captain/Deputy Fire Marshall stating that 

the project would require additional staffing at Station 21 as well as 

potentially an additional engine to maintain adequate service levels, not 

double. The proposed on-site EMT personnel noted in the Project Description 

(see Draft EIR Section 2.0) would also reduce demand on the Higgins Fire 

Protection District. According to the Draft Economic Analysis of the Proposed 

Rincon del Rio Senior Housing Project in Nevada County, California, prepared 

by Applied Development Economics in May 2009, approximately 45 percent 

of the sales tax revenue would be captured within Nevada County. 

Response PC1-30: The comment states that the General Plan land use guidelines and Zoning 

Code were established for the specific reason of stopping a project like this, 

and disregarding or manipulating them to approve this project is an injustice 

to the people. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3. 

Response PC1-31: The comment expresses general concern about noise pollution. Noise 

impacts of the project are address on pages 3.11-20 through -34 of Draft EIR 

Section 3.11, Noise. 

Response PC1-32: The comment states that the EIR does not address noise generated by skeet 

shooting, the clubhouse, event lawn, homestead gazebo, and hilltop 

recreation and picnic site. The commenter is referred to Response 4-1. 

Response PC1-33: The comment states that the project’s clustered development approach 

ensures the view from adjacent property remains a large open rangeland 
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with existing vegetation, is in support of the project, and is of the opinion it is 

an example to be emulated by future projects. The comment is noted. 

Response PC1-34: The comment states that the SR49/Rincon Way intersection improvement will 

radically change the existing intersection into a major intersection destination 

and drastically change this scenic rural setting to an urban one. As noted in 

Draft EIR Section 3.14, Traffic and Circulation, page 3.14-20, the proposed 

project would fund restriping of westbound Rincon Way to include dedicated 

left and right turn lanes in order to provide positive guidance for motorists 

queuing along Rincon Way. See Response 47-1. 

Response PC1-35: The comment expresses concerns regarding lighting impacts, but does not 

specify any inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to 

Responses 14-6 and 58-2. 

Response PC1-36: The commenter states residents would see cars and hear emergency vehicles 

along Rincon Way. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. The comment is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for 

their consideration. 

Response PC1-37: The comment expresses concern about driveway access on Rincon Way with 

increased traffic and traffic safety. The comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-38: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not quantitatively address CEQA 

Guidelines Appendix G (creating new source of lighting) and states that there 

is no empirical data to support the conclusion in Impact 3.1.3. The commenter 

is referred to Response 11-4. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7, a 

threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or 

performance level of a particular environmental effect. With regard to 

lighting, Nevada County Land Use and Development Code, Section L-II 4.2.8, 

Lighting, establishes the performance standards for lighting, but quantitative 

lighting plans are not required per Nevada County Land Use and 

Development Code, Section L-II 4.2.8. Thus, the impact discussion relies upon 

compliance with applicable codes, rather than a quantification of light for 

the project, which would provide no information regarding the potential 

significance of the impact. 

Response PC1-39: The comment states that the Draft EIR appears to have no significant impacts 

and that they think that is a testament to the quality of the application. The 

comment is in support of the project and does not require a response; 

however, it should be clarified that the Draft EIR does identify significant and 

unavoidable impacts, which are summarized on page 6.0-4.  

Response PC1-40: The comment states that they find it hard to believe that an additional 1,000 

cars a day exiting the SR 49/Rincon Way intersection does not warrant the 

need for a signal. As noted in Draft EIR, Section 3.14, Traffic and Circulation, 

page 3.14-10, the proposed project would generate 969 daily trips to and 

from the project site; therefore, the statement that 1,000 cars a day would be 

exiting the SR 49/Rincon Way intersection is incorrect. The distribution of trips 

onto SR 49 is summarized in Table 3.14-4 on page 3.14-11 of the Draft EIR. 
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Methodology used to analyze signal warrants is provided on page 3.14-12 of 

the Draft EIR.  

Response PC1-41: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the future phases of 

the project. As noted on the page 2.0-34 (see Draft EIR Section 2.0, Project 

Description), the Draft EIR considers buildout of the project, which includes ten 

phases of development.  

Response PC1-42: The comment states that they understand the project is not going to widen 

Rincon Way and that the exception to the County 50-foot easement 

standard is outrageous. The commenter is referred to Response 60-1. 

Response PC1-43: The comment questions whether the property owners are aware of the 

imposed responsibility to keep the right-of-way on Rincon Way clear and 

whether the residents are willing to accept the liability of an additional 500 to 

1,000 trips a day added to their homeowners insurance coverage. The 

comment also contends that the County should maintain the roadway. The 

commenter is referred to Response 60-1. Impacts on homeowners insurance 

are not physical impacts of the project and not required by CEQA, but the 

concern is forwarded to the decision-makers for consideration. 

Response PC1-44: The comment expresses concern with school bus access and children’s safety 

at the SR 49/Rincon Way intersection. See Response 48-11. Project 

improvements to Rincon Way would improve its overall safety and operation.  

The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR pages 3.15-20 and -21 for traffic 

hazard analysis of the project. 

Response PC1-45: The comment questions how the roads would get repaired with the 

installation of the sewer lines and who will pay for the improvements. The 

comment goes on the question whether the existing septic systems will be 

required to pay to connect to the new sewer line. Any work done within the 

right-of-way is required to be repaired. 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). See Response 3-21 regarding the costs 

of repairs to the roadway. The sewer line to be installed would serve the 

proposed project. Regarding connection to a sewer line, per Nevada County 

Land Use and Development Code, Section L-VI 1.7, Connection to Public 

Sewer System, connection to a public sewer system is required for all new 

construction when the public sewer system is within 200 feet of the property 

boundary. See also Response 27-4. 

Response PC1-46: The comment states the Draft EIR is extremely incomplete in addressing 

events, bands, contractors, support equipment, and lights, and anything 

could go on with events at the clubhouse or event lawn and the traffic and 

noise impacts associated with use of those facilities. As noted in Draft EIR 

Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2.0-34, the clubhouse would be used by 

residents and prospective residents and would include common areas, pool, 

terrace, pool bar, exercise room, library, wine cellar, kitchen, theater, 

bathrooms, a staff suite, and four lodging suites that would serve as lodging 

for prospective residents. As noted on page 2.0-26, text changes to the 

County Zoning Code require outdoor recreation or gathering areas, 
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particularly those that may generate significant noise and/or light and glare, 

to be located to minimize intrusion on neighboring properties. The proposed 

text changes to the Zoning Code and the various components of the project 

are included in the project analysis throughout the Draft EIR. The commenter 

is referred to Response 3-24. 

Response PC1-47: The comment states that there will be several opportunities for the public to 

voice concerns, and the commenter is looking forward to the response to 

comments. The commenter also stated the EIR consultant did a very good 

job. The comment is noted. 

Response PC1-48: The comment states concerns regarding Rodeo Flat Road not being analyzed 

as an access way when it is an identified emergency access route. The 

commenter is referred to Master Responses 1 and 2.  

Response PC1-49: The comment states that the County is amending its codes and General Plan 

policies to fit the project. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3  

Response PC1-50: The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and the exceptions to 

the CEQA are too numerous to cover in the presentation. The commenter 

does not specifically identify any inadequacies of the environmental 

document; therefore, no response is required. The opinions are forwarded to 

the decision-makers for their consideration. County staff considers the Draft 

EIR adequate in compliance with CEQA. 

Response PC1-51: The comment expresses concern with noise generated along the river 

canyon. The comment does not refer to any inadequacy of the Draft EIR. It is 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Noise impacts to 

area residents and biological resources is addressed in Sections 3.4 (Biological 

Resources) and 3.11 (Noise) in the Draft EIR. 

Response PC1-52: The comment expresses concern regarding lighting being turned off and 

being left on all night in areas where intense care is required. The commenter 

is referred to Response 14-6. 

Response PC1-53: The comment expresses concern with the fire hazards the proposed trails will 

bring and states they do not agree that the extra fire access is going to be an 

improvement. The commenter’s opinions are forwarded to the decision-

makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-54: The comment states the existing 72 residents allowed under the existing land 

use were not adequately addressed in the alternatives and they could actually 

fit 130 nice senior residences and use the existing residence for commercial 

uses. The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record and forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their consideration. See also Response 3-3.  

Response PC1-55: The comment states that the project could be downsized by raising the age 

limit in the project from 55 to 65, which would reduce traffic impacts and 

other impacts. The comment also states there is an inconsistency in the Draft 

EIR regarding the 540 parking spaces, but provides no further information. The 

Draft EIR parking impact analysis is considered adequate. The comment 
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regarding raising the age limit in the project is noted and forwarded to the 

decision-makers for their consideration. 

Response PC1-56: The comment expresses concerns with noise impacts associated with blasting 

of bedrock. The commenter is referred to Response 3-18 regarding noise 

impacts associated with blasting. The comment also states that 

recommendations from the geotechnical report are typically mitigation in an 

EIR. The project applicant would be required to comply with all applicable 

state and County geotechnical and grading regulations.  No significant 

geologic stability issues have been identified with the project. 

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 would be considered less than significant. 

Response PC1-57: The comment states concerns with traffic caused during sewer improvements 

and that the EIR should address those concerns. Temporary construction 

traffic delays are likely to occur; however, County roadway construction and 

safety standards require that on-going access be provided to adjacent 

properties.  

Response PC1-58: The comment states the EIR should address whether there is blasting required 

to construct the emergency access road. It is not known at this time whether 

blasting would be required to construct portions of the emergency access 

road. See Response PC1-56. 

Response PC1-59: The comment states that more information is needed regarding the 10-foot 

retaining walls and 10 feet of fill on the access road given the soils.  As 

discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, any grading, including cuts and fills, 

on the project site would be regulated by both the CBSC and the Nevada 

County Land Use and Development Code. Furthermore, as shown on the 

preliminary grading plans for the project, the 10-foot retaining walls would be 

located within the development area and will not be in public view. As the 

location and associated site disturbance of walls, cut and fill slopes are shown 

on the preliminary grading plan, and as the safety and development of site 

grading and walls and cut and fill slopes are adequately addressed by 

existing regulations as identified in the Draft EIR, the County believes that 

sufficient information has been provided to show that these project 

components would not result in significant environmental effects.   

Response PC1-60: The comment states that ground vibration from blasting should be addressed 

in the EIR. The commenter is referred to Response 3-18 regarding potential 

blasting and ground vibration impacts. 
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Response PC1-61: The comment states that more information on capacity of the storm retention 

basins is needed, because the proposed retention basins would drain to the 

existing pond, which has limited capacity. The project does not propose to 

direct water from retention basins to the existing pond. As noted in Impact 

3.9.4 on page 3.9-20 of Draft EIR Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

“…drainage facilities will direct runoff to water quality treatment facilities such 

as infiltration trenches and/or retention ponds prior to returning to sheet flow 

to connect to natural swales located on the project site.” Impact 3.9.4 also 

discloses that proposed drainage improvements would be reviewed by 

County engineering staff to ensure the project has adequate capacity to 

manage anticipated stormwater drainage on the site and to prevent any on- 

or off-site flooding. A preliminary drainage analysis has been completed for 

the project and is adequate detail for the purposes of environmental review 

provided in the Draft EIR.  

 The comment also states that dam failure (of the on-site pond) upstream of a 

Caltrans bridge is troubling. The commenter is referred to Response 61-11 

regarding potential dam 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). 

 The comment states that Figure 3.9-1 references farmland mapping as its 

source; Figure 3.9-1 has been revised to reference the appropriate source.  

Response PC1-62: The comment expresses confusion on how Alternative 2 could not be served 

by the existing wastewater treatment plant because there are not enough 

EDUs (equivalent dwelling units) for the residential element but the proposed 

project could be served. Page 5.0-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 5.0, Project 

Alternatives) discloses that Alternative 2 would require modifications at the 

plant, as would the proposed project. Therefore, even though Alternative 2 

proposes less development and would impact the capacity of the 

wastewater treatment plant to a lesser degree than the proposed project, 

impacts would still be potentially significant given that the capacity of the 

treatment plant is already exceeded. Any development under Alternative 2 

would be required to fund its fair share of additional membranes at the Lake 

of the Pines Wastewater Treatment Plant. The comment also questions 

whether EDUs associated with the ground-floor uses of the Village Center 

have been accounted for. Appendix 3.13-A calculates EDUs associated with 

the employees of the project, which includes those in the Village Center. To 

the extent that the Village Center is used by residents and their guests, the 

wastewater demand would have already been accounted for in the 

residential calculations. 

Response PC1-63: The comment states that Figure 5.0-3 shows a site that would be a good site 

to analyze for the off-site uses. The comment is noted. See Response 3-3 

regarding project alternatives. 

Response PC1-64: The comment notes that the General Plan states that Planned Developments 

and Special Development Areas are not to be developed at increased 

densities and that land use and population densities shall conform to the 

densities of land use designations shown on General Plan land use maps for 
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each specific SDA or PD. The commenter has expressed the opinion that the 

project is not consistent with the overall theme of the General Plan, which is 

keeping the rural areas rural and the community areas where the more 

intensive development happens. The comment is noted. As noted in Master 

Response 3, consistency with the overall theme would be the responsibility of 

the Board of Supervisors. 

Response PC1-65: The comment states the General Plan amendments are countywide and 

need to be advertised countywide and that the Draft EIR needs to include a 

full analysis of the General Plan amendments. Regarding countywide 

advertisement, the Notice of Availability was posted in The Union on 

January 20, 2012. The Union is a “newspaper of general circulation,” 

consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21092(b)(3)(A). As discussed in 

Response PC1-24 above, the policy amendments do not include changes to 

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

22 areas identified in the Draft EIR. Those sites were disclosed as possible sites 

for CCRCs based on their zoning of PD or SDA. Prior to any development of a 

CCRC at any of the locations identified in the Draft EIR, the County would be 

required to prepare an environmental document consistent with CEQA, 

which would include noticing and opportunity for the public to comment on 

that specific proposal. Therefore, contrary to the comment, the proposed 

project does not deprive the public of an opportunity to comment on other 

CCRCs within the county, because none would be allowed upon approval of 

the proposed project and any future proposal would be required to comply 

with CEQA. 
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