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 CITY OF GRASS VALLEY 
 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1. 05PLN-07 Tentative Map & 05PLN-08 Planned Unit Development   
 
2. Lead Agency name and address: City of Grass Valley, Community Development Department 
      125 East Main Street 
     Grass Valley, CA 95945 
 
3. Date of Initial Study Preparation:  March   25, 2005  
 
4. Representative: Jim Pack 
   13327 Driftwood Court 
   PennValley, CA. 95946 
   (530) 432-3033 
 
 Applicant:   Jim Pack and Patty Puckett 
   13327 Driftwood Court 
   PennValley, CA. 95946 
   (530) 432-3033 
 
5. Description of project: The project consists of the construction of 11 two-story, detached single family 

residential units on 1.36 acres.  Each unit would range in size from 1,100 to 2,500 square feet in size.   The 
design of the development would allow the potential for four secondary residential units/ “granny units” located 
over the garage. Each residential unit would have a one or two car garage and two outdoor parking spaces 
creating a total of 41 parking spaces (22 parking spaces are required).  The project includes a roadway through 
the property with access to eight residential units, while three residential units would have direct access from 
Town Talk Road.  The design of the buildings include lap-siding for the body and composition shingle roofs. 

 The project includes the following applications; a Tentative Map to subdivide the property into 11 lots, and a 
Planned Unit Development to allow flexibility in the City development standards. 

 The proposed improvements would include a 24-foot wide, roadway extending from Town Talk Road to the 
northeastern corner of the property.   The project would include a stormdrain along the southwestern corner of 
the property.  A six feet high wood fence is located along the north, south and west portion of the property.    

 
 The development of the project requires grading the existing contours of the property.  The project is estimated 

at 2,100 cubic yards of grading.  The existing slopes on the property requires retaining walls located throughout 
the property.  The elevation of the retaining walls range from two feet to eight feet.  The project requires 
demolition of the existing single family residence and outbuildings on the property. 

 
 The development of the project identified 31,121 square feet of impervious surface (buildings at 17,166 square 

feet and roadways/pavement/sidewalks at 13,955 square feet) and 28,176 square feet of pervious surface 
(landscaping and natural areas).    The total number of pine and cedar trees on the property is 48.  The project 
requires the removal of 25 pine and cedar trees (48 trees on site to be retained).  The landscape plan for the 
project includes 29 additional trees.    

 
6. Surrounding land uses and setting:  The 59,297 square foot site is located westerly of Town Talk Road in the 

northern portion of Grass Valley.  The site is currently has a single family residence and outbuildings.  The 
majority of the project site consists of previously disturbed soils. 
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  The vegetation on the property consists of pines and cedar trees, with some non-native landscaping around the 
existing residence.   The lot slopes southwesterly downhill from Town Talk Road.   The elevation at the 
northeast corner of the property is 2,695 feet above see level and slopes down to 2,660 at the southwestern 
corner.   The average slope of the property is 16%.  The drainage from the site flows to the southwestern portion 
of the property.   The General Plan identifies the land use designation of the site as Urban High Density. The 
property is currently zoned “R-3” Multiple Family Residence District. The project as proposed is consistent 
with the City of Grass Valley General Plan Land Use Designation and the Zoning Ordinance.   

  
 Surrounding uses consist of a commercial uses to the west along Brunswick Road (retail and offices), and 

residential uses to the north, south and east.   
  
  
7. Other public agencies whose approval is required: 
 
(1) County Encroachment Permit – Nevada County Transportation Department - (265-1411) 
(2) Sewage Disposal - Grass Valley Engineering Department (274-4350) 
(3) Water Connection – Nevada Irrigation District (273-6185)  
(4) Building Permit - Grass Valley Building Department (274-4340) 
(5) Grading Permit - Grass Valley Engineering Department (274-4350) 
(6) Drainage/Stormwater- Grass Valley Engineering Department (274-4350) 
 
REFERENCES: The following references used in preparing this report have not been attached to this report.  The 
reference material listed below is available for review upon request of the Grass Valley Community Development 
Department, 125 East Main Street, Grass Valley, CA 95945 (530) 274-4330. 
 

o Geotechnical Report for “634 Town Talk Road,” Gularte and Associates, prepared January 14, 2005.  
o Traffic Study for “Town Talk Road,” Joshua H Pack, P.E. prepared February 3, 2005. 
o Arborist Report for the “Town Talk Road,” Noah Kwolek, Arborist 
o City of Grass Valley General Plan and General Plan EIR 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

* Vicinity/Location Map 
 * Plan Package of Project 
  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact 
that is a APotentially Significant Impact@ as indicated by the checklist on the following pages: 
 
 
9 Land Use and Planning x Transportation/Circulation  x Public Services 
9 Population and Housing 9 Biological Resources  9 Utilities/Service Systems 
x Geological Problems 9 Energy/Mineral Resources  9 Aesthetics 
x Water   9 Hazards    x Cultural Resources 
x Air Quality  x Noise    9 Recreation 

9 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
 
 
 
DETERMINATION: On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
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9 I find that he proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 
X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 

significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on the attached sheet have been added 
to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
9 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT, is required. 
 
9 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect (s) on the environment, but at least one effect 1) 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached sheets, if the effect 
is a Apotentially significant impact@ or Apotentially significant unless mitigated.@  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORTS is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
9 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT 

be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in 
an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier 
EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project. 

 
Signature________________________________________    Date____                       _______________ 
 
Printed Name____                       _______________________ For ___Planning Division_____________ 
 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1)  A brief explanation is generally provided for all answers except ANo Impact@ answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A ANo 
Impact@ answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does 
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A ANo Impact@ 
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the 
project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2)  All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as 

well as project-level, indirect as well as operational impacts. 
 
3) APotentially Significant Impact@ is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant.  If 

there are one or more APotentially Significant Impact@ entries when the determination is made, an EIR is 
required. 

 
4) ANegative Declaration: Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated@ applies where the incorporation 

of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from APotentially Significant Impact@ to a ALess Significant level 
(mitigation measures from Section XVII, AEarlier Analyses@, may be cross-referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has 

been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D).  Earlier analyses 
are discussed in Section XVII at the end of the checklist. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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I. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposal: 
 
a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning? 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X 

 
b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by   
              agencies with jurisdiction over the project?  

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X        

 
c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity?  

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
 X     

 
d) Affect agricultural resources or operation (e.g., impacts to soils or  
                 farmlands, or impacts from incompatible land uses)  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X   

 
e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X  

 
I. LAND USE AND PLANNING RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (I-a, b, and c):  The project consists of 11 residential units.  The General Plan land use designation 
for the property is Urban High Density. The property is zoned “R-3” Multiple Family Residence District.  The 
residential use is an allowed use in the zoning district.  The land use designation allows 8 to 20 units per acre, which 
would allow nine to twenty seven dwelling units on the property.  The zoning ordinance requires a minimum lot area of 
two-thousand (2,000) square feet per unit.    Using the lot area of 2,000 square feet per dwelling unit as the minimum, 
the 1.36 acre lot would allow 29 units.   The proposed lot area for this project is 5,360 square feet per dwelling unit. 
 
No significant impact on land use is anticipated with this project.   No mitigation measures would be required for the land 
use section. 
 

 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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II. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal: 
 
a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections? 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   X     

 
b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly (e.g., through   
                projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?  

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   X    

 
c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    X   

 
II. POPULATION AND HOUSING RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (II-b):  The project proposes 11 dwelling units.  No significant impact on housing and population is 
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anticipated with this project.  No mitigation measures would be required for the population and housing section. 
 

 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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III. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving: 
 
a) Fault rupture?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X    

 
b) Seismic ground shaking? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X  

 
c) Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X    

 
d) Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X      

 
e)  Landslides or mudslides?   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X 

 
f) Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation,    
                grading, or fill?  

 
 

 
    

 
 X 

 
  

 
g) Subsidence of land?   

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 X    

 
h) Expansive soils?  

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 X     

 
i) Unique geologic or physical features?  

 
 

 
 

  
 X 

 
 
III. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (III-a, b, e, f, g, h, and i):  The Nevada County Soil Survey identifies the soil on the property as 
“Sites very stony loam” 15% to 50%.”  The erosion hazard with this site is moderate to high depending on slope, and 
run-off is medium to rapid.    There are no identified active fault lines on the property.   The City of Grass Valley is 
located in the low intensity zone for earthquake severity.   The 1992 Geologic Map of the Chico Quadrangle prepared by 
the California Department of Mines and Geology identified the site bedrock geology consisting of Cretaceous Period 
Metavolcanic Rock.  The rock types include quartzite, diorite, tonalite, quartz monzonite, and trondhjemite (Gularte and 
Associates, 1/14/05).  
 
A Geotechnical Report was prepared by Gularte and Associates on January 14, 2005.  The report concluded that the site 
is suitable for the proposed improvements, with the recommendations and design criteria in the report and incorporated 
into the project plans.  The development of the site would require adequate geotechnical recommendations as part of the 
building and grading permits to insure the development would not result in exposing people or property to geologic 
hazards such as ground failure, or similar hazards.  The Geotechnical Engineer shall review site during grading and 
excavation to ensure those engineering recommendations were incorporated into construction.  
 
The lot slopes southwesterly downhill from Town Talk Road.   The elevation at the northeast corner of the property is 
2,695 feet above see level and slopes down to 2,660 at the southwestern corner.   The average slope of the property is 
16%. The development of the project requires grading the existing contours of the property.  The grading for the project 
is estimated at 2,100 cubic yards of cut and fill. 
 
Impact:  The project as proposed may have short-term and long-term geologic impacts.  The short-term impacts would 
include erosion associated with grading and development of the project.  Adequate measures should be incorporated into 
the grading plan to minimize this short-term risk.  The long term impacts would include potential impacts to the 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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IX. HAZARDS.  Would the proposal involve: 
 
a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances (including, but 

                not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)?  

 
 

 
 

 
   X 

 
       

 
b) Possible interference with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

                 plan?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X     

 
c) The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard?   

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
  X     

 
d) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health hazards?  

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
  X  

 
e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees?   

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  X       

 
IX. HAZARDS: 
 
Impact Discussions (IX-a, c, d, and e):  The development of the residential units on the site is not expected to result in a 
risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances as long as proper construction methods are use.  
Construction methods will be monitored by the Building Department during construction.    
 
Throughout Grass Valley there is the potential for naturally occurring serpentine, ultramafic rock or naturally occurring 
asbestos.   However, as identified in the Geotechnical report prepared for the project, identified the site bedrock geology 
consisting of Cretaceous Period Metavolcanic Rock.  The rock types include quartzite, diorite, tonalite, quartz monzonite, 
and trondhjemite, and not serpentine or ultramafic rock.   No significant impact from hazards are anticipated with this 
project.  No mitigation measures would be required for the hazard section. 
 
 
 

 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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X. NOISE.  Would the proposal result in: 
 
a) Increases in existing noise levels?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    X 

 
b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels?   

 
 

 
      

 
   

 
   X  

 
X. NOISE: 
 
Impact Discussions (X-a and b):  Short term noise impacts are expected during project construction.  The General Plan 
identifies the property as being located outside of the 60 decibel range associated with noise generated along Brunswick 
Road, and would not exceed noise thresholds for the residential uses.   The project would be located behind an existing 



 
 Page 12 

Commercial retail center, however the location behind the commercial structures, with noise generation along the front of 
those commercial properties, noise impacts to the residential homes would be limited.  The construction noises associated 
with the project may affect the neighborhood in the short term.  However, the construction hours are limited by City 
Ordinance to times during normal working hours. 
 
No significant impact associated with noise is anticipated with this project.  No mitigation measures would be required 
for the noise section. 
 

 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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XI.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered government services in any of 
the following areas: 
 
a) Fire protection?    

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X 

 
b) Police protection?      

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X 

 
c) Schools?      

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
     
X 

 
d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?              

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X 

 
e) Other government services?                

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
X 

 
XI. PUBLIC SERVICES RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (XI-a, b, c, d, and e):  The project is located within the city limits of Grass Valley, and within the 
service boundaries of the City.  The project would be served by the City of Grass Valley fire and police Departments.  
With proper fire prevention measures as required under the Uniform Building Code and Uniform Fire Code, the project is 
not expected to significantly impact Fire Department services.  Payment of new development fees will address the 
project’s impact on City Fire and Police Department Services.  Payment of new development fees would also be required 
for school fees.  
 
No significant impact on public services is anticipated with this project.  No mitigation measures would be required for 
the public services section. 
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XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the proposal result in a need for new systems or supplies, or substantial          

  alterations to the following utilities: 
 
a) Power or natural gas?               

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X  

 
b) Communications systems?                

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X 

 
c) Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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d) Sewer or septic tanks?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  X 

 
e) Storm water drainage?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  X 

 
f) Solid waste disposal?                 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X  

 
g) Local or regional water supplies                 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  X  

 
XII.   UTILITIES AND SERVICE RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (XII-c, d, and e):  The project as proposed would require underground utilities and existing 
overhead lines would be underground for the utilities for the property, but would not include the PG & E electrical 
transmission lines. 
 
The project site is located within the NID (Nevada Irrigation District) service area for water.  The project will not 
significantly reduce the supply of water in the City of Grass Valley and Nevada County area. 
 
The project would be connected through the City’s sewer system.  The project would be connected through the City’s 
sewer system.  The City has approved development projects involving potential increased demands on the City’s waste 
water treatment plant, recognizing the potential limits on sewer availability.   The project is expected to generate a 
demand on sewer service equivalent to approximately 11 Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU).    Sufficient sewer treatment 
capacity will be required before the project is allowed to be constructed and/or connected to the City’s Sewer System.   A 
recent expansion of the sewer plant capacity from 1.72 to 2.78 MGD (million gallons per day), provides adequate sewer 
capacity for the proposed project.  However, specific approval to connect to the sewer system must be obtained from the 
City at the time of building permit issuance. 
 
No significant impact on utilities is anticipated with this project.  No mitigation measures would be required for the 
utility services section. 
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XIII.  AESTHETICS. Would the proposal: 
 
a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway?                

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   X  

 
b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect ?                 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   X 

 
c) Create light or glare?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   X 

 
XIII.  AESTHETICS: 
 
Impact Discussions (XIII-b and c):   The project is located westerly of Town Talk Road and northerly of Brunswick 
Road in the northern portion of Grass Valley.   The development of eleven single family residences located behind 
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commercial structures along Brunswick Road, which limits the visual impact of those structures.  The project reflects 
infill development and would not be visible from any designated scenic highways or vistas.    The project is not 
anticipated to have a significant adverse impact on aesthetics if it is fully built as planned.    
 
The project as proposed would be consistent with the Grass Valley Community Design Guidelines and the community 
design element of the General Plan. The project would not have a significant impact associated with aesthetics. No 
mitigation measures would be required for the aesthetic section. 
 
 

    
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
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XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal: 
 
a) Disturb paleontological resources?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   X 

 
b) Disturb archaeological resources?                 

 
 

 
 

 
   X 

 
 

 
c) Have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique ethnic 
                cultural values?                 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   X    

 
d) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area?  

 
 

 
 

 
     

 
    X   

 
XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES RESPONSES: 
 
Impact Discussions (XIV-b):  The site currently has a single family residence and outbuildings, as well as limited 
livestock (horses).  These uses have significantly disturbed the site.  The General Plan identifies the cultural sensitivity of 
the property as low.  The grading and past development has disturbed the property reducing the potential for cultural 
resources on the property.   The CEQA guidelines does require, as  part of the objectives, criteria and procedures required 
by section 21082 of Public Resources Code, a lead agency should make provisions if historical or unique archaeological 
resources accidentally discovered during construction.   A condition of approval would be added to address if cultural 
resources are identified on the property consistent with the cultural and historic element of the General Plan.  
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XV. RECREATION.  Would the proposal: 
 
a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational     
                facilities?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    X 

 
      

 
b) Affect existing recreational opportunities?                 

 
 

 
 

 
    X 

 
      

 
XV. RECREATION  RESPONSES: 
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Impact Discussions (XV-a and b):   
 
The project proposes 11 residential units. The project would only slightly increase the demand on recreational facilities in 
the City of Grass Valley.  The proposed project does not include recreational facilities on the site, however, the 
development includes private rear yards for each unit.  As part of the project approval, recreational fees would be 
required to be paid by the applicant at the time of development of the structures.  Those fees would provide recreational 
opportunities in the City of Grass Valley.    With the proposed recreational fees and the recreational development with 
the project, the project would not have a significant impact on the recreational opportunities in the neighborhood or the 
City of Grass Valley. 
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XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.   
 
a)         Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment  
           substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 

population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number of restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal  or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 
 

 
 

 
     X 

 
 

 
b)         Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of  
            long-term, environmental goals? 

 
 

 
 

 
     X    

 
 

 
c)         Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
             considerable? (Cumulatively considerable@ means that the incremental effects of  a  
             project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past  
             projects, the effects of  other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
             projects) 

 
 

 
      

 
     X 

 
 

 
d)         Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse   
             effects on human beings either directly or indirectly? 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 X 

 
XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
 
Impact Discussions (XVI-a, b, c and d):  As stated in the sections above in the Transportation Section, the project 
would generate an additional 132 vehicle-trips daily, 14 peak hour trips which adds to the  long-term cumulative impact 
on traffic, along with future development in the area,  in the City of Grass Valley and the regional area.   To mitigate this 
impact the project shall be subject to payment of the City and Regional traffic impact fees.   Those fees would be used to 
provide improvements to identified critical intersections.  With those fees, the project would have a less than significant 
cumulative impact on the City of Grass Valley and the regional area.  As described in the above analysis, this project will 
result in less than significant impacts.   

 
 


