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oje
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er
se
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fec

t o
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nd

ida
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itiv
e o

r s
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cia
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tat
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ec
ies

? 

Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
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ten

tia
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ific

an
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rio
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 is
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an

ce
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ing
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rm
its

, fo
cu

se
d s

ur
ve

ys
 fo

r 
sp

ec
ial

-st
atu

s p
lan

t s
pe

cie
s s

ha
ll b

e c
on

du
cte

d b
y a

 qu
ali

fie
d 

pro
jec

t b
iol

og
ist

 ac
co

rdi
ng

 to
 th

e f
oll

ow
ing

 pr
oto

co
l a

nd
 gu

ida
nc

e: 
CN

PS
 B

ota
nic

al 
Su

rve
y G

uid
eli

ne
s (

CN
PS

 20
01

); P
ro

toc
ols

 fo
r 

Su
rve

yin
g a

nd
 E

va
lua

tin
g I

mp
ac

ts 
to 
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ec

ial
 S

tat
us

 N
ati

ve
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pu

lat
ion

s a
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en

sit
ive

 N
atu

ra
l C

om
mu
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 (C
DF

W
 20
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); a
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S.
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 an
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ild
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er
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e G

en
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l R
are
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lan

t S
ur

ve
y 
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yp

he
r 2

00
2).
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 pr
e-c

on
str

uc
tio

n s
urv

ey
 sh

all
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co

nd
uc

ted
 du

rin
g a

 pe
rio

d w
he

n t
he

 ta
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et 
sp

ec
ies

 w
ou

ld 
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rva
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d i
de

nti
fia
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 (e
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rio
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cia

l-s
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an
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g p
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cti
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rve
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 of
 th

e s
pe

cie
s w
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 m
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s p
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ing
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s w

ill 
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s p
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ill b
e 

tem
po

rar
ily

 fe
nc

ed
 or

 pr
om
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ffe
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 S
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ific
an

t 



Im
pa

ct
 N

um
be

r a
nd

 T
itl

e 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

  
be

fo
re

 M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Mi

tig
at

io
n 

Me
as

ur
es

 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 
af

te
r M

iti
ga

tio
n 

es
tab

lis
he

d a
ro

un
d t

he
 po

pu
lat

ion
s t

o p
re

ve
nt 

ina
dv
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t b
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t d
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2. 

Se
ed
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ulb

s w
ill b

e c
oll

ec
ted

 an
d s

tor
ed

 in
 ap

pro
pri

ate
 st

ora
ge

 
co

nd
itio

ns
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, c

oo
l a
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 an
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ers
ed
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pla
nte
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are

a t
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t w
ou
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t b
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mp
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ted
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e c
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tio
n 
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tiv

ity
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d r
ea

pp
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ati
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lva
ge

d t
op
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il; 

an
d  

3. 
Th

e t
op

 6 
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 w

ill b
e s

alv
ag

ed
, s
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ile
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d 
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ed
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ac
tic
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le 
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er 
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oje

ct 
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mp
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ion
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ge
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so

il s
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e d
ep
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ed
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es
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at 

a f
ed
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lly
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ate
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ted
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nt 
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d d
uri
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urv
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nt 
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le 

ag
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DF
W
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r U
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W
S)

 
an

d w
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en
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ur

ren
ce

 fo
r m

ea
su

re
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eq
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de
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ly 
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te-
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if o
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de
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-lis
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ec
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cid

en
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e p
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W
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og
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r 
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f c
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e c
on
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nt 
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e f
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r 
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r p
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me
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d/o
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 re
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l m
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Fin
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n o
f a
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tig

ati
on
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s r
eq

uir
ed
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tui
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a s
pe

cia
l-s

tat
us
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an

t s
pe

cie
s s

urv
ey
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uc

ted
 at

 a 
tim

e w
he

n 
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ec
ial

-st
atu

s p
lan

ts 
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 ev
ide

nt 
an

d i
de

nti
fia

ble
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 de
ter

mi
ne

 if 
the

y a
re

 pr
es

en
t o

n s
ite

. S
ur

ve
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 sh
all
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 co
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uc

ted
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 a 
qu

ali
fie

d 
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log
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ow

led
ge

ab
le 

of 
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an

t s
pe

cie
s i

n t
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 re
gio

n a
nd

 sh
all
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 flo
ris

tic
 in
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tur

e. 
If a

ny
 sp

ec
ial

-st
atu

s p
lan

t s
pe

cie
s a
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ide
nti

fie
d d

ur
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e s

urv
ey
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o-d
ist
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an
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d b

y t
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fie
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cie
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e p
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me
ter

 
of 

the
 bu
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e s
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ll b

e f
en

ce
d o

r m
ar
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d w
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 fla
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an
ce
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 no

t p
os
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ult
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itia
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W

 
or 

US
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 de

pe
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ing
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 th
e s

tat
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 of
 th

e s
pe

cie
s, 
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de

ter
mi

ne
 if 

tra
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tio
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ed

 sa
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ge
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r p
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pro
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ts 
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t 
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s p
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t s
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cie

s a
re 
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se

nt 
on

 th
e p

ro
jec

t s
ite

, th
en
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r m
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e o
f g

ra
din
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e p

ro
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W
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d 
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 fo
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d l
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e p
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lud
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ing
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e l
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m 
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d t
o 
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nt 
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d m
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o r
ed

uc
e t
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l 
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is 
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ing
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to 
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g c
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uc
tio
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n p
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d t
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t s
ha

ll b
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0 d
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d 
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ite
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 C
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 sh
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e s
pe
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ic 
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eff

or
ts 
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t s

ha
ll o
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ur

 fo
r c

on
str

uc
tio

n a
cti

vit
ies

 th
at 

oc
cu

r b
oth

 
du

rin
g t

he
 ac

tiv
ity

 pe
rio

d o
f th

is 
sp

ec
ies

 (g
en

er
all

y M
ar

ch
 to

 
No

ve
mb

er
) a
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 fo

r p
er

iod
s w

he
n t

he
 sp

ec
ies

 m
ay

 be
 pr
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en
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the
 w

or
k a

re
a b

ut 
dif

fic
ult

 to
 de

tec
t d

ue
 to

 w
ea

the
r c

on
dit

ion
s 

(g
en

er
all

y D
ec

em
be

r t
hr

ou
gh

 F
eb

ru
ar

y).
 P

rio
r t

o 
co
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en

ce
me

nt 
of 

ve
ge

tat
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 re
mo

va
l a

nd
 gr
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ing
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tiv

itie
s, 
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ex
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sio
n f

en
ce

 sh
all

 be
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d 
ar

ou
nd

 th
e p

or
tio
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 of

 th
e 

Ca
lifo

rn
ia 

ch
ap

ar
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l h
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ita
t w

he
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 ve
ge
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ion

 re
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va
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nd
 

gr
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ing
 w
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Du
rin

g v
eg
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tio

n r
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al 
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itie
s, 

a p
re

-
co
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tru

cti
on

 cl
ea

ra
nc

e s
ur

ve
y s

ha
ll b

e p
er

for
me

d i
n p

ote
nti

all
y 

su
ita

ble
 ha

bit
at 

for
 th

is 
sp

ec
ies

 at
 th

e b
eg

inn
ing

 of
 ea

ch
 da

y b
y 

a q
ua

lifi
ed

 bi
olo

gis
t to

 pr
ev

en
t th
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f a
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 B

lai
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ho
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 an
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e p
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d p
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e b
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ted

 at
 a 
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n 
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vil
le’
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ne
d l
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rd

 is
 re
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on
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ly 

ex
pe

cte
d t

o b
e a

cti
ve

 to
 

de
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mi
ne

 if 
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en
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n s
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ur

ve
ys

 sh
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ted
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ali

fie
d b

iol
og
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ge
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d 

sp
ec

ies
 in

 th
e r

eg
ion

. If
 an
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d d
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d b
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d b
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e b
uff

er
 zo

ne
 sh

all
 be

 fe
nc

ed
 or

 m
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d f
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 C
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ng
 

bir
d s

ur
ve

y s
ha

ll b
e p

er
for

me
d b

y a
 qu

ali
fie

d b
iol

og
ist

 no
 so

on
er

 
tha

n 1
4 d

ay
s p

rio
r t

o a
ny

 gr
ou

nd
br

ea
kin

g a
cti

vit
ies

 or
 tr

ee
 

re
mo

va
l to

 de
ter

mi
ne

 if 
the

re
 ar

e a
ny

 ac
tiv

e n
es

ts 
wi

thi
n t

he
 

pr
oje

ct 
ar

ea
 (in

clu
din

g a
 20

0-
foo

t b
uff

er
 fo

r r
ap

tor
s).

 If 
the

 
co

ns
tru

cti
on

 si
te 

re
ma

ins
 in

ac
tiv

e 
for

 m
or

e t
ha

n 1
 m

on
th 

du
rin

g 
the

 br
ee

din
g s

ea
so

n a
nd

 co
ns

tru
cti

on
 w

ou
ld 

re
su

me
 du

rin
g t

he
 

br
ee

din
g s

ea
so

n, 
an

oth
er

 pr
e-

co
ns

tru
cti

on
 ne

sti
ng

 bi
rd

 su
rve

y 
sh

all
 be

 pe
rfo

rm
ed

 no
 so

on
er

 th
an

 14
 da

ys
 pr

ior
 to

 re
ac

tiv
ati

on
 

of 
co

ns
tru

cti
on

 ac
tiv

itie
s o

n s
ite

.  
If a

ny
 ac

tiv
e n

es
ts 

ar
e o

bs
er

ve
d d

ur
ing

 su
rve

ys
, a

n a
vo

ida
nc

e 
bu

ffe
r s

ha
ll b

e d
ete

rm
ine

d a
nd

 fla
gg

ed
 by

 th
e q

ua
lifi

ed
 bi

olo
gis

t 
ba

se
d o

n s
pe

cie
s, 

loc
at

ion
, a

nd
 pl

an
ne

d c
on

str
uc

tio
n a

cti
vit

y 
(e

.g.
 50

 fe
et 

for
 pa

ss
er

ine
s t

o 2
50

-5
00

 fe
et 

for
 ra

pto
rs)

. T
he

se
 

ne
sts

 sh
all

 be
 av

oid
ed

 un
til 

the
 ch

ick
s h

av
e f

led
ge

d a
nd

 th
e 

ne
sts

 ar
e n

o l
on

ge
r a

cti
ve

, a
s d

et
er

mi
ne

d b
y t

he
 qu

ali
fie

d 
bio

log
ist

. A
vo

ida
nc

e c
ou

ld 
co

ns
ist

 of
 de

lay
ing

 co
ns

tru
cti

on
 in

 
pr

ox
im

ity
 to

 th
e n

es
t d

ur
ing

 th
e n

es
tin

g s
ea

so
n, 

or
 cr

ea
tin

g a
 

bu
ffe

r z
on

e b
etw

ee
n t

he
 ne

st 
an

d 
the

 ac
tiv

ity
. If

 ac
tiv

e n
es

ts 
ar

e 
pr

es
en

t, P
pr

oje
ct 

ac
tiv

itie
s s

ha
ll b

e c
on

fin
ed

 to
 da

yli
gh

t h
ou

rs 
to 

pr
ev

en
t im

pa
cts

 to
 fo

ra
gin

g n
oc

tu
rn

al 
av

ian
 sp

ec
ies

. If
 

pr
ec

on
str

uc
tio

n s
ur

ve
ys

 in
dic

ate
 n

es
ts 

ar
e i

na
cti

ve
 or

 po
ten

tia
l 

ha
bit

at 
is 

un
oc

cu
pie

d d
ur

ing
 co

ns
tru

cti
on

 pe
rio

d, 
no

 fu
rth

er
 

mi
tig

ati
on

 is
 re

qu
ire

d.
 

MM
 6d

: A
ll c

on
str

uc
tio

n w
or

ke
rs 

sh
all

 re
ce

ive
 w

or
ke

r e
nv

iro
nm

en
tal

 
aw

ar
en

es
s p

ro
gr

am
 tr

ain
ing

 co
nd

uc
ted

 by
 a 

qu
ali

fie
d b

iol
og

ist
 

or
 an

 en
vir

on
me

nta
lly

 tr
ain

ed
 co

ns
tru

cti
on

 m
an

ag
er

. W
or

ke
r 

en
vir

on
me

nta
l a

wa
re

ne
ss

 pr
og

ra
m 

tra
ini

ng
 m

ay
 al

so
 be

 
co

nd
uc

ted
 th

ro
ug

h a
 vi

de
o c

re
ate

d b
y a

 qu
ali

fie
d b

iol
og

ist
 



Im
pa

ct
 N

um
be

r a
nd

 T
itl

e 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

  
be

fo
re

 M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Mi

tig
at

io
n 

Me
as

ur
es

 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 
af

te
r M

iti
ga

tio
n 

sp
ec

ific
all

y f
or

 th
is 

pr
oje

ct.
 W

or
ke

r e
nv

iro
nm

en
tal

 aw
ar

en
es

s 
pr

og
ra

m 
tra

ini
ng

 sh
all

 in
str

uc
t w

or
ke

rs 
to 

re
co

gn
ize

 al
l s

pe
cia

l-
sta

tus
 sp

ec
ies

 po
ten

tia
lly

 pr
es

en
t in

 th
e p

ro
jec

t a
re

a; 
ide

nti
fy 

the
ir h

ab
ita

t; a
nd

 di
sc

us
s t

he
 na

tu
re

 an
d p

ur
po

se
 of

 pr
ote

cti
ve

 
me

as
ur

es
, in

clu
din

g b
es

t m
an

ag
em

en
t p

ra
cti

ce
s a

nd
 ot

he
r 

re
qu

ire
d m

itig
ati

on
 m

ea
su

re
s. 

Pe
rso

nn
el 

sh
all

 be
 in

str
uc

ted
 to

 
av

oid
 w

etl
an

ds
 an

d w
ate

rs 
on

 th
e 

pr
oje

ct 
sit

e, 
oth

er
 th

an
 w

he
re

 
im

pa
cts

 ha
ve

 be
en

 au
tho

riz
ed

, a
nd

 to
 pr

ev
en

t s
pil

ls,
 an

d s
ha

ll 
be

 gi
ve

n c
on

tac
t in

for
ma

tio
n f

or
 th

e q
ua

lifi
ed

 bi
olo

gis
t. 

6-
2 W

ou
ld 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

ha
ve

 a 
su

bs
tan

tia
l a

dv
er

se
 ef

fec
t o

n r
ipa

ria
n 

ha
bit

at 
or

 ot
he

r s
en

sit
ive

 na
tur

al 
co

mm
un

itie
s?

 

Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

Po
ten

tia
lly

 
Si

gn
ific

an
t 

MM
 6e

: P
rio

r t
o i

ss
ua

nc
e o

f g
ra

din
g p

er
mi

ts,
 th

e p
ro

jec
t a

pp
lic

an
t 

sh
all

 su
bm

it t
o t

he
 C

ity
 ev

ide
nc

e t
ha

t c
om

pe
ns

ato
ry 

ha
bit

at 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n a
nd

/or
 re

sto
ra

tio
n f

or
 th

e l
os

s o
f M

cN
ab

 C
yp

re
ss

 
wo

od
lan

d a
nd

 co
tto

nw
oo

d f
or

es
t is

 in
co

rp
or

ate
d w

ith
in 

the
 

pr
op

os
ed

 la
nd

sc
ap

ing
 pl

an
s a

nd
/o

r h
as

 be
en

 pr
ov

ide
d f

or
 

thr
ou

gh
 pu

rch
as

e o
f c

re
dit

s i
n a

 ha
bit

at 
mi

tig
ati

on
 ba

nk
 an

d/o
r 

es
tab

lis
hm

en
t o

f a
 co

ns
er

va
tio

n e
as

em
en

t o
r o

the
r m

ec
ha

nis
m 

pr
ov

idi
ng

 fo
r t

he
 si

te’
s p

er
pe

tua
l c

on
se

rva
tio

n o
n a

n o
ffs

ite
 

pa
rce

l th
at 

su
pp

or
ts 

Mc
Na

b C
yp

re
ss

 w
oo

dla
nd

 an
d/o

r 
co

tto
nw

oo
d f

or
es

t th
at 

is 
of 

sim
ila

r h
ab

ita
t q

ua
lity

 to
 th

at 
ex

ist
ing

 
on

 th
e p

ro
jec

t s
ite

. T
he

 ha
bit

at 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n a
nd

/or
 re

sto
ra

tio
n 

sh
all

 oc
cu

r o
ve

r a
 to

tal
 ar

ea
 of

 3.
15

 ac
re

s f
or

 M
cN

ab
 cy

pr
es

s 
wo

od
lan

d a
nd

 0.
62

 ac
re

s f
or

 co
tto

nw
oo

d f
or

es
t. T

his
 m

ay
 

inc
lud

e a
 co

mb
ina

tio
n o

f o
n-

sit
e r

ep
lan

tin
g a

nd
 re

sto
ra

tio
n a

nd
 

off
-si

te 
re

sto
ra

tio
n s

uff
ici

en
t to

 en
su

re
 no

 ne
t lo

ss
 of

 ha
bit

at 
fun

cti
on

s o
r v

alu
es

. h
as

 be
en

 or
 w

ill 
be

 co
mp

let
ed

. T
his

 m
ay

 
inc

lud
e a

 co
mb

ina
tio

n o
f o

n-
sit

e r
ep

lan
tin

g a
nd

 re
sto

ra
tio

n a
nd

 
off

-si
te 

re
sto

ra
tio

n s
uff

ici
en

t to
 en

su
re

 no
 ne

t lo
ss

 of
 ha

bit
at 

fun
cti

on
s o

r v
alu

es
. O

n-
sit

e p
lan

tin
g m

ay
 in

clu
de

 re
sto

ra
tio

n o
f 

the
 di

stu
rb

ed
 ar

ea
s o

f M
cN

ab
 C

yp
re

ss
 w

oo
dla

nd
 an

d 
co

tto
nw

oo
d f

or
es

t, a
s w

ell
 as

 pl
an

tin
g o

f in
div

idu
al 

Mc
Na

b 
Cy

pr
es

s a
nd

 F
re

mo
nt 

co
tto

nw
oo

d t
re

es
 as

 pa
rt 

of 
the

 pr
op

os
ed

 
lan

ds
ca

pin
g p

lan
. 

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ign

ific
an

t 



6-
3 W

ou
ld 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

ha
ve

 a 
su

bs
tan

tia
l a

dv
er

se
 ef

fec
t o

n 
fed

er
all

y p
ro

tec
ted

 w
etl

an
ds

? 

Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

Po
ten

tia
lly

 
Si

gn
ific

an
t 

MM
 6f

: T
o t

he
 ex

ten
t p

ra
cti

ca
ble

, th
e p

ro
jec

t s
ha

ll b
e d

es
ign

ed
 to

 
av

oid
 im

pa
cts

 to
 th

e j
ur

isd
ict

ion
al 

wa
ter

s o
f th

e U
.S

. o
r s

tat
e 

wi
thi

n t
he

 pr
oje

ct 
sit

e, 
an

d t
he

 fo
llo

wi
ng

 av
oid

an
ce

/m
ini

mi
za

tio
n 

me
as

ur
es

 sh
all

 be
 im

ple
me

nte
d: 

 
• 

An
y m

ate
ria

l/s
po

ils
 fr

om
 pr

oje
ct 

ac
tiv

itie
s s

ha
ll b

e l
oc

ate
d 

aw
ay

 fr
om

 ju
ris

dic
tio

na
l a

re
as

 an
d p

ro
tec

ted
 fr

om
 

sto
rm

wa
ter

 ru
no

ff u
sin

g t
em

po
ra

ry 
pe

rim
ete

r s
ed

im
en

t 
ba

rri
er

s s
uc

h a
s b

er
ms

, s
ilt 

fen
ce

s, 
fib

er
 ro

lls
, c

ov
er

s, 
sa

nd
/gr

av
el 

ba
gs

, a
nd

 st
ra

w 
ba

le 
ba

rri
er

s, 
as

 ap
pr

op
ria

te.
  

• 
Ma

ter
ial

s s
ha

ll b
e s

tor
ed

 on
 im

pe
rvi

ou
s s

ur
fac

es
 or

 pl
as

tic
 

gr
ou

nd
 co

ve
rs 

to 
pr

ev
en

t a
ny

 sp
ills

 or
 le

ak
ag

e f
ro

m 
co

nta
mi

na
tin

g t
he

 gr
ou

nd
 an

d g
en

er
all

y a
t le

as
t 5

0 f
ee

t fr
om

 
the

 to
p o

f b
an

k. 
 

• 
An

y s
pil

lag
e o

f m
ate

ria
l s

ha
ll b

e s
top

pe
d i

f it
 ca

n b
e d

on
e 

sa
fel

y. 
Th

e c
on

tam
ina

ted
 ar

ea
 sh

all
 be

 cl
ea

ne
d a

nd
 an

y 
co

nta
mi

na
ted

 m
ate

ria
ls 

pr
op

er
ly 

dis
po

se
d o

f. F
or

 al
l s

pil
ls 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

for
em

an
 or

 de
sig

na
ted

 en
vir

on
me

nta
l 

re
pr

es
en

tat
ive

 sh
all

 be
 no

tifi
ed

. 
 

W
he

re
 im

pa
cts

 to
 ju

ris
dic

tio
na

l w
ate

rs 
ca

nn
ot 

be
 av

oid
ed

, 
mi

nim
iza

tio
n m

ea
su

re
s s

ha
ll b

e a
pp

lie
d a

nd
 al

l n
ec

es
sa

ry 
re

so
ur

ce
 ag

en
cy

 pe
rm

its
 sh

all
 be

 o
bta

ine
d. 

Th
is 

ma
y i

nc
lud

e a
 

Na
tio

nw
ide

 P
er

mi
t fr

om
 th

e A
CO

E,
 W

ate
r Q

ua
lity

 C
er

tifi
ca

tio
n 

or
 In

div
idu

al 
or

 G
en

er
al 

W
as

te 
Di

sc
ha

rg
e R

eq
uir

em
en

ts 
fro

m 
the

 R
W

QC
B,

 an
d a

 S
tre

am
be

d A
lte

ra
tio

n A
gr

ee
me

nt 
fro

m 
CD

FW
.  P

ro
of 

of 
co

mp
lia

nc
e s

ha
ll b

e s
ub

mi
tte

d t
o t

he
 G

ra
ss

 
Va

lle
y P

lan
nin

g D
ep

ar
tm

en
t p

rio
r t

o i
ss

ua
nc

e o
f b

uil
din

g a
nd

 
gr

ad
ing

 pe
rm

its
 an

d/o
r d

em
on

str
ati

on
 th

at 
av

oid
an

ce
 of

 
jur

isd
ict

ion
al 

wa
ter

s w
ill 

oc
cu

r d
ur

ing
 co

ns
tru

cti
on

. 
 

Al
l te

mp
or

ar
y i

mp
ac

ts 
to 

fed
er

al-
 an

d s
tat

e-
jur

isd
ict

ion
al 

wa
ter

s 
sh

all
 be

 re
sto

re
d o

n s
ite

. R
es

tor
ati

on
 w

ill 
inc

lud
e r

ec
on

tou
rin

g 
an

d e
ro

sio
n c

on
tro

l w
ith

 a 
na

tiv
e 

se
ed

 m
ix.

 P
rio

r t
o s

ee
din

g 
tem

po
ra

ry 
gr

ou
nd

 di
stu

rb
an

ce
 ar

ea
s, 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

bio
log

ist
 w

ill 
re

vie
w 

the
 se

ed
ing

 pa
let

te 
to 

en
su

re
 th

at 
no

 se
ed

ing
 of

 in
va

siv
e 

pla
nt 

sp
ec

ies
, a

s i
de

nt
ifie

d i
n t

he
 m

os
t r

ec
en

t v
er

sio
n o

f th
e 

Ca
lifo

rn
ia 

Inv
as

ive
 P

lan
t In

ve
nto

ry
 fo

r t
he

 re
gio

n, 
wi

ll o
cc

ur
. 

 
Co

mp
en

sa
tor

y m
itig

ati
on

 fo
r p

er
ma

ne
nt 

im
pa

cts
 sh

all
 oc

cu
r o

ff 
sit

e, 
an

d s
ha

ll o
cc

ur
 at

 a 
ra

tio
 no

 le
ss

 th
an

 1:
1 f

or
 th

e i
mp

ac
t to

 
jur

isd
ict

ion
al 

wa
ter

s o
r a

t a
 hi

gh
er

 ra
tio

 if 
so

 de
ter

mi
ne

d i
n t

he
 

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ign

ific
an

t 



jur
isd

ict
ion

al 
wa

ter
s p

er
mi

ts.
 A

 w
ate

rs 
mi

tig
ati

on
 an

d m
on

ito
rin

g 
pla

n s
ha

ll b
e p

re
pa

re
d t

ha
t o

utl
ine

s t
he

 co
mp

en
sa

tor
y 

mi
tig

ati
on

 in
 co

or
din

ati
on

 w
ith

 th
e 

AC
OE

, R
W

QC
B,

 an
d C

DF
W

.  
 

Mi
tig

ati
on

 la
nd

s s
ha

ll b
e 

co
mp

ris
ed

 of
 dr

ain
ag

es
 si

mi
lar

 to
 

tho
se

 im
pa

cte
d. 

Of
fs

ite
 m

itig
ati

on
 la

nd
s s

ha
ll b

e p
re

se
rve

d 
thr

ou
gh

 a 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n e
as

em
en

t a
nd

 th
e w

ate
rs 

mi
tig

ati
on

 an
d 

mo
nit

or
ing

 pl
an

 sh
all

 id
en

tify
 an

 a
pp

ro
ac

h f
or

 fu
nd

ing
 

as
su

ra
nc

e f
or

 th
e l

on
g

ter
m 

ma
na

ge
me

nt 
of 

the
 co

ns
er

ve
d 

lan
d. 

Su
ita

ble
 m

itig
at

ion
 la

nd
s p

ro
vid

ed
 fo

r s
pe

cie
s, 

if a
ny

 ar
e 

ide
nti

fie
d, 

ma
y a

lso
 be

 us
ed

 fo
r m

itig
ati

on
 of

 ju
ris

dic
tio

na
l 

wa
ter

s o
f th

e s
tat

e. 
Th

e p
ro

po
se

d 1
:1 

ac
re

ag
e r

ati
o (

or
 hi

gh
er

 
ra

tio
 if 

so
 de

ter
mi

ne
d i

n t
he

 ju
ris

dic
tio

na
l w

ate
rs 

pe
rm

its
) is

 
co

ns
ide

re
d s

uff
ici

en
t to

 re
du

ce
 pr

oje
ct 

eff
ec

ts 
to 

les
s t

ha
n 

sig
nif

ica
nt 

be
ca

us
e t

he
 ty

pe
 of

 po
ten

tia
lly

 af
fec

ted
 ju

ris
dic

tio
na

l 
fea

tur
es

 (i.
e.,

 ep
he

me
ra

l d
ra

ina
ge

s) 
ar

e r
ela

tiv
ely

 co
mm

on
 in

 
the

 co
nte

xt 
of 

re
gio

na
l d

ra
ina

ge
. I

t is
 no

ted
 th

at 
the

 fin
al 

mi
tig

ati
on

 ra
tio

 re
qu

ire
d b

y t
he

 A
CO

E,
 R

W
QC

B 
an

d C
DF

W
 fo

r 
ac

qu
isi

tio
n o

f r
eg

ula
tor

y p
er

mi
ts 

ma
y d

iffe
r, 

bu
t s

ha
ll b

e n
o l

es
s 

tha
n 1

:1.
Pr

ior
 to

 is
su

an
ce

 of
 a 

gr
ad

ing
 pe

rm
it, 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

ap
pli

ca
nt 

sh
all

 ac
qu

ire
 a 

Cl
ea

n W
ate

r A
ct 

Se
cti

on
 40

4 p
er

mi
t 

an
d S

ec
tio

n 4
01

 W
ate

r Q
ua

lity
 C

er
tifi

ca
tio

n. 
To

 co
mp

en
sa

te 
for

 
the

 lo
ss

 of
 ju

ris
dic

tio
na

l w
etl

an
ds

 as
so

cia
ted

 w
ith

 pr
op

os
ed

 
ac

tiv
itie

s, 
the

 pr
oje

ct 
ap

pli
ca

nt 
sh

all
 (1

) r
es

tor
e a

nd
/or

 cr
ea

te 
we

tla
nd

s o
n s

ite
; (

2)
 cr

ea
te 

we
tla

nd
s a

t a
n o

ff-
sit

e l
oc

ati
on

 
ac

ce
pta

ble
 to

 th
e r

es
ou

rce
 ag

en
cie

s; 
(3

) p
ur

ch
as

e 
co

mp
en

sa
tor

y m
itig

ati
on

 cr
ed

its
 a

t a
n a

ge
nc

y-a
pp

ro
ve

d 
mi

tig
ati

on
 ba

nk
; o

r (
4)

 a 
co

mb
ina

tio
n o

f 1
, 2

, o
r 3

. T
he

 pr
oje

ct 
ap

pli
ca

nt 
sh

all
 de

ve
lop

 th
e m

itig
at

ion
 ap

pr
oa

ch
 in

 co
nju

nc
tio

n 
wi

th 
the

 re
so

ur
ce

 ag
en

cie
s d

ur
ing

 th
e p

er
mi

ttin
g p

ro
ce

ss
. T

he
 

mi
tig

ati
on

 re
qu

ire
me

nts
 sh

all
 be

 in
 co

mp
lia

nc
e w

ith
 fe

de
ra

l a
nd

 
sta

te 
Cl

ea
n W

ate
r A

ct 
law

s. 
Th

e f
ina

l m
itig

ati
on

 ra
tio

s, 
de

sig
n, 

an
d i

mp
lem

en
tat

ion
 sh

all
 co

mp
ly 

wi
th 

the
 te

rm
s a

nd
 co

nd
itio

ns
 

of 
the

 S
ec

tio
n 4

04
 pe

rm
it i

ss
ue

d 
by

 th
e S

ac
ra

me
nto

 D
ist

ric
t 

U.
S.

 A
rm

y C
or

ps
 of

 E
ng

ine
er

s a
nd

 th
e S

ec
tio

n 4
01

 W
ate

r 
Qu

ali
ty 

Ce
rtif

ica
tio

n a
nd

 W
as

te 
Di

sc
ha

rg
e R

eq
uir

em
en

ts 
iss

ue
d 

by
 th

e C
en

tra
l V

all
ey

 R
eg

ion
al 

W
ate

r Q
ua

lity
 C

on
tro

l B
oa

rd
. 
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 m
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th 
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 th
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t 
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 R
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Le
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 th
an

 S
ign

ific
an
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ni
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6-
5 W

ou
ld 
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 pr

oje
ct 
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ict
 w
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loc
al 
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an
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pr
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al 
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ur

ce
s?

 

Bo
th 
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tiv
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Si
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ific

an
t 

No
ne
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t 

6-
6 W

ou
ld 
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 pr

oje
ct 
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 w
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ov

isi
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s o
f a

n a
pp

ro
ve

d r
eg

ion
al,
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te,
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 lo
ca

l h
ab

ita
t c

on
se

rva
tio

n 
pla

n?
 

Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

No
 Im

pa
ct 

No
ne

 R
eq

uir
ed

 
No

 Im
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ct 
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7 W
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ld 
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 pr

oje
ct 
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ntr

ibu
te 
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nif
ica

nt 
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mu
lat

ive
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pa
cts
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log

ica
l re

so
ur

ce
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th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

Le
ss

 th
an

 
Si

gn
ific

an
t 

No
ne

 R
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uir
ed
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ss
 th

an
 S

ign
ific

an
t 

Cu
ltu

ra
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ou
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es

 
7-

1 W
ou

ld 
the

 pr
oje

ct 
ca

us
e a

 
su

bs
tan

tia
l a

dv
er

se
 ch

an
ge

 in
 th

e 
sig

nif
ica

nc
e o

f a
 hi

sto
ric

al 
re

so
ur

ce
, 

ar
ch

ae
olo

gic
al 

re
so

ur
ce

, o
r t

rib
al 

cu
ltu

ra
l re

so
ur

ce
? 

Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

Po
ten

tia
lly

 
Si

gn
ific

an
t 
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: A
ll c

on
str

uc
tio

n w
or

ke
rs 

sh
all

 re
ce

ive
 w

or
ke

r c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s a
wa

re
ne

ss
 tr

ain
ing

 co
nd

uc
ted

 by
 a 

qu
ali

fie
d 

ar
ch

ae
olo

gis
t, a

nd
 sh

all
 re

ce
ive

 a
 w

or
ke

r c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s 
aw

ar
en

es
s b

ro
ch

ur
e p

re
pa

re
d b

y t
he

 sa
me

 qu
ali

fie
d 

ar
ch

ae
olo

gis
t. W

or
ke

r c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s a
wa

re
ne

ss
 tr

ain
ing

 
ma

y a
lso

 be
 co

nd
uc

ted
 th

ro
ug

h a
 vi

de
o c

re
ate

d b
y a

 qu
ali

fie
d 

ar
ch

ae
olo

gis
t s

pe
cif

ica
lly

 fo
r t

his
 pr

oje
ct.

 T
he

 pr
og

ra
m 

sh
all

 
inc

lud
e r

ele
va

nt 
inf

or
ma

tio
n r

eg
ar

din
g s

en
sit

ive
 tr

iba
l c

ult
ur

al 
re

so
ur

ce
s, 

inc
lud

ing
 ap

pli
ca

ble
 re

gu
lat

ion
s, 

pr
oto

co
ls 

for
 

av
oid

an
ce

, a
nd

 co
ns

eq
ue

nc
es

 of
 vi

ola
tin

g s
tat

e l
aw

s a
nd

 
re

gu
lat

ion
s. 

Th
e w

or
ke

r c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s a
wa

re
ne

ss
 tr

ain
ing

 
sh

all
 al

so
 de

sc
rib

e a
pp

ro
pr

iat
e a

vo
ida

nc
e a

nd
 m

ini
mi

za
tio

n 
me

as
ur

es
 fo

r r
es

ou
rce

s t
ha

t h
av

e t
he

 po
ten

tia
l to

 be
 lo

ca
ted

 on
 

the
 pr

oje
ct 

sit
e, 

an
d s

ha
ll o

utl
ine

 w
ha

t to
 do

 an
d w

ho
 to

 co
nta

ct 
if a

ny
 po

ten
tia

l a
rch

ae
olo

gic
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s o
r a

rtif
ac

ts 
ar

e 
en

co
un

ter
ed

. T
he

 pr
og

ra
m 

sh
all

 al
so

 un
de

rsc
or

e t
he

 
re

qu
ire

me
nt 

for
 co

nfi
de

nti
ali

ty 
an

d c
ult

ur
all

y a
pp

ro
pr

iat
e 

tre
atm

en
t o

f a
ny

 ki
nd

 of
 si

gn
ific

an
ce

 re
lat

ed
 to

 N
ati

ve
 

Am
er

ica
ns

 an
d b

eh
av

ior
s, 

co
ns

ist
en

t w
ith

 N
ati

ve
 A

me
ric

an
 

trib
al 

va
lue

s. 
W

or
ke

r c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

s a
wa

re
ne

ss
 tr

ain
ing

 sh
all

 
ins

tru
ct 

wo
rke

rs 
to 

re
co

gn
ize

 po
te

nti
al 

cu
ltu

ra
l re

so
ur

ce
s, 

su
ch

 

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ign

ific
an

t 



Im
pa

ct
 N

um
be

r a
nd

 T
itl

e 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

  
be

fo
re

 M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Mi

tig
at

io
n 

Me
as

ur
es

 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 
af

te
r M

iti
ga

tio
n 

as
 th

e p
re

se
nc

e o
f d

isc
olo

re
d o

r d
ar

k s
oil

, fi
re

-a
ffe

cte
d m

ate
ria

l, 
co

nc
en

tra
tio

ns
 of

 lit
hic

 m
ate

ria
ls,

 or
 ot

he
r c

ha
ra

cte
ris

tic
s 

ob
se

rve
d t

o b
e a

typ
ica

l o
f th

e s
ur

ro
un

din
g a

re
a; 

lith
ic 

or
 bo

ne
 

too
ls 

tha
t a

pp
ea

r t
o h

av
e b

ee
n u

se
d f

or
 ch

op
pin

g, 
dr

illi
ng

, o
r 

gr
ind

ing
; p

ro
jec

tile
 po

int
s; 

fire
d c

lay
 ce

ra
mi

cs
 or

 no
n-

fun
cti

on
al 

ite
ms

; n
on

-lo
ca

l h
igh

-q
ua

lity
 m

ate
ria

ls 
su

ch
 as

 ch
er

t a
nd

 
ob

sid
ian

; a
nd

 hi
sto

ric
 ar

tifa
cts

 su
ch

 as
 gl

as
s b

ott
les

 an
d 

sh
ar

ds
, 

ce
ra

mi
c m

ate
ria

l, b
uil

din
g o

r d
om

es
tic

 re
fus

e, 
fer

ro
us

 m
eta

l, o
r 

old
 fe

atu
re

s s
uc

h a
s c

on
cre

te 
fou

nd
ati

on
s o

r p
riv

ies
. 

 
 

Pr
ior

 to
 is

su
an

ce
 of

 a 
gr

ad
ing

 pe
rm

it, 
the

 C
ity

 of
 G

ra
ss

 V
all

ey
 

sh
all

 ve
rify

 th
at 

pr
oje

ct 
co

ns
tru

cti
on

 do
cu

me
nts

 in
clu

de
 th

e 
fol

low
ing

 no
te:

 “I
f a

ny
 cu

ltu
ra

l re
so

ur
ce

s, 
su

ch
 as

 st
ru

ctu
ra

l 
fea

tur
es

, m
ini

ng
 eq

uip
me

nt,
 un

us
ua

l a
mo

un
ts 

of 
bo

ne
 or

 sh
ell

 
ar

tifa
cts

, o
r a

rch
ite

ctu
ra

l re
ma

ins
, a

re
 en

co
un

ter
ed

 du
rin

g a
ny

 
co

ns
tru

cti
on

 ac
tiv

itie
s, 

the
 co

ntr
ac

tor
 sh

all
 su

sp
en

d a
ll w

or
k 

wi
thi

n 1
00

 fe
et 

of 
the

 fin
d a

nd
 im

me
dia

tel
y n

oti
fy 

the
 C

ity
’s 

Co
mm

un
ity

 D
ev

elo
pm

en
t D

ire
cto

r.”
 F

ur
the

r, 
the

 pr
oje

ct 
ap

pli
ca

nt 
sh

all
 un

de
rta

ke
 th

e f
oll

ow
ing

: 
Re

tai
n a

 qu
ali

fie
d a

rch
ae

olo
gis

t t
o c

on
du

ct 
an

 in
ve

sti
ga

tio
n o

f 
the

 si
te 

as
 ne

ed
ed

 to
 as

se
ss

 th
e r

es
ou

rce
s (

i.e
., w

he
the

r it
 is

 
a “

his
tor

ica
l re

so
ur

ce
” o

r a
 “u

niq
ue

 ar
ch

ae
olo

gic
al 

re
so

ur
ce

”) 
an

d t
o p

ro
vid

e m
an

ag
em

en
t r

ec
om

me
nd

ati
on

s s
ho

uld
 

po
ten

tia
l im

pa
cts

 to
 th

e r
es

ou
rce

 be
 fo

un
d t

o b
e s

ign
ific

an
t 

(p
os

sib
le 

ma
na

ge
me

nt 
re

co
mm

en
da

tio
ns

 fo
r h

ist
or

ica
l o

r 
un

iqu
e a

rch
ae

olo
gic

al 
re

so
ur

ce
s c

ou
ld 

inc
lud

e r
es

ou
rce

 
av

oid
an

ce
 or

 da
ta 

re
co

ve
ry 

ex
ca

va
tio

ns
 w

he
re

 av
oid

an
ce

 is
 

inf
ea

sib
le 

in 
lig

ht 
of 

pr
oje

ct 
de

sig
n o

r la
yo

ut,
 or

 is
 

un
ne

ce
ss

ar
y t

o a
vo

id 
sig

nif
ica

nt 
eff

ec
ts)

. 
Co

ns
ult

 w
ith

 th
e 

Un
ite

d A
ub

ur
n I

nd
ian

 C
om

mu
nit

y (
UA

IC
) t

o 
de

ter
mi

ne
 if 

the
 fin

d i
s a

 tr
iba

l c
ult

ur
al 

re
so

ur
ce

. If
 so

, 
co

ns
ult

ati
on

 w
ith

 th
e 

UA
IC

 sh
all

 b
e c

on
sis

ten
t w

ith
 th

e 
re

qu
ire

me
nts

 of
 C

ali
for

nia
 P

ub
lic

 R
es

ou
rce

s C
od

e 
Se

cti
on

s 
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pa

ct
 N

um
be

r a
nd

 T
itl

e 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

  
be

fo
re

 M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Mi

tig
at

io
n 

Me
as

ur
es

 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 
af

te
r M

iti
ga

tio
n 

21
08

4.3
(a

) a
nd

 (b
) a

nd
 C

EQ
A 

Gu
ide

lin
es

 S
ec

tio
n 1

53
70

, a
nd

 
sh

all
 in

clu
de

 co
ns

ide
ra

tio
n o

f r
eq

uir
ing

 co
mp

en
sa

tio
n f

or
 th

e 
im

pa
ct 

by
 re

pla
cin

g o
r p

ro
vid

ing
 su

bs
titu

te 
re

so
ur

ce
s o

r 
en

vir
on

me
nts

. 
As

 w
ar

ra
nte

d b
y a

ny
 cu

ltu
ra

l re
so

ur
ce

s f
ou

nd
 on

 si
te,

 pr
ep

ar
e 

re
po

rts
 fo

r r
es

ou
rce

s i
de

nti
fie

d a
s p

ote
nti

all
y e

lig
ibl

e f
or

 lis
tin

g 
in 

the
 C

ali
for

nia
 R

eg
ist

er
 of

 H
ist

or
ica

l R
es

ou
rce

s i
n 

co
ns

ult
ati

on
 w

ith
 th

e 
St

ate
 H

ist
or

ic 
Pr

es
er

va
tio

n O
ffic

er
, a

nd
 if 

ap
pli

ca
ble

, tr
iba

l re
pr

es
en

tat
ive

s. 
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2 W
ou

ld 
the

 pr
oje

ct 
dis

tur
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ny
 

hu
ma

n r
em

ain
s, 

inc
lud

ing
 th

os
e 

int
er

re
d o

uts
ide

 of
 de

dic
ate

d 
ce

me
ter

ies
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Bo
th 

Al
ter

na
tiv

es
 

Le
ss

 th
an

 
Si
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ific

an
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No
ne
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eq
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Le

ss
 th

an
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ign
ific

an
t 
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3 C

ou
ld 
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oje
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co

ntr
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te 
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a c
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e l
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s o
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cu
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ur

ce
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Si
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an
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an
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8-

1 W
ou

ld 
the

 pr
oje

ct 
re

su
lt i

n a
n 

inc
re
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e i

n t
ra

ffic
 th

at 
is 

su
bs

tan
tia

l 
in 

re
lat
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 to

 th
e e

xis
tin

g t
ra

ffic
 

vo
lum

es
 an

d c
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 on
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R 
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an
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ra
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su
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tan
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l 

in 
re

lat
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 to
 th

e e
xis
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ra
ffic

 
vo

lum
es

 an
d c

ap
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 C
ity

 of
 

Gr
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s V
all

ey
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d 
int

er
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: U
nd

er
 ei

the
r A

lte
rn

ati
ve

 A
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 A
lte

rn
ati

ve
 B

, p
rio

r t
o i

ss
ua

nc
e 

of 
a b

uil
din

g p
er

mi
t, t

he
 pr

oje
ct 

ap
pli

ca
nt 

sh
all

 pa
y a

 fa
ir-

sh
ar

e 
co

ntr
ibu

tio
n t

ow
ar

ds
 th

e c
on

str
uc

tio
n o

f a
 la

rg
er

 co
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re
te 

po
rkc

ho
p b

ar
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r w
ith

in 
the

 ex
ist

ing
 ac

ce
ler

ati
on

 la
ne

 to
 re

str
ict

 
all

 m
ov

em
en

ts 
fro

m 
the

 ea
stb

ou
nd

 ap
pr

oa
ch

 at
 th

e I
da

ho
 

Ma
ryl

an
d R

oa
d/ 

Br
un

sw
ick

 R
oa

d 
int

er
se

cti
on

 to
 rig

ht 
tur

ns
. 

Ad
dit

ion
all

y, 
un

de
r e

ith
er

 A
lte

rn
ati

ve
 A

 or
 A

lte
rn

ati
ve

 B
, p

rio
r t

o 
iss

ua
nc

e o
f a

 bu
ild

ing
 pe

rm
it, 

the
 p

ro
jec

t a
pp

lic
an

t s
ha

ll p
ay

 th
e 

Ci
ty 

of 
Gr
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s V

all
ey

 T
ra

ffic
 Im

pa
ct 

Fe
e, 

wh
ich

 in
clu

de
s a

 fa
ir-

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ign

ific
an

t 
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nd
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Le
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an
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fo
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 M
iti
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n 
Mi

tig
at

io
n 

Me
as

ur
es

 
Le

ve
l o

f S
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 
af

te
r M

iti
ga

tio
n 

sh
ar

e c
on

trib
uti

on
 to

wa
rd

s s
ign

ali
za

tio
n o

f th
is 

int
er

se
cti

on
 

co
ns

ist
en

t w
ith

 th
e 

Ci
ty’

s C
ap

ita
l Im

pr
ov

em
en

t P
ro

gr
am

. 
MM

 8b
: U

nd
er

 A
lte

rn
ati

ve
 A

 an
d 

Al
ter

na
tiv

e B
, p

rio
r t

o i
ss

ua
nc

e o
f a

 
bu

ild
ing

 pe
rm
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This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains the public and agency comments received in 
response to the Draft EIR for the Dorsey Marketplace project (proposed project) and the responses to each 
of those comments. Hard copies of this document also include those pages from the Draft EIR where text 
changes have been made in response to the comments; the full Draft EIR, including these text changes, is 
provided electronically on CD and also at on the City of Grass Valley’s (City’s) website at: 
http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/dorsey-marketplace/dorsey-marketplace 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review period from March 22, 2019, through May 6, 2019. A public 
hearing was held at the City of Grass Valley Planning Commission on April 16, 2019, to receive comments 
on the Draft EIR. The comments received at the Planning Commission hearing, all written comments on the 
Draft EIR received by the City prior to the end of the public review period, and two comment letters on the 
Draft EIR that were received after the end of the public review period are addressed in this Final EIR.  Direct 
responses to each comment received are provided in Chapter 2, Responses to Comments.  Additionally, 
revisions to the text of the Draft EIR that are necessary to clarify the EIR content are presented in Chapter 
3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  As discussed in Section 1.5, Summary of Draft EIR Text Revisions, the text 
revisions also include an adjustment to the project description under Alternative B that increases the 
number of proposed dwelling units from 171 to 172. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the lead agency (the City) must prepare and certify 
a Final EIR prior to a proposed project being approved. The contents of the Final EIR are specified in the 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, which states that the Final EIR shall consist of the following:  

The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR 

Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary 

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR 

The lead agency’s responses to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process 

Any other information added by the lead agency 

As lead agency, the City must provide each agency that commented on the Draft EIR with a copy of the lead 
agency’s responses to those comments at least 10 days before certifying the Final EIR. The Final EIR allows 
commenting agencies and the public an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft EIR and the responses 
to comments. Overall, considering both the Draft and Final documents, this EIR serves to inform the City’s 
consideration of the proposed project by disclosing the environmental consequences that would result if 
the proposed project or one of the alternatives is approved and implemented.  

Additionally, Section 15207 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “if any public agency or person … fails to 
comment within a reasonable time as specified by the Lead Agency, it shall be assumed, without a request 



for a specific extension of time, that such agency or person has no comment to make.” Though not required, 
the City has opted to respond to the late comments received in order to address any and all concerns 
brought forth by the public. 

The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in combination with the Draft EIR and the text 
revisions made to the Draft EIR as indicated in this document, constitute the EIR that will be considered for 
certification by the City decision makers. As required by Section 15090(a)(1)–(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
in certifying a Final EIR, a lead agency must make the following three determinations:  

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-
making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving the 
project; and  

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis (14 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) 15090(a)(1–3).  

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for 
which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project 
unless the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant 
effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding, supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. The possible findings include:  

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.  

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency 
and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or 
can and should be adopted by such other agency.  

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (14 CCR 15091).  

Additionally, pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), when a lead agency approves a project 
that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the agency must 
state in writing the reasons for supporting the action. The Statement of Overriding Considerations must be 
supported by substantial evidence in the lead agency’s administrative record.  

The Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations are included in a separate document that 
will be considered for adoption by the City’s decision makers concurrent with deliberations on the proposed 
project. 



This Final EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et 
seq.). It includes the following content: 

IIntroduction (Chapter 1) – Includes a brief procedural history and summary of CEQA requirements, 
a summary of how the document is organized, a list of the agency and public comments received 
on the Draft EIR (Table 1-1), and a summary of text revisions made to the Draft EIR (Table 1-2). 

Responses to Comments (Chapter 2)  – Provides responses to all comments received on the 
Draft EIR. The responses clarify, correct, and/or amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate. 

Draft EIR Text Revisions (Chapter 3) – Presents the text changes made to the Draft EIR either in 
response to comments or at the initiative of the City to correct, clarify, and amplify the EIR 
descriptions, analysis, and conclusions. These changes are shown in strikeout/underline format. 
The revisions to the Draft EIR text do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR and no significant 
new information has been added. Hard copies of this document include only those pages from the 
Draft EIR where text changes have been made. The text changes have been incorporated in the full 
Draft EIR, included in CD copies of this document and available at on the City of Grass Valley’s 
website at: http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/dorsey-marketplace/dorsey-marketplace 

A total of 20 comment letters were received and each letter and response is included in Chapter 2, 
Responses to Comments.  Each comment letter is numbered and presented with brackets indicating how 
the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the number 
of the comment letter appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments from 
Letter A are numbered A-1, A-2, A-3, and so on. Immediately following the letters are the responses, each 
with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.  

The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues raised in 
the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. Comments have been reviewed, 
analyzed, and evaluated, and substantive comments on the Draft EIR are addressed in the given a 
response. When a comment is not directed to significant environmental issues and does not raise specific 
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis, the response indicates that no further 
response is necessary. 

Table 1-1 
Index of Commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
Letter Date of Letter Commenter 

A May 7, 2019 California Governor’s Office of Planning and research, State Clearinghouse 
B May 6, 2019 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 



TTable 1-1 
Index of Commenters on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
Letter Date of Letter Commenter 

C April 10, 2019 Native American Heritage Commission 
D May 2, 2019 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
E May 2, 2019 Nevada County Department of Public Works 
F May 1, 2019 Nevada Irrigation District 
G April 28, 2019 California Native Plant Society, Redbud Chapter 
H April 26, 2019 Grass Valley Chamber of Commerce (Joy Porter) 
I April 26, 2019 Grass Valley Chamber of Commerce, Community Affairs Committee (Jon Katis) 
J May 6, 2019 Protect CEQA 
K May 6, 2019 Community Environmental Advocates (Silberstein etc) 
L May 6, 2019 Community Environmental Advocates (Rivenes) 
M May 7, 2019 Tom Ivy, Grass Valley Planning Commissioner 
N April 29, 2019 Janis Berger 
O April 30, 2019 John Rumsey 
P May 2, 2019 Debbie Gibbs 
Q May 6, 2019 Warren Hughes, Gallelli Real Estate 
R June 3 ,2019 Patrick Soluri/Soluri Meserve, on behalf of Protect CEQA 
S June 24, 2019 Scott Cashen, on behalf of Protect CEQA 
T April 16, 2019 Public comments received at the Planning Commission 

 

Table 1-2 identifies all revisions made to the Draft EIR and its appendices. These text revisions include an 
adjustment to the project description under Alternative B as well as text added in support of the responses 
to comments received on the Draft EIR, such as additional description of existing conditions, updates to 
regulatory framework, clarification of project impacts, and refinements to mitigation measures. The 
adjustment to Alternative B reflects that the site plan anticipates 172 multi-family dwelling units rather 
than the 171 units as previously identified.  Text was revised throughout Draft EIR chapters 4 through 17 
as necessary to ensure that the environmental impact analysis reflects this change.  The text revisions 
related to the Alternative B adjustment and those provided in support of responses to comments do not 
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding the significance of the proposed project’s 
environmental impacts. Further, the text revisions do not introduce any new information that results in the 
public having been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. The pages from 
the Draft EIR on which text revisions were made are included in this Final EIR (Chapter 3).  



TTable 1-2 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Revisions 

Revised Draft EIR Page Number(s) Text Revision Made 
ES-2 Text revised to clarify aquatic features onsite 
ES-5 Text revised to clarify potential use of pads with drive-through 

lanes 
Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 

ES-7 Correction of spelling/syntax error 
ES-8 Rows added to Table ES-1 showing that the project would be 

required to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement and a 
Waste Discharge Requirement permit 

ES-12 through ES-19 Refinements of Mitigation Measures 6a, 6b, 6c, 6e and 6f 
ES-22 through ES-25 Refinements of Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, and 

8g 
ES-27 Refinement of Mitigation Measure 9d 

ES-28 through ES-30 Refinement of Mitigation Measure 10a 
ES-31 through ES-33 Refinement of Mitigation Measure 11a 

ES-38 Correction of typographical error 
2-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 

2-7 and 2-8 Correction to description of pads with drive-through lanes, 
correction to requirements related to electric vehicle charging 

2-10 and 2-11 Corrections of number of dwelling units in Alternative B, 
description of pads with drive-through lanes, and 
requirements related to electric vehicle charging 

2-13 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B shown 
in Table 2-1 

2-14 Correction to description of pads with drive-through lanes 
3-1, 3-2, 3-15, 3-16, 3-17 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 

4-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
4-5 Update housing needs allocation numbers to reflect recently-

adopted Housing Element 
4-8 Addition of text specifying the jobs:housing ratio under 

Alternative A; correction of number of dwelling units in 
Alternative B and associated population 

4-9 Addition of text specifying the jobs:housing ratio under 
Alternative B; correction of number of dwelling units in 
Alternative B 

4-10 through 4-13 Update housing needs allocation numbers to reflect recently-
adopted Housing Element 
Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B and 
associated population 

5-3 Text added to description of Key Viewpoint 3 
5-6 and 5-7 Addition of text elaborating on Design Guidelines  

5-9 and 5-11 Addition of text discussing impacts to ridgeline views 
available in the background of the project site 

6-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 



TTable 1-2 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Revisions 

Revised Draft EIR Page Number(s) Text Revision Made 
6-4 and 6-6 Text added to identify the July 2016 site survey and results 
6-7 and 6-8 Text added to clarify the potential for Stebbins’ morning-glory, 

Follett’s monardella, and sierra blue grass to occur onsite 
6-8 Text added to clarify the survey findings regarding potential 

presence of Blainville’s horned lizard 
6-9 and 6-10 Text added to provide additional information regarding 

aquatic features and their jurisdictional status 
6-14 and 6-15 Text regarding ranking of special-status plant species revised 

to match current nomenclature 
6-16 and 6-18 Text added referencing field surveys completed in July 2016 

Text revised to clarify potential presence of special-status 
species at the site 

6-19 Text added to clarify potential impacts during soil remediation 
6-21 Text added to clarify performance standard in Mitigation 

Measure 6e 
6-21 and 6-22 Text added regarding the potential impacts to waters of the 

United States and waters of the state, and the requirement 
for a Clean Water Act Section 401 permit 
Text revised to clarify that the 0.077 acres of drainage is 
subject to both RWQCB and CDFW jurisdiction in addition to 
Army corps of Engineers and that the 0.065 acres of 
wetlands and waters of the United States are also considered 
waters of the state and fall within the jurisdiction of the 
RWQCB 

6-24 and 6-25 Text added to elaborate on cumulative impacts to biological 
resources 

6-25 through 6-31 Clarifications to Mitigation Measures 6a, 6b, 6c, 6e and 6f 
7-16 Corrections to the process of identifying a “most likely 

descendant” in the event of an accidental discovery of human 
remains 

8-1 and 8-2 Correction to number of dwelling units in Alternative B and 
addition of text discussing this change 

8-9 Addition of text identifying the Western Nevada County 
Regional Transportation Mitigation fee 

8-10 Edit reflecting that Nevada County Transportation 
Commission (NCTC) was first introduced on the prior page 
Addition of text identifying the City of Grass Valley Traffic 
Impact Fee 

8-13 and 8-14 Correction of table labels (Tables 8-4 and 8-5) 
Correction to number of dwelling units in Alternative B and 
associated trip generation (Table 8-5), addition of text 
describing the increased trip generation 

8-16 Correction to data in Table 8-6 regarding the density of 
vehicles on the Dorsey to Idaho Maryland SB weave 

8-17 Correction to number of dwelling units in Alternative B 



TTable 1-2 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Revisions 

Revised Draft EIR Page Number(s) Text Revision Made 
8-21 Addition of text to clarify requirement in Mitigation Measure 

8a regarding construction of the concrete barrier at Idaho 
Maryland Road/Brunswick Road 
Clarification of impact and mitigation at Idaho Maryland 
Road/SR 20/49 Northbound Ramps 

8-23 Correction of table label (Table 8-9) 
8-25 Clarification of requirement in Mitigation Measure 8a 

regarding construction of the concrete barrier at Idaho 
Maryland Road/Brunswick Road 

8-31 and 8-32 Elaboration and clarification of requirements for Alternative A 
in Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, and 8g 

8-33 Addition of text clarifying impact due to queueing at the 
Dorsey Drive/SR 20/49 Southbound Ramp/Joerschke Drive 
intersection under Alternative A  

8-37 and 8-38 Elaboration and clarification of requirements for Alternative A 
in Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b and 8e 

8-41 through 8-43 Clarifications to Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, and 
8g 
Addition of two new cited references 

9-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
Correction of name of the noise technical appendix 

9-7 Correction of traffic volumes on SR 20/49 (Table 9-5) 
9-23 Clarify discussion of maximum and average construction 

noise levels 
Elaborate on requirements of Mitigation Measure 9d 

9-25 and 9-26 Add text to Mitigation Measure 9d to clarify requirements for 
construction noise control measures 

9-27 Addition of reference cited 
10-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
10-6 Addition of text clarifying potential presence of naturally 

occurring asbestos 
10-8 Addition of text regarding state regulations for construction in 

the presence of naturally occurring asbestos 
10-16 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B and 

associated population 
10-28 and 10-29 Addition of text amplifying conclusion that construction 

emissions would not create significant adverse health effects 
Correction of text regarding requirement to implement 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan 

10-31 and 10-32 Elaboration of construction emission control measures in 
Mitigation Measure 10a 

11-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
11-5 Update information regarding greenhouse gas emissions in 

the U.S. 



TTable 1-2 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Revisions 

Revised Draft EIR Page Number(s) Text Revision Made 
11-27 Addition of information regarding the Grass Valley Energy 

Action Plan 
11-30 Text added to document the reduction in energy consumption 

and associated greenhouse gas emissions from compliance 
with the 2019 California Building Code and the requirement 
added to Mitigation Measure 11a for the project applicant to 
install electric vehicle charging stations 

11-31 through 11-34 Rows added to Tables 11-3 and 11-5 and explanatory text 
added to reflect reduction in greenhouse gas emissions due 
to compliance with the 2019 building code and installation of 
electric vehicle charging stations 

11-34 Text added regarding the Grass Valley Energy Action Plan 
11-36 through 11-38 Text added to Mitigation Measure 11a to amplify 

requirements related to reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
11-40 and 11-42 Addition of references cited 

13-1 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
13-7 Correction of reference to State Antidegradation Policy 

13-9 through 13-11 Text added referencing the regulatory permit requirements 
for impacts to waters of the US and waters of the state 
Text added to refer to grading and excavation associated 
with soil remediation in description of activities with potential 
to adversely affect water quality 

13-15 Correction regarding the water supplier for the project site 
14-1 and 14-2 Text revisions clarifying service areas for the water suppliers 

in the project region 
Correction of the number of water treatment plants and water 
usage rates reduction 

14-2 through 14-4 Text added and Tables 14-1 and 14-2 revised to provide 
additional information regarding water supply in normal and 
dry years 
Text added describing water shortage contingency planning 

14-24 Updates to Table 14-5 and 14-6 reflecting corrected number 
of dwelling units in Alternative B 

14-29 through 14-31 Text added to provide additional information regarding water 
supply in dry years, water shortage management, and other  
details of the NID UWMP 

14-37 Updates to student generation under Alternative B reflecting 
corrected number of dwelling units. 

14-38 Updates to demand for library space under Alternative B 
reflecting corrected number of dwelling units. 

14-40 Updates to demand for parkland under Alternative B 
reflecting corrected number of dwelling units. 

14-41 Updates to number of dwelling units and associated 
residential population under Alternative B n in discussion of 
demand for fire department services 



TTable 1-2 
Summary of Draft Environmental Impact Report Text Revisions 

Revised Draft EIR Page Number(s) Text Revision Made 
14-43 Updates to number of dwelling units and associated 

residential population under Alternative B in discussion of 
demand for law enforcement services 

14-45 Updates and corrections to analysis of solid waste generation  
14-47 Addition of new cited reference  
15-25 Addition of text to cumulative impact discussion regarding 

potential for cumulative airborne emission impacts 
16-1, 16-2, 16-14 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 
17-9 and 17-13 Correction of number of dwelling units in Alternative B 

* Page numbering shown on PDFs in Chapter 3, Text Changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  
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R-24 The comment states that the City must take responsibility for implementing the Wastewater 
Master Plan if the City believes that the plan will address the wastewater impact; this would 
ensure that mitigation for the project’s impacts is enforceable. Additionally, if the proposed 
project is not required to pay a fair-share contribution towards the improvements, the comment 
states that the City must disclose this and it may constitute an unlawful gift of public funds. 

The proposed project would be required to pay development connection fees which would 
contribute to the implementation of the City’s Wastewater Master Plan. The City has adopted 
the Wastewater Master Plan and committed to implementing it.  The City’s CIP includes specific 
projects from the Wastewater Master Plan, and the plan is regularly updated to reflect existing 
and projected conditions,   

R-25 The comment states that the proposed project would exacerbate traffic on SR 20/49 which 
will in turn, expose the future residents to noise impacts, which is a necessary consideration 
as a result of the 2015 CBIA v BAAQMD decision. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
misrepresents the amount of traffic on SR 20/49 because Table 9-5 states that the average 
daily traffic in 2016 was 29,350 when Caltrans identifies it as 41,000. The comment then 
states that the 2035 traffic volumes were underestimated by assuming the exact same volume 
and the Draft EIR does not provide any explanation for assuming no increase in traffic volume 
over 30 years. The comment states that these issues would need to be addressed and the 
Draft EIR revised and recirculated. 

The traffic volume cited in Draft EIR Table 9-5 shows the traffic volume for State Route 49 as 
reported in the Caltrans 2016 Traffic Volumes (Caltrans 2016).  However, the comment is 
correct that the more appropriate volume to use for this analysis is the volume given for State 
Route 20, which shows 41,000 daily vehicles on the segment of freeway between Idaho-
Maryland Road and Dorsey Drive. Table 9-5 has been updated as shown in Chapter 3, Draft 
EIR Text Revisions.  This change does not affect the impact analysis, significance 
determination, or mitigation measures because the noise level associated with the freeway 
was not determined based on the reported volume.  As shown in Table 9-3, one of the short-
term noise measurement locations was located in the southwestern corner of the project site, 
approximately 80 feet from the edge of SR 20/49.  Thus the noise level associated with existing 
traffic volumes was measured directly. The noise measurement data was then used in the 
noise modeling to determine noise levels at the proposed noise-sensitive land uses.  As shown 
in Table 9-10, the anticipated noise level at the proposed residences nearest SR 20/49 under 
Alternative B would be 61 dBA.   

Modeling for the cumulative scenario was based on the projected traffic volumes presented in 
the TIAR, which reports peak hour volumes rather than Average Daily Trips.  Comparison of the 
peak hour traffic volumes at intersections 7 and 8, which are the Dorsey Drive intersections 
with the SR 20/49 on- and off-ramps, shows that traffic using the on- and off-ramps on the 
southbound side of the highway would increase by 45.5% by year 2035, while traffic using the 
on- and off-ramps on the northbound side of the highway would increase by 33.4%.  This 
increase is reflected in the noise modeling results.  Caltrans has found that vehicle noise levels 
increase with increases in traffic volume, but it takes a doubling of traffic to increase noise 
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levels by only 3 dB (Caltrans 2009). Thus the analysis in Impact 9-5 correctly states that noise 
levels adjacent to SR 20/49 are not expected to increase substantially in the cumulative 
scenario. 

R-26 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to properly characterize roadway noise and fails to 
demonstrate that it identified proper receiver locations. The comment quotes from Chapter 9 
of the Draft EIR and states that the noise measurement locations are never described as 
nearest residential units to the roadway and that unless the “representative residential 
receiver locations” are those nearest the roadway, the noise impacts may be understated. 

As shown in Tables 9-3 and 9-4, there were five locations where noise level measurements 
were taken.  The three short-term measurement locations are identified as being 10 feet from 
the edge of Spring Hill Drive, 9 feet from the edge of Dorsey Drive, and 80 feet from the edge 
of SR 20/49.  The measured noise data from the short-term and long-term measurement 
locations was used to model the anticipated future noise conditions at eight locations within 
and in the vicinity of the project site.  In addition to the measured noise data, the modeling 
considers site-specific factors for each of the modeled receiver locations, including projected 
changes in traffic conditions, topography, landscaping, and building type, size, and orientation.  
Thus the noise analysis appropriately reflects the potential noise exposure for proposed 
residential units nearest to SR 20/49. 

R-27 The comment states that the Draft EIR was misleading regarding construction noise because 
the Draft EIR states that the nearest receptor is 30 feet from operations but Table 9-13 
provides noise levels beginning at 50 feet and because the Draft EIR analyzes the average 
noise rather than the most severe noise levels.  

Table 9-13 provides a noise reference table from the Department of Transportation that 
illustrates the typical maximum noise levels for various pieces of construction equipment to 
give real world context to understand the noise levels of the typical construction equipment. 
This is a commonly-used data source in CEQA compliance documents and is included to 
provide information and context for the noise impact analysis. It is not included in an attempt 
to minimize noise impacts.  The Draft EIR includes the construction noise data necessary to 
fully understand the project’s impacts: Table 9-15 provides a comparison between the nearest 
receiver (30 feet) and the typical receiver (100 feet), showing that homes nearest the proposed 
construction would be subject to greater noise intrusion. As discussed in Impact 9-4, the FHWA 
RCNM construction noise model was used to provide both the worst case scenario (30 feet for 
the nearest receptor) and the typical scenario (100 feet).  

R-28 The comment states that the use of average noise levels in misleading as the nearest sensitive 
receptors may be exposed to noise levels exceeding 90 dB, which would cause adverse human 
health impacts. 

The analysis reflects the noise exposure at both the nearest receiver (30 feet) and the typical 
receiver (100 feet).  There would be two stages of construction at which the nearest receptors 
may be exposed to more than 90 dBA: grading/utilities and building construction. The text in the 
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Draft EIR referring to the average construction noise levels has been edited to also recognize the 
maximum noise levels for the nearest residences.   

The Draft EIR does not state or imply that exposure to more than 90 dB of noise results in human 
health impacts. Rather, Table 9-2, which lists examples of noise levels for common noise sources, 
shows that operation of a gas lawn mower creates a noise level of 90 dB measured three feet 
from the mower. This demonstrates that limited exposure to sound levels of 90 dB does not 
cause significant adverse health effects.   

Under the City’s noise ordinance, construction is restricted to the hours of 7am and 7pm and 
between Monday and Saturday. While the Noise Ordinance does not identify a maximum dBA 
limit for construction, the Draft EIR states that anticipated construction noise levels exceed the 
City’s standards for daytime ambient noise from a fixed noise source (as shown in Table 9-8) and 
thus represent a potentially significant impact; however the analysis also notes that construction 
noise is temporary and fluctuating, thus strict application of the City’s ambient noise standards 
(which are applied to permanent noise sources) is not the appropriate threshold of significance. 
Mitigation Measure 9d requires that typical noise control measures be implemented throughout 
construction, including locating all stationary noise-generating construction equipment as far as 
practical from nearby homes and providing acoustic shielding when this equipment must be 
located near existing residences, as well as time of day restrictions, requiring appropriate 
maintenance of construction equipment, and requirements for limited operation and idling of all 
equipment and vehicles.  

R-29 The comment states that the Draft EIR defers mitigation for noise impacts and fails to disclose 
the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. Specifically, the comment states that Mitigation 
Measure 9d does not identify what is meant by “as far as practical from nearby homes” or 
“acoustical shielding.”  

The intent of the construction noise mitigation is not to ensure that adjacent residences would 
not be exposed to noise levels that exceed the City’s community noise level standards of 55 
dBA.  Rather it is to minimize the potential for annoyance and avoid adverse health effects.  As 
stated on Draft EIR page 9-2, physical effects to humans (discomfort or pain in the ear, hearing 
loss) typically begin to occur at noise levels of at least 120 dB.  There is no definitive limit at 
which non-physical human effects can occur because “the response of individuals to similar 
noise events is diverse and influenced by the type of noise, the perceived importance of the 
noise, its appropriateness in the setting, the time of day, the type of activity during which the 
noise occurs, and the sensitivity of the individual” (Draft EIR page 9-1).  Mitigation Measure 9d 
has been modified to provide more specific details regarding the location of stationary 
construction equipment and acoustical shielding. 

R-30 The comment states that the City cannot rely on City Code to assert that there is no significance 
standard applicable to construction noise because there is other evidence that shows that the 
noise impact might be significant.  
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As discussed above in Response to Comment R-27, while the City Code does not consider 
construction noise between Monday and Saturday and between the hours of 7 am and 7pm to 
be in violation of the Noise Ordinance, the analysis still considered the anticipated construction 
noise to be significant.  As a point of reference, the Draft EIR compares the construction noise 
to the City’s community noise level standards, but it is important to understand that the 
community noise level standards were established to regulate the permanent noise sources 
and conditions in the City and are not intended to be applied to construction noise. Rather, the 
EIR considers the potential for construction noise to cause adverse human health impacts, 
including substantial annoyance and disruption of typical activities at adjacent noise-sensitive 
land uses, as discussed in Response to Comment R-29. Therefore, the EIR is not using the City 
Code as a way to avoid analysis of the potential impact.  

R-31 The comment provides conclusory statements, reiterating that the Draft EIR is inadequate. 

The comment does not identify specific inaccuracies or inadequacies in the EIR.  Direct 
responses to each of the specific comments presented in this comment letter are provided 
above. 
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Response to Comment Letter S 

Scott Cashen 
June 24, 2019 

S-1 This comment provides introductory comments, summarizes the proposed project, and 
describes the commenter’s qualifications as an independent biological resources consultant.   

The comment does not identify any inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR or address 
the project’s environmental effects. No response is required.  Specific concerns raised in the 
subsequent comments within this comment letter are identified and responded to below.  

S-2 The comment quotes text from the Draft EIR regarding special-status plant and animal species 
and compares that text with text from the Biological Technical Report that references 
quadrangles that are not located in the project region.  The comment notes that all of the 
appendices to the Biological Technical Report apply to an unrelated project in the San 
Francisco Bay Area and requests that the correct appendices be provided and the Draft EIR 
recirculated.  

As discussed in Response to Comment G-2, the incorrect appendices were attached to the 
Biological Technical Report due to an error made during production.  However, Chapter 6 of 
the Draft EIR correctly identifies the USGS quadrangles that were included in the special-status 
species database review.  Photographs of the project site are included in other portions of the 
Draft EIR, including Chapter 2, Project Description, and Chapter 5, Aesthetics.  Thus the 
inadvertent use of photos from another project site does not impair the public’s ability to review 
and comment on the Draft EIR.  The list of plant species observed within the project site 
(Biological Technical Report Appendix B) and the potential for special status species to occur 
onsite (Biological Technical Report Appendix C) provide additional characterization of the 
project site but do not provide information that is essential to understanding the environmental 
setting or the project’s potential impacts because Draft EIR Chapter 6 correctly identifies the 
special-status species that are considered to have moderate potential to occur onsite. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 defines “significant new information” as a new significant 
environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an impact, a new feasible 
project alternative that is considerably different from others previously analyzed and/or 
information needed because the Draft EIR was fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in 
nature. The impacts analyzed in Chapter 6: Biological Resources have remained unchanged 
and are supported by the paraphrased findings of the appendices of the Biological Technical 
Report. The Final EIR does not introduce a new environmental impact, a substantial increase 
of an environmental impact, or a new feasible alternative, and the DEIR provided detailed 
explanations for its environmental impact conclusions.  The corrected appendices have been 
provided with this Final EIR; replacement of the appendices does not constitute substantial 
new information as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 because the public has not 
been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the project’s environmental effects, 
thus it is not necessary to recirculate the Draft EIR.   
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S-3 The comment states that the abandoned mine features, mature trees, and rock outcrops within 
the project site may provide potential habitat for several special-status bat species, that loss 
of roosting sites can have severe implications for the overall population, and that the Draft EIR 
should discuss and provide mitigation for the project’s potential impacts to bats.  

It is noted that the commenter did not conduct a site investigation and therefore has not 
examined the mine features for suitability as roosting sites.  The abandoned onsite mine 
features consist of relict concrete structures and an apparent shaft. During her site visit, 
Dudek’s biologist noted that the features appeared sealed and no openings suitable for bat 
entrance and egress were observed. Thus while bat species are known to roost in mine features 
generally, the features present at the project site do not support bat roosting. Trees onsite 
consist primarily of ponderosa pine, which could potentially provide roosting habitat for several 
species of bat. However, the site has limited to no foraging habitat for most bat species 
because it is isolated and surrounded by development.  Additionally, most of the bat species 
that have potential to occur in the region have not been previously documented in the vicinity 
of the project site. Given the past disturbance to the habitat within the site, the isolated and 
fragmented nature of the habitat onsite, and the unsuitability of the mine features onsite, it is 
unlikely that special-status bat species occur on the project site and no impacts to bat roosting 
are expected to occur.  Additional descriptions of the bat species mentioned in this comment 
are provided below. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat is a California species of special concern. This species may utilize 
abandoned mine features, rock crevices, and hollow trees as roost sites. This species most 
often roosts pendant-like on open surfaces, thus making the vertical mine shaft less than ideal 
roosting habitat. Additionally, the opening to the mine shaft appeared to be well sealed during 
the biological site surveys, making entry or exit for bats extremely unlikely. Rock outcroppings 
onsite are generally limited to smaller jumbles of rocks without suitable bat roosting crevices. 
Tree roosting habitat was also limited as there were no snags with suitable hollows and 
exfoliating bark was limited. This species has been previously documented at Empire Mine 
State Park, approximately 1.3 miles south of the project site (CDFW 2019). 

Pallid bat is a California species of special concern and a USFWS sensitive species. This species 
may utilize exfoliating bark of trees, caves, mines, and rock outcrops for roost sites. As 
described above for Townsend’s big-eared bat, there is extremely limited habitat for this 
species onsite. Pallid bat generally requires unobstructed entrances and exits for roost sites. 
The nearest documented occurrence of this species is approximately 27 miles south of the 
project site (CDFW 2019). 

Hoary bat is not state or federally listed and does not technically fit in the category of special-
status. This species generally roosts in the canopy of both coniferous and deciduous trees, 
approximately 3 to 12 meters above the ground. Roosts are usually located near the edge of a 
clearing. The nearest documented occurrence of this species is located approximately 15 miles 
west of the project site (CDFW 2019). 
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Silver-haired bat is not state or federally listed. This species roosts in trees inside natural 
hollows and bird excavated cavities, as well as under loose bark of large diameter snags. 
Hibernacula includes hollow trees, sloughing bark, rock crevices, and occasionally under wood 
piles, leaf litter, under foundations, in buildings, mines and caves. The nearest documented 
occurrence of this species is located approximately 23 miles north of the project site (CDFW 
2019). 

Yuma myotis is not state or federally listed. This species is typically associated with permanent 
water sources such as rivers and streams. Roosts include bridges, buildings, cliff crevices, 
caves, mines, and trees. The nearest documented occurrence of this species is approximately 
15 miles west of the project site (CDFW 2019). 

Long-eared myotis is not state or federally listed. This species typically roosts under exfoliating 
tree bark, in hollow trees, caves, mines, cliff crevices, sinkholes, and rocky outcrops on the 
ground. The rock outcrops onsite may provide potentially suitable roosting habitat for this 
species. The nearest documented occurrence of this species is located approximately 26 miles 
northeast of the project site (CDFW 2019). 

Long-legged myotis is a California species of special concern. This species typically inhabits 
coniferous forest, but may also utilize riparian and desert habitats. It roosts in abandoned 
buildings, cracks in the ground, cliff crevices, exfoliating tree bark, and hollows within snags. 
Caves and mines are common hibernacula. The nearest documented is over 20 miles east of 
the project site, at higher elevations than those found at the project site (CDFW 2019). 

Fringed myotis is a California species of special concern. This species typically roosts in large, 
decadent trees and snags, but has also been documented roosting in underground mines, 
rocks, cliff faces, and bridges. The nearest documented occurrence is over 20 miles north of 
the project site (CDFW 2019). 

S-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR conclusions regarding the potential for special-status 
plant species to occur onsite cannot be validated because the Biological Technical Report 
references a project location in the Bay Area and neither the EIR or the technical report provide 
rationale for determining which species have potential to occur at this project site.  The 
comment notes discrepancies between the technical report and the EIR, such as the potential 
for Follett’s monardella and dubious pea to occur onsite. 

As discussed in Response to Comments S-2 and G-2, the correct Biological Technical Report 
appendices have been provided with this Final EIR.   Text edits have been made in the Biological 
Technical Report and Draft EIR Chapter 6 to clarify the potential for special status plant species 
to occur onsite.  The Biological Technical Report references to dubious pea have been 
removed; the Draft EIR is correct to identify Follett’s monardella as a special-status plant with 
potential to occur at the project site. 
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S-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR ignores plants that have a California Rare Plant Rank 
of 3 or 4 and incorrectly states that these plants do not meet the criteria or definitions of special 
status plants that are cited in the Draft EIR. 

 All of the plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank of 1A, 1B, and 2 meet the 
requirements of the California Native Plant Protection Act (Section 1901, Chapter 10) or 
Section 2062 and 2067 of California Endangered Species Act, and are eligible for state listing. 
Species maintained by CNPS with these three rankings are considered special-status species 
under the CEQA. Some species with a Rare Plant Rank of 3 may also meet the requirements 
for state listing. Very few plants with a Rare Plant ranking of 4 are eligible for listing but may be 
locally important and their listing status could be elevated if conditions change. Thus, under 
the CEQA review process, only CNPS Rank 1 and 2 species are always considered since these 
are the only CNPS species that meet CEQA’s definition of “rare” or “endangered.” Impacts to 
Rank 3 and 4 species are not always regarded as significant pursuant to CEQA, but may be 
included at the lead agency’s discretion on a case-by-case basis determined by local rarity, 
species range, and threats.  

 The City of Grass Valley General Plan objective 3-COSO focuses on the protection of rare and 
endangered species, which generally includes CNPS Rank 1 and 2 species.  CNPS Rank 3 and 
4 plants can be considered “special-status” per CEQA guidelines if they meet one or more of 
the following criteria, which are some of the criteria CNPS uses to consider a species “locally 
rare”: a) the project area is considered a type locality (i.e., the area from which the plant was 
originally described) for that species; b) populations are at the periphery of a species range; c) 
occurrences are in areas where taxon is especially uncommon or has sustained heavy losses; 
or d) populations exhibit unusual morphology or occur on unusual substrates. 

 Table 2-4 presents each of the CNPS Rank 3 and 4 plants known to occur within the project 
region (“Grass Valley, California” and eight surrounding USGS 7.5 minute quadrangles) and a 
discussion of whether or not these species would warrant inclusion in the CEQA review based 
on the criteria discussed above.  

Table 2-4:  CNPS Rank 3 and 4 Plants Warrants for Inclusion in CEQA Review 

Name CNPS 
Rank Discussion 

Inclusion in CEQA 
Review Warranted. 

(Y/N) 

Congdon’s onion 
(Allium sanbornii var. congdonii) 4.3 

Type locality in Placer County. Site not on edge of 
range. Grows on serpentine soils, but not 
restricted to ultra-basic soils at the site. 

No 

Sanborn’s onion  
(Allium sanbornii var. sanbornii) 4.2 

Type locality in Yuba County. Site not on edge of 
range. Grows on serpentine soils, but not 
restricted to ultra-basic soils at the site. 

No 

True’s manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos mewukka ssp. 
truei) 

4.2 Not known from Nevada County. No potential to 
occur. 

No 
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Name CNPS 
Rank Discussion 

Inclusion in CEQA 
Review Warranted. 

(Y/N) 
Mexican mosquito fern  
(Azolla microphylla) 4.2 No suitable marsh habitat onsite. No potential to 

occur. 
No 

Sierra foothills brodiaea  
(Brodiaea sierrae) 4.3 

Type locality in Butte County. Site is at the 
southern end of range, but abundant collections in 
the area indicate no threat of local extinction. 
Associated with serpentine and gabbroic soils but 
not restricted.  

No 

Brandigee’s clarkia  
(Clarkia biloba ssp. 
brandegeeae) 

4.2 
Earliest collections from Placer, Nevada, and El 
Dorado counties. Site is not on edge of range. Not 
restricted in habitat. 

No 

Streambank spring beaty 
(Claytonia parviflora ssp. 
grandiflora) 

4.2 No suitable cismontane woodland with rocky 
substrates onsite. No potential to occur. 

No 

California lady’s slipper 
(Cypripedium californicum) 4.2 No suitable seep and streambank habitat onsite. 

No potential to occur. 
No 

Clustered lady’s slipper 
(Clypripedium californicum) 4.2 No suitable seep and streambank habitat onsite. 

No potential to occur. 
No 

California pitcherplant 
(Darlingtonia californica) 4.2 No suitable serpentine seeps onsite. No potential 

to occur. 
No 

Northern Sierra daisy 
(Erigeron petrophilus var. 
sierrensis) 

4.3 
Type locality unknown but not in Nevada County. 
Site not on edge of range. Known from one 
collection in Nevada County, north of Soda 
Springs. No potential to occur. 

No 

Butte County fritillary  
(Fritillaria eastwoodiae) 3.2 Type locality in Butte County. Site not on edge of 

range. No restrictive soils or habitat. 
No 

Dubious pea 
(Lathyrus sulphureus var. 
argillaceus) 

3 
Type locality in Tehama County. Occurs 
throughout the foothills. Site not on edge of range. 
No restrictive soils or habitat. 

No 

Humboldt lily 
(Lilium humboldtii ssp. 
humboldtii) 

4.2 
Type locality unknown; earliest collections from 
Sonoma, Modoc, and Butte counties. Site not on 
edge of range. No restrictive soils or habitat. 

No 

Elongate copper moss  
(Mielichhoferia elongata) 4.3 

Information on mosses limited. Known from 
collections throughout central and northern 
California. Site not on edge of range. Restricted to 
metamorphic rock, but in a variety of habitat types. 

No 

Bacigalupi’s yampah 
(Perideridia bacigalupii) 4.2 

Type locality north of Nevada City in Nevada 
County. Known from multiple counties in the Sierra 
Nevada foothills. Site not on edge of range. 
Associated with serpentine soils, which occur 
throughout its range. 

No 

Cedar Crest popcornflower 
(Plagiobothrys glyptocarpus var. 
modestus) 

3 No cismontane woodland or valley grassland 
present onsite. No potential to occur. 

No 

Giant checkerbloom  
(Sidalcea stipularis) 4.3 No suitable meadow or seep habitat onsite. No 

potential to occur. 
No 
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Name CNPS 
Rank Discussion 

Inclusion in CEQA 
Review Warranted. 

(Y/N) 

Long-fruit jewel-flower 
(Streptanthus longisiliquus) 4.3 

No occurrences or collections in Nevada County. 
The site is outside the known geographic range for 
this species. No potential to occur. 

No 

 

S-6 The comment states that the Biological Technical Report acknowledges that dubious pea has 
potential to occur within the project site and that dubious pea ranks as somewhere between 
“imperiled” and “critically imperiled” and thus warrants consideration in the Draft EIR under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380. 

 As shown in Table 2-4, dubious pea is not expected to occur at the project site because the 
site is well-outside this species’ known range.  As noted in Response to Comment S-4, the 
Biological Technical Report references to dubious pea have been removed; the Draft EIR is 
correct to identify Follett’s monardella as a special-status plant with potential to occur at the 
project site 

S-7 The comment states that an unidentifiable lily was observed within the ponderosa pine forest 
onsite and that this could have been the Humboldt lily, which is a Rank 4 plant.  The comment 
states that because the lily was not identified to the taxonomic level, the EIR must assume that 
the Humboldt lily is present and analyze cumulative impacts to that species. 

As shown in Table 2-4, the Humboldt lily has a CNPS Rank 4.2, which is not considered a 
special-status species under the criteria identified in Response to Comment S-5.  Further, as 
shown in Table 2-4, the Humboldt lily is not expected to occur at the project site because the 
site is well-outside the known range for this species. 

S-8 The comment states that protocol-level botanical surveys were not conducted at the project 
site and thus the EIR can only speculate about project impacts to special-status plants.  The 
comment states that the Draft EIR and Biological Technical Report do not disclose the relative 
severity of potential impacts to Stebbins’ morning-glory if it is present within the project site.  
The comment notes that this plant is exceptionally rare and limited to gabbro and serpentine-
derived soils in El Dorado and Nevada counties. 

Page 6-7 of the Draft EIR recognizes the rarity of Stebbin’s morning-glory, stating that this 
species “has been found in only two areas of El Dorado and Nevada counties” and that the 
CRPR rank of 1B.1 indicates “that this species is seriously endangered in California.”  The 
comment states that impacts to this species may be unmitigable but does not provide evidence 
or analysis to support this conclusion.  As discussed in Response to Comment G-3, the project 
site was surveyed at a floristic level for the presence of special-status plants during preparation 
of the Draft EIR, and none were identified onsite.  This included two site surveys – one in March 
2016, which is a time of year during which the special status plants with potential to occur 
onsite would not be identifiable, and one in July 2016, which is a period during which many of 
the special status plants with potential to occur onsite would have been present and 
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identifiable. No Stebbins’ morning-glory was identified onsite during the July survey.  Thus 
appropriate and industry-standard methods were used to identify the potential presence of 
special-status plants as part of the environmental review.  However, due to the amount of time 
that will pass between these site surveys and project construction, it is necessary for the survey 
to be repeated as required by Mitigation Measure 6a. Mitigation Measure 6a has been updated 
to clarify the requirements for this survey, including that protocol-level rare plant surveys shall 
be performed prior to construction and when potentially occurring special-status plant species 
are evident and identifiable, and the surveys will be floristic in nature and will identify all 
species to a taxonomic level sufficient to determine rarity. Mitigation Measure 6a also states 
that the City must consult with CDFW and/or USFWS if federally-listed or state-listed plants are 
observed onsite, and obtain concurrence from the applicable agency for any avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures. However, it is important to note that unless a plant is 
State or federally listed as Rare, Threatened, or endangered, prior approval from USFWS or 
CDFW is not required. Completion of the plant survey and avoidance and compensatory actions 
required under Mitigation Measure 6a would ensure that impacts to special status plant 
species are reduced to a less than significant level.   

S-9 The comment references text in the Draft EIR describing survey techniques used to assess the 
potential of the site to support special-status animal species and states that specialized 
techniques are generally required to identify Blainville’s horned lizard and northern goshawk 

Dudek biologists determined that there is low potential for these species based on the 
suitability of available habitat. Thus, further specialized survey techniques were not necessary.  
Additionally, Mitigation Measure 6b requires completion of a pre-construction survey for 
Blainville’s horned lizard and Mitigation Measure 6c requires completion of a pre-construction 
survey for nesting birds. Both measures also include requirements to avoid impacts to these 
species and/or relocate them when appropriate and feasible.  Thus while the potential for 
these species to occur onsite is low, the Draft EIR mitigation measures would ensure that if 
they do occur onsite, impacts to them would be avoided.   

S-10 The comment summarizes information provided in the Draft EIR regarding aquatic habitats and 
jurisdictional waters and state that the information in insufficient and confusing because the 
Biological Technical Report identifies four potentially jurisdictional features onsite but the EIR 
only addresses one of these features – the intermittent drainage. 

Section 6.1.4 of the Biological Technical Report states that the erosional features, cement-
lined drainage, and upland swale onsite are not likely jurisdictional under state or federal water 
law. Thus, they are not discussed further in the EIR as potentially jurisdictional features. The 
seasonal wetland is discussed in the Draft EIR in Impact 6-3 on pages 6-19 and 6-20, along 
with the intermittent drainage. 

S-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR misrepresents the findings of the Biological Technical 
Report regarding these features because the technical report only states that the features are 
unlikely to be jurisdictional.  The comment states that the City did not obtain a jurisdictional 



RResponses to Comments 

Dorsey Marketplace Final EIR 9478 
October 2019 2-339 

determination from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), which is recommended in the 
technical report. 

Consistent with the Biological Technical Report, Draft EIR Section 6.1 identifies that the 
erosional features and depression are considered unlikely to fall within the jurisdiction of the 
Corps because they “are only periodically inundated and tend to remain inundated for short 
periods.”  As discussed in Response to Comment R-18, Draft EIR pages 6-8 and 6-9 provide a 
description of the hydrologic features within the project site and their likely jurisdictional status.  
The methodology used for mapping the features followed the criteria established by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Thus the resources have been mapped, as shown in Draft 
EIR Figure 6-2, and assessed sufficient to support identification of potential impacts to them, 
as presented in Impact 6-3. The Draft EIR does not defer identification of the resources, 
evaluation of the impacts, or mitigation for the impact.  

As discussed under Impact 6-3, Mitigation Measure 6f requires the project applicant to 
complete a jurisdictional delineation to verify the extent of wetlands within the project site and 
to complete compensatory mitigation for any wetland impacts.  Thus, the Draft EIR assessment 
of potential wetland impacts is consistent with the Biological Technical Report and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 6f would ensure that the full extent of federally-
protected wetlands are identified and impacts to those features are mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 

S-12 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss features that may qualify as waters of 
the state and/or may be subject to California Fish and Game Code Section 1602. 

The discussion of potential impacts and mitigation for state and federal wetland and non-
wetland waters has been updated to include those features that are potentially jurisdictional 
under Clean Water Act Section 401, California Fish and Game Code Section 1602, and/or the 
Porter Cologne Act, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  Specifically, the seasonal 
wetland is expected to fall within the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) as a water of the state and the intermittent drainage is expected to fall within the 
jurisdiction of the RWQCB and California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  This does not alter 
the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the project’s potential to impact such resources. 

S-13 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6a is not sufficient to avoid or reduce impacts to 
special status plant species because it does not define what constitutes a “qualified biologist.”   

As stated in Response to Comment S-4, Mitigation Measure 6a has been amended, as shown 
in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The amendments to this measure include defining what 
constitutes a “qualified biologist.”   

S-14 The comment states that it is difficult for biologists to predict when special-status plants are 
evident and identifiable and that CDFW and USFWS survey protocols describe the need to visit 
reference sites to confirm species are evident and identifiable.   
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As stated in Response to Comment S-4, preparation of the Biological Technical Report and 
Draft EIR included a site visit and floristic survey in July 2016, when special-status plant 
species would be evident and identifiable.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure 6a has been 
amended, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The amendments to this measure 
include providing additional definition of the survey protocols to be used. 

S-15 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6a is insufficient because it does not include a 
mechanism that would ensure adequacy of the surveys, such as a requirement for the biologist 
to prepare a survey report or obtain USFWS and CDFW approval of the survey reports prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. 

As stated in Response to Comment S-4, Mitigation Measure 6a has been amended, as shown 
in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The amendments to this measure include defining the 
reporting requirements.  However, unless a plant is State or federally listed as Rare, 
Threatened, or endangered, prior approval from USFWS or CDFW is not required. Mitigation 
Measure 6a requires that if a species meeting these requirements is observed during protocol-
level surveys, the City must initiate consultation with CDFW and/or USFWS to coordinate 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to that species. 

S-16 The comment quotes Mitigation Measure 6a regarding creating a no-disturbance buffer around 
special status plant species, stating that it may be infeasible to create such a buffer.  The 
comment also states that such buffers would not prevent significant impacts because the 
project would cause habitat fragmentation and edge effects. 

Mitigation Measure 6a recognizes that creating a no-disturbance buffer may be infeasible and 
identifies alternative approaches to mitigating impacts to special-status plant species.  The 
project site is an already isolated patch of habitat already surrounded by light industrial, urban, 
and residential development. Development of the site will not result in further habitat 
fragmentation as the site is already physically isolated from other blocks of habitat that could 
potentially support special-status species. 

S-17 The comment states that plant populations shift over time, thus creating a no-disturbance 
buffer zone around the above-ground parts of a plant population would not be effective at 
protecting that species, in part because it would alter the environmental conditions that allow 
for seed germination and would create isolated patches of special-status plants. 

As stated in Response to Comment S-16, Mitigation Measure 6a recognizes that creating a no-
disturbance buffer may be infeasible and identifies alternative approaches to mitigating 
impacts to special-status plant species and the project site is an already isolated patch of 
habitat thus any special-status plant populations that may occur onsite are already in an 
isolated condition.  Further, any no disturbance buffer and any other avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation measures would be tailored to the special-status plant species present, if any 
are identified during the protocol-level survey to ensure successful and effective 
implementation of this mitigation measure. 
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S-18 The comment states that the performance standard identified in Mitigation Measure 6a of 
ensuring “continued presence of these species in the project region” is too vague. 

As stated in Response to Comment S-4, Mitigation Measure 6a has been amended, as shown 
in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The amendments to this measure include clarifying this 
performance standard. 

S-19 The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not provide evidence that 
the proposed actions (such as transplantation) are feasible techniques for the specific plants 
that would be affected by the project. 

As stated in Response to Comment S-17, any avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
measures would be tailored to the special-status plant species present, if any are identified 
during the protocol-level survey, to ensure successful and effective implementation of this 
mitigation measure. 

S-20 The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it does not provide evidence that 
offsite habitat creation or restoration are feasible techniques for the specific plants that would 
be affected by the project and that Mitigation Measure 6a fails to identify critical details such 
as the mitigation ratio, timeline, long-term management, and monitoring and reporting 
requirements. 

As stated in Response to Comment S-17, any avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
measures would be tailored to the special-status plant species present, if any are identified 
during the protocol-level survey, to ensure successful and effective implementation of this 
mitigation measure.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 6a has been modified, as shown in 
Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions, to provide additional details of the requirements related 
to offsite mitigation.   

S-21 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not demonstrate that conducting protocol-level 
botanical surveys was impractical or infeasible as part of preparation of the Draft EIR.   

 As stated in Response to Comment S-4, preparation of the Biological technical Report and Draft 
EIR included a site visit and floristic survey in July 2016, when special-status plant species 
would be evident and identifiable.   

S-22 The comment states that the Draft EIR analysis of and mitigation for impacts to special-status 
animal species is inadequate because Mitigation Measures 6b through 6d provide avoidance 
and minimization measures but do not address habitat loss and degradation, which are the 
primary threats to both Blainville’s horned lizard and northern goshawk.  The comment also 
states that Mitigation Measure 6b does not define the methodology to be used to identify 
Blainville’s horned lizard, which is necessary because horned lizards are often buried in sand 
and impossible to located visually.  The comment concludes that the Draft EIR should recognize 
that salvage and relocation attempts will not prevent all horned lizards from being killed during 
project construction. 
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While there is no specific required survey protocol for Blainsville’s horned lizard, there are best 
practices for survey timing and intensity. For example, surveys and trapping efforts should be 
carried out when this species is most active and when detection is most likely. Additionally, 
daily checks before grading in suitable habitat will increase the likelihood that this species will 
be detected and successfully protected. Mitigation Measure 6b is consistent with industry-
standard approaches to avoiding and minimizing impacts to this species.  To ensure Mitigation 
Measure 6b is implemented effectively, modifications to that measure have been made to 
require that a survey plan be developed in consultation with CDFW and a relocation plan be 
developed in consultation with CDFW if this species is identified onsite.  The revised text of 
Mitigation Measure 6b is shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-23 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6b should identify the size of the no-disturbance 
buffer around horned lizards and thus the buffer zone may be insufficient to avoid impacts to 
the species. The comment states that the no-disturbance buffer must encompass each 
individual’s home range, which does not appear to be feasible given the extent of the proposed 
development activities within the project site.   

As amended, Mitigation Measure 6b requires that the size of any no-disturbance buffer be 
established in consultation with CDFW.  Further, it is not necessary to ensure that the no-
disturbance buffer encompasses the complete home range of an individual, as long as the 
buffer incorporates sufficient area and habitat characteristics to sustain the individual during 
construction.   

S-24 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the long-term impacts to lizards that 
can be avoided by no-disturbance buffers because this species will not persist at the size after 
development if their islands of habitat are surrounded by developed features. 

The project site is an already isolated patch of habitat already surrounded by light industrial, 
urban, and residential development. Development of the site will not result in further habitat 
fragmentation.  Thus if the Blainville’s horned lizard is present onsite, the proposed 
development would not further isolate these individuals from suitable habitat. 

S-25 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to incorporate mitigation for lizards that cannot be 
avoided, other than consultation with CDFW to determine if relocation is appropriate.  The 
comment references a prior study of amphibian and reptile relocation efforts that found these 
efforts have not demonstrated success as conservation techniques.  The comment states that 
Mitigation Measure 6b is not sufficient to ensure that project impacts to this species would be 
less than significant. 

As noted in Response to Comment S-23, Mitigation Measure 6b is consistent with industry-
standard approaches to avoiding and minimizing impacts to Blainville’s horned lizard.  To 
ensure Mitigation Measure 6b is implemented effectively, modifications to that measure have 
been made to require that a survey plan be developed in consultation with CDFW and a 
relocation plan be developed in consultation with CDFW if this species is identified onsite.  The 
revised text of Mitigation Measure 6b is shown in chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  
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S-26 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6b does not identify alternate methods to reduce 
or avoid impacts if CDFW determines that relocation is not appropriate. 

As noted in Response to Comment S-23, Mitigation Measure 6b is consistent with industry-
standard approaches to avoiding and minimizing impacts to Blainville’s horned lizard.  While 
translocation and relocation of reptile species can have mixed results, and often fail, there are 
general measures that will increase the likelihood of success. For example, many programs fail 
due to the lack of high quality habitat for the species at recipient sites (McCoy et al 2014 ). 
Mitigation Measure 6b specifies that relocation of any potentially present lizards will be to 
appropriate receptor sites as determined occur in consultation with CDFW. This will ensure that 
conditions are as similar to the donor site as possible. The revised text of Mitigation Measure 
6b is shown in chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-27 The comment quotes from Mitigation Measure 6c and states that finding bird nests can be 
extremely difficult, is labor intensive, and requires a variety of search techniques. 

The comment does not identify any inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR or address 
the environmental effects of the project.  It is noted that nesting bird surveys do not depend 
entirely on locating actual nests; this is just one of several metrics used to assess the likelihood 
of a site to support nesting birds.  Visual observations of bird activity and audio observations 
of bird calls are also important factors in a nesting survey.  

S-28 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6c is not sufficient because it requires only a 
single pre-construction survey for bird nests, and does not establish standards for the survey 
techniques, minimum level of effort, and time of day that surveys would occur.  

Mitigation Measure 6c has been modified to add clarification of the survey protocols, including 
a requirement for additional surveys if the construction site remains inactive for more than one 
month during the breeding season, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-29 The comment states that the Draft EIR acknowledges the potential for northern goshawk nests 
to occur at the project site but that the Draft EIR does not require use of the U.S. Forest Service 
protocol for locating goshawk nests. 

Mitigation Measure 6c has been modified to add clarification of the survey protocols as shown 
in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-30 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6c is not sufficient because it does not define 
the size of avoidance buffers necessary to protect nesting birds and does not define any 
minimum standards for the qualified biologist conducting the surveys. 

Mitigation Measure 6c has been modified to add clarification of the survey protocols and 
avoidance buffers, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-31 The comment quotes from Mitigation Measure 6e and states that incorporating compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to the McNab cypress and Fremont cottonwood vegetation communities 
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would not replace the functions and values of these communities.  The comment also states 
that the Draft EIR does not provide performance standards for on-site mitigation or a 
mechanism to ensure long-term protection of those communities at the project site. 

Mitigation Measure 6e has been modified to add clarification of the potential for on-site 
mitigation and requirements for off-site mitigation, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions. 

S-32 The comment states that there are no mitigation banks for impacts to McNab cypress 
woodland and cottonwood forest and the Draft EIR needs to provide additional information on 
how Mitigation Measure 6e would be implemented. 

Mitigation Measure 6e has been modified to add clarification of the potential for on-site 
mitigation and requirements for off-site mitigation, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions. 

S-33 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 6e is inadequate because it requires a 1:1 ratio 
for mitigation of impacts to McNab cypress woodland and cottonwood forest, and this ratio 
does not account for the temporal loss of these vegetation communities.   

Mitigation Measure 6e provides for several mechanisms to avoid, reduce, or compensate for 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities.  This allows for the project design to be modified 
to provide greater reduction of on-site impacts and limited on-site habitat restoration if feasible.  
However, it is anticipated that mitigation for loss of these communities would occur through 
off-site habitat conservation.  This involves conservation of existing habitat, thus no temporal 
loss would occur.   

S-34 The comment states that the Draft EIR analysis of impacts to jurisdictional waters is limited to 
federally protected wetlands and that the EIR should include analysis of impacts to waters of 
the state and riparian habitats protected under the California Fish and Game Code. The 
comment also states that the Draft EIR defers analysis and mitigation for impacts because it 
does not identify the specific mitigation approach, compensation ratio, monitoring program, 
and performance standards that would be implemented to ensure that project impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level.  The comment states that the EIR relied impermissibly 
on compliance with the permitting requirements of other agencies to reach a conclusion that 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 6f has been amended to provide clarification of the requirements related 
to compensatory mitigation, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The amendments 
include specific recommendations for avoiding/minimizing impacts to wetlands, restoration in 
areas of temporary impacts to wetlands under federal and state jurisdiction, including 
mechanisms to ensure that no seeding of invasive plant species would occur, defining a 
minimum ratio for compensatory mitigation and establishing requirements for preservation of 
compensatory mitigation lands in perpetuity.  As noted in the amended Mitigation Measure 6f, 
the minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio is considered sufficient to reduce project effects to less than 
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significant because the type of potentially affected jurisdictional features (i.e., ephemeral 
drainages) are relatively common in the regional context. Furthermore, most effects would 
likely be temporary because jurisdictional features are anticipated to be relocated on site to 
maintain hydrology in the project area.  

S-35 The comment states that compliance with regulatory permits is not sufficient to ensure that 
project impacts to wetlands would be less than significant.  The comment cites studies that 
have demonstrated that many compensatory mitigation projects have not achieved the goal of 
“no net loss” of wetland acres and function. 

Mitigation for impacts to wetlands are regularly mitigated through preservation or creation of 
like habitat. Mitigation Measure 6f has been updated to add clarification of prosed mitigation 
ratios and assurances, as discussed in Response to Comment S-34 and shown in Chapter 3, 
Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

S-36 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate analysis of potential 
cumulative impacts to biological resources.  The comment states that the Recovery Plan for 
Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central Sierra Nevada Foothills has identified that cumulative 
impacts to Stebbins’ morning glory would be significant.  The comment states that if this plant 
occurs at the project site, the project would have a considerable contribution to the significant 
cumulative impact. 

As defined in Impact 6-7, the geographic scope for consideration of cumulative impacts to 
biological resources is the City of Grass Valley.  The project site is an infill Brownfield site within 
the City.  Stebbin’s morning glory was not observed at the project site during July 2016 floristic 
survey, and is not anticipated to be present. Regardless, Mitigation Measure 6a, which requires 
that additional botanical surveys must be conducted prior to construction, would provide 
further protection for federally-listed plant species should they have become established at the 
site since the original surveys. Mitigation Measure 6a provides an actionable plan to be carried 
out in consultation with regulatory agencies that will ensure impacts will be mitigated such that 
the proposed project would not jeopardize the continued existence of this species in the region. 
Additionally, the site is already highly isolated as a result of neighboring development. Thus, 
development of the project site will not result in further habitat fragmentation or isolation of 
habitat.  Additionally, the site is already highly isolated as a result of neighboring development. 
Thus, development of the project site will not result in further habitat fragmentation or isolation 
of habitat.   

S-37 The comment references Grass Valley General Plan objective 1-COSO and states that the 
project does not comply with the requirements in the General Plan to provide an inventory of 
sensitive environmental areas and features. 

General Plan 1-COSO identifies an objective of the General Plan intended to support attainment 
of Goal 1-COSG, which states “Provide a balance between development and the natural 
environment, protecting and properly utilizing Grass Valley’s sensitive environmental 
areas/features, natural resources and open space lands.”  The goal and objective are specific 
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to the City’s planning documents and overall implementation of the General Plan and do not 
establish project-specific requirements.  However, the Draft EIR meets this objective by 
describing the sensitive environmental characteristics of the project site (refer to Draft EIR 
section 6.1). 

S-38 The comment references General Plan objective 3-COSO regarding protection of rare and 
endangered species and states that the Draft EIR recognizes that the project may not be able 
to avoid impacts to Stebbins morning glory, which is an endangered species. 

This General Plan objective is specific to the City’s planning documents and overall 
implementation of the General Plan and does not establish project-specific requirements.  As 
noted previously, it is not expected that Stebbins’ morning glory will occur within the project 
site.  However, Mitigation Measure 6a requires that appropriate actions be taken to verify the 
presence or absence of this species.  Further, this measure has been amended as presented 
in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions to provide feasible and actionable plans for the 
contingency that special-status species are subsequently found in the project site prior to 
development. Thus Mitigation Measure 6a is sufficient to avoid or mitigate potential impacts 
to special-status plant species. 

S-39 The comment references General Plan objective 5-COSO regarding protection of wildlife habitat 
and states that the Draft EIR does not require the project applicant to project any wildlife 
habitat. 

This General Plan objective is specific to the City’s planning documents and overall 
implementation of the General Plan and does not establish project-specific requirements.  The 
project site is an isolated island of semi-natural habitat, which has been altered due to previous 
mining activity and is surrounded by urban development. The functions and values of wildlife 
habitat provided by this parcel are limited. The site does not provide wildlife movement 
corridors as it is bounded by the freeway and previous development. The potential for special-
status species to occur onsite is low, and the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft EIR 
provide adequate protection for special-status wildlife. 

S-40 The comment references General Plan objective 6-COSO and states that the Draft EIR does not 
provide appropriate protection of the natural environment because it defers formulation of 
specific mitigation details, does not incorporate performance standards, and does not 
incorporate mitigation monitoring and reporting requirements that would ensure that impacts 
to sensitive biological resources are effectively mitigated. 

As discussed throughout Responses to Comments S-1 through S-39, the mitigation measures 
outlined in the Draft EIR, along with the clarifications provided in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions, provide sufficient environmental protection measures before, during, and after 
development of the project. 

S-41 The comment states that the conclusion that implementation of Mitigation Measures 6a 
through 6f would ensure that project would result in no net loss of habitat functions or values 
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is not supported by the Draft EIR analysis because the Draft EIR does not require compensatory 
mitigation for impacts to special-status species or other sensitive resources.  

As discussed throughout Responses to Comments S-1 through S-32, the mitigation measures 
outlined in the Draft EIR, along with the clarifications provided in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions, provide sufficient environmental protection measures before, during, and after 
development of the project. 
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Responses to Comment Letter T 

Planning Commission Public Hearing 
April 16, 2019 

T-1 The commenter stated that the project’s greatest impact will be to traffic and questioned if 
ambulance traffic could be delayed. 

Ambulance routes would be subject to the same roadway conditions as other vehicles. All traffic 
impacts associated with both Alternative A and Alternative B are evaluated in Chapter 8, 
Transportation and Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis Report. Under existing plus project 
conditions, both Alternative A and Alternative B would have less than significant impacts with 
mitigation.  Under cumulative plus project conditions, Alternative B would have less than 
significant impacts with mitigation while Alternative A would result in a single significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the vehicle queues at the Dorsey Drive/State Route 20/49 
interchange.  Additionally, all signal intersections include traffic signal preemption, which would 
enable all emergency vehicles, including ambulances, to trigger signal changes and reduce 
travel times. 

T-2 The commenter stated that more housing is needed but that traffic is already difficult on 
Catherine Lane, East Main Street and near the hospital. 

All traffic impacts associated with both Alternative A and Alternative B are evaluated in Chapter 
8, Transportation and Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis Report. Under existing plus project 
conditions, both Alternative A and Alternative B would have less than significant impacts with 
mitigation.  Under cumulative plus project conditions, Alternative B would have less than 
significant impacts with mitigation while Alternative A would result in a single significant and 
unavoidable impact due to the vehicle queues at the Dorsey Drive/State Route 20/49 
interchange.   

T-3 The commenter stated that the project would create a third downtown, which may not be a 
realistic goal; noted that providing market rate housing does not mean that housing units would 
be affordable; requested clarification of the timing of the economic assessment and related 
data; and questioned the ability of the project to capture the area’s $200 million in sales 
leakage. 

As discussed in Response to Comment K-1, the project site is currently designated Business 
Park under the General Plan and zoned Corporate Business Park, and the General Plan, 
including the Housing Element, does not assume any residential development on the project 
site.  Because the project site is not assumed to support any amount of affordable housing, 
the lack of a commitment for the project to include affordable housing does not represent a 
conflict with the Housing Element and the Draft EIR correctly concludes that the project would 
not result in a significant impact associated with housing affordability. 
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Draft EIR Appendix D contains the Dorsey Marketplace Economic Analysis which found that, 
“the Dorsey Marketplace project would not depend on cannibalizing from existing retail 
establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a reasonable shift in market area retail spending 
patterns in the near term, combined with moderate growth in the market area over time, 
provide ample support for the proposed increase in the city’s retail inventory.” Thus it is 
reasonable to expect that the commercial space within the proposed project would be capable 
of capturing a portion of the area’s sales leakage. 

The Economic Analysis was completed July 16, 2016 and was completed using industry-
standards methodologies. As noted in the Economic Analysis and Draft EIR Chapter 3, Land 
Use (page 3-10), the Economic Analysis incorporates information prepared by consultants 
retained by the City in support of development and implementation of the Economic 
Development Strategy – a Market Overview (Buxton 2010) and a Retail Research Report 
(Chabin Concepts 2013).   

T-4 The commenter stated that solar panels should be installed as part of the project and raised 
concern that the requirement for the residential buildings to be pre-plumbed for solar may not 
work in a three story building. 

The proposed project will comply with the California Building Code.  As reflected in the draft 
EIR, the 2016 Building Code requires that the buildings be pre-plumbed and structurally 
engineered to support solar panels. However, projects that obtain building permits on or after 
January 1, 2020 must meet the 2019 Building Code, which requires installation of solar panels.  
Rooftop solar panels can be used on buildings that are multiple stories high, thus having the 
proposed residential and non-residential structures pre-plumbed and structurally engineered 
to support solar panels (as required under the 2016 Building Code) and installing the solar 
panels (as required under the 2019 Building Code) is considered feasible.  Mitigation Measure 
11a includes a wide range of requirements that would reduce energy usage from both the 
residential and non-residential components of the project.   

T-5 The commenter stated that considering other projects anticipated to be developed, such as 
the 700 dwelling units and retail within the Loma Rica Ranch Specific Plan area, there is no 
need for the Dorsey Marketplace project. 

The comment does not address the project’s environmental effects or the adequacy and 
accuracy of the EIR.  The project’s cumulative impacts are evaluated throughout Draft EIR 
chapters 3 through 16.  As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 1, the EIR is intended to be an 
informational document and does not recommend whether or not the project is needed or 
should be approved. 

T-6 The commenter stated that the meeting was supposed to be an informational meeting and 
there was not enough information provided to understand the proposed project. 
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A complete project description is provided in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.  The comment does 
not address the project’s environmental effects or question the accuracy or adequacy of the 
EIR. No response is required. 

T-7 The commenter stated that the Grass Valley Energy Action Plan identifies a goal of zero net 
energy for residential by 2020 and commercial by 2030, that constructing buildings to be 
“solar ready” does not meet that goal, and that installing solar panels has been shown to be 
feasible and cost effective. The commenter also stated that housing affordability is very 
important. 

The City’s Energy Action Plan was adopted November 2018.  A summary of the Energy Action 
Plan has been added to Section 11.2 of the Draft EIR, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions.   

The California Building Code requires that single-family residences constructed in 2020 or later 
and non-residential buildings constructed in 2030 or later must be zero-net energy.  The 
comment is correct that these standards are reflected in the City’s Energy Action Plan.  Refer 
to Responses to Comments L-9 and T-4 regarding installation of solar panels.  Refer to 
Responses to Comments K-1 and T-3 regarding housing affordability.   

T-8 The commenter stated that they don’t like replacing fields and trees in Grass Valley with asphalt 
and questioned if there is any requirement for trails and open space. 

The comment does not identify any inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR. All impacts 
associated with the increase in impervious surfaces and the removal of trees are evaluated in 
Chapter 5, Aesthetics, Chapter 6, Biological Resources, Chapter 12, Geology, Soils, Seismicity, 
and Paleontology, and Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

The project’s consistency with the City’s development standards established in the Grass Valley 
Municipal Code and General Plan is evaluated under Draft EIR Impact 3-1.  The City’s standards 
do not require provision of trails or open space within Central Business District or Multiple 
Dwelling Residential zone districts.  Both Alternative A and Alternative B would include a 
trail/path connecting to the apartment complex to the east, to support pedestrian activity 
between those existing residences and the proposed commercial area.  Additionally, both 
alternatives include a dog park, tot lot, and pool as part of the proposed multifamily residential 
area.   

As discussed in Response to Comment K-11, Grass Valley Municipal Code section 17.86.030 
establishes the City’s requirements for dedication of land and/or the payment of fees to the 
City for park and recreational purposes as a condition of the approval of a Tentative Map, 
consistent with the Quimby Act. Draft EIR Impact 14-13 concludes that both Alternative A and 
Alternative B would have a less than significant impact to recreational facilities and services 
after payment of park fees as required by Municipal Code section 17.86.030.   



RResponses to Comments 

Dorsey Marketplace Final EIR 9478 
October 2019 2-352 

T-9 The commenter questioned whether the retail uses within the project would compete with 
Grass Valley and Nevada City businesses and questioned whether it would be local-serving or 
a destination-shopping venue.   

Draft EIR Appendix D contains the Dorsey Marketplace Economic Analysis which found that, 
“the Dorsey Marketplace project would not depend on cannibalizing from existing retail 
establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a reasonable shift in market area retail spending 
patterns in the near term, combined with moderate growth in the market area over time, 
provide ample support for the proposed increase in the city’s retail inventory”. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to expect that the construction of the proposed project would not compete with 
existing small businesses to the extent that could lead to an adverse environmental effect.  
Additionally, it is reasonable to expect that the commercial space within the proposed project 
would be capable of capturing a portion of the area’s sales leakage by serving a local customer 
base. 

T-10 The commenter suggested that providing fast food restaurants in proximity to housing would 
contribute to unhealthy eating habits. 

Under both Alternative A and Alternative B, the project would include four small retail pads with 
drive-through lanes. These could support fast food or other uses, such as banks and coffee 
shops that utilize drive-through lanes.  While public health considerations are an important 
concern, they do not directly relate to the project’s physical effects on the environment and 
thus are not subject to analysis under CEQA. 

T-11 The commenter stated that a previous affordable housing project on Bennett Street wasn’t 
approved. 

The comment does not address the project’s environmental effects or the accuracy or 
adequacy of the EIR. The Draft EIR evaluates the project as proposed and is unrelated to the 
unapproved project on Bennet Street.  Refer to Responses to Comments K-1 and T-3 regarding 
housing affordability. 

T-12 The commenter stated that traffic is unmanageable and that the City was built for horses rather 
than SUVs. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All traffic impacts 
associated with both Alternative A and Alternative B are evaluated in Chapter 8, Transportation 
and Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis Report. Under existing plus project conditions, both 
Alternative A and Alternative B would have less than significant impacts with mitigation.  Under 
cumulative plus project conditions, Alternative B would have less than significant impacts with 
mitigation while Alternative A would result in a single significant and unavoidable impact due 
to the vehicle queues at the Dorsey Drive/State Route 20/49 interchange.   

T-13 The commenter stated that it is important to shop locally but there is insufficient parking in 
local shopping areas. 
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The comment does not address the project’s environmental effects or the adequacy or 
accuracy of the Draft EIR.  It is noted that the proposed project would comply with the City’s 
parking standards.  Site plans for Alternative A and Alternative B are provided in Draft EIR 
Figures 2-4 and 2-5.  The site plans identify the proposed layout of parking areas, the number 
of parking spaces required under City code, and the proposed number of parking spaces.  The 
site plans also demonstrate that landscaping and pedestrian walkways would be providing 
throughout the parking areas. 

T-14 The commenter stated that there are too many expensive homes in the area which will lead to 
an inability to find workers for the proposed retail and restaurant space. 

Under Alternative A, the proposed project includes 90 multifamily residential units; under 
Alternative B the project includes 172 multifamily residential units.  These dwelling units would 
range in size from one to three bedrooms and from approximately 1,013 to 1,600 square feet.  
They would be offered for rent at market rates.  As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 4-3, the 
proposed residences “could satisfy a portion of the City’s need for 100 moderate and 220 
above-moderate-income housing units.”  Further, as stated in Impact 4-1, the proposed project 
could provide housing for approximately 184 residents under Alternative A and 351 residents 
under Alternative B.  Given the new population that would be supported by the project and the 
existing unemployment rate in Nevada County, it is reasonable to expect that businesses at 
the project site would be capable of finding employees. 

T-15 The commenter stated that already too many empty buildings and the project is not needed. 

 As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 1, the EIR is intended to be an informational document and does 
not recommend whether or not the project is needed or should be approved.  Impacts on other 
businesses are not an environmental issue unless they would contribute to a physical 
environmental effect such as blight. Based on the Dorsey Marketplace Economic Analysis 
(Appendix D), it is reasonable to expect that the construction of the proposed project would not 
lead to empty storefronts and stress on small businesses that could lead to an adverse 
environmental effect.  Additionally the Economic Analysis concluded that “a reasonable shift in 
market area retail spending patterns in the near term, combined with moderate growth in the 
market area over time, provide ample support for the proposed increase in the city’s retail 
inventory.”  

T-16 The commenter expressed concern that there is a lack of housing affordable to young adults.  
The commenter suggested that the project should include a botanical garden and tahoe-like 
shops and should support free public gatherings.  The commenter also stated that the project 
should be consistent with the theme of Grass Valley and that the City needs new housing. 

Refer to Response to Comment T-14 regarding the provision of housing as part of the project 
and the potential for the residential units to support the City’s housing and affordability goals.  
The features suggested by the commenter do not relate to the project’s environmental effects 
and thus are not subject to consideration in the EIR.  Draft EIR Chapter 5 evaluates the project’s 
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potential aesthetic effects and provides figures showing conceptual renderings and elevations 
for the proposed project.   

T-17 The commenter questioned whether economic impacts were addressed. 

Draft EIR Appendix D contains the Dorsey Marketplace Economic Analysis which found that, 
“the Dorsey Marketplace project would not depend on cannibalizing from existing retail 
establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a reasonable shift in market area retail spending 
patterns in the near term, combined with moderate growth in the market area over time, 
provide ample support for the proposed increase in the city’s retail inventory.”  

T-18 The commenter stated agreement with previous comments regarding solar, trails, and fast food 
pads. 

Refer to Responses to Comments T-4 and T-7 regarding solar panels, Response to Comment 
T-8 regarding open space and trails, and Response to Comment T-10 regarding fast food pads. 

T-19 The commenter questioned if a business survey was conducted and the project’s economic 
impacts were considered.  The commenter stated that new development leads to the death of 
the old town and creates blight. 

Impacts on other businesses is not an environmental issue unless it would contribute to a 
physical environmental effect such as blight.  Draft EIR Appendix D contains the Dorsey 
Marketplace Economic Analysis which found that, “the Dorsey Marketplace project would not 
depend on cannibalizing from existing retail establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a 
reasonable shift in market area retail spending patterns in the near term, combined with 
moderate growth in the market area over time, provide ample support for the proposed 
increase in the city’s retail inventory”. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the construction 
of the proposed project would not lead to empty storefronts and stress on small businesses 
that could lead to an adverse environmental effect. 

T-20 The commenter noted he is a member of the Greater Grass Valley Chamber of Commerce and 
that housing and business development are perennial issues for the region.  The commenter 
stated that attracting young talent to the area is a good goal and expressed support for the 
proposed project stating that the proposed mixture of retail, commercial, and residential uses 
would support young families. 

The comment expresses support for the proposed project and does not address the project’s 
environmental effects or the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter R 

Soluri Meserve 
Patrick Soluri 
June 3, 2019 

R-1 The comment provides introductory comments and states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in 
several areas, inconsistent with technical studies, and internally inconsistent. The comment 
states that the City must undertake additional analysis and mitigation of the project impacts, 
and recirculate the Draft EIR. 

The comment does not identify any specific inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR but 
lists several environmental topics in which the Draft EIR is asserted fail as an informational 
document. Specific concerns are identified and responded to below. No response to this 
comment is required. 

R-2 The comment describes the purpose of an EIR and the conditions under which recirculation of 
a Draft EIR would be required.  The comment states that the new information needed to 
respond to the comments presented in this letter will require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

The comment does not identify any specific inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR.  As 
shown in the following responses, the Draft EIR text revisions presented in Chapter 3 of this 
Final EIR do not constitute significant new information and it is not necessary to recirculate the 
Draft EIR.  As discussed in Final EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, the text revisions include an 
adjustment to the project description under Alternative B as well as text added in support of 
the responses to comments received on the Draft EIR, such as additional description of existing 
conditions, updates to regulatory framework, clarification of project impacts, and refinements 
to mitigation measures.  No new significant impacts or increases in the severity of previously-
evaluated impacts have been identified, no new mitigation measures are recommended and 
the modifications to mitigation measures do not introduce requirements that are substantively 
different from those identified in the Draft EIR, and no changes have been made that result in 
the public having been deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.    

R-3 The comment states that the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are given without any 
explanation about their effectiveness, that CEQA requires more description of the mitigation 
measures and explanation that they will be effective, and that the EIR should explain the 
conclusions that no mitigation is necessary and/or available.  

The comment does not address any specific mitigation measure.  The analysis throughout the 
Draft EIR follows the general pattern: document existing conditions and relevant regulatory 
framework; identify the potential impact; describe the project’s contribution to the impact; if 
the impact is potentially significant, identify potential mitigation and its relation to the impact; 
and identify the project’s impact after mitigation. For each impact, the analysis describes the 
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mitigation measure and why it would be effective at reducing impacts.  Specific comments are 
addressed in the following responses to comments. 

R-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR neglects to evaluate the whole project and states that 
the project description lacks details, specifically regarding onsite mine waste, tailings, 
protected plant species, and the configuration and subsequent noise of commercial and 
mechanical facilities.  The comment states that the lack of details in the project description 
precludes meaningful analysis of impacts. The comment also summarizes case law and CEQA 
requirements. 

Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the project description “contain specific 
information but should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and 
review of the environmental impact.” The Project Description is presented in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft EIR.  It includes a brief summary of the existing conditions at the project site in Section 
2.1 Study Area Characteristics.  This includes identifying the types of vegetation communities 
present at the site and the fact that “the site contains arsenic, lead, and mercury associated 
with mining activity.” Additionally, each of the environmental impact analysis chapters 
(chapters 3 through 15) provide further description of the existing conditions.   

The comment is correct that the location and configuration of commercial and mechanical 
equipment has not yet been identified and additional analysis will be needed at the time this 
information is known. This is typical of commercial development projects during the 
environmental review process.  As discussed in Response to Comment J-5, the proposed 
building footprints and elevations are known, and this information was used to characterize 
the potential for such equipment to create unacceptable noise levels at the residential uses.  
Mitigation Measure 9b commits the project applicant to completing the necessary additional 
study and implementing additional measures if needed to avoid impacts, defines the 
requirements for the study, and identifies the performance standard that the project must 
meet. Thus the mitigation complies with the requirements defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(B).  

R-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide necessary information regarding the 
proposed fair share traffic mitigation, is inconsistent with the traffic study, and fails to mitigate 
impacts. The comment notes that the traffic analysis finds a significant impact at intersection 
12 and 16 and states that the EIR violates CEQA by not setting forth all feasible mitigation 
measures to mitigate this project level impact.  The comment states that the EIR’s reliance on 
a fair-share contribution is impermissible because Table 8-8 shows that the project is solely 
responsible for the significant project-level impact at those locations.   

 The comment does not identify what other feasible mitigation the Draft EIR should have 
included. The Draft EIR relies on the improvements outlined in the Circulation Element of the 
City’s 2020 General Plan. These improvements are associated with long term development in 
the City and its associated traffic impacts, to which the proposed project would contribute but 
would not be wholly responsible. The improvements outlined in the Circulation Element would 
be financed through the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), to which the proposed 
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project would contribute traffic impact fees, earmarked for the specific proposed 
improvements. The CIP is a common tool used by municipalities to outline a comprehensive 
plan to use an annual budget.  Projects in the Grass Valley CIP and their expected costs are 
identified in Exhibit 4 in Response to Comment K-9 (Grass Valley 2016).  The project’s fair 
share contribution would be collected by the City prior to issuance of building permits and the 
fee amount would be calculated based on the City’s adopted traffic impact fee rates and the 
specific size and type of land use authorized under each building permit.   

 Specific to Intersection 12, the project would not create the unacceptable LOS condition here; 
rather it would increase delay at this location.  Draft EIR Tables 8-8 and 8-9 show both existing 
and existing plus project conditions.  Both tables show that this intersection currently operates 
at LOS F in the PM peak hour, with 122.1 seconds of delay.  Thus the unacceptable LOS is part 
of the existing conditions and the project would not be fully responsible for creating this 
condition.  The Draft EIR identifies that Alternative A would increase delay at this intersection 
by 62 seconds for the PM peak hour (see Table 8-8) and Alternative B would increase delay by 
35.5 seconds (see Table 8-9). The City has identified replacement of the existing porkchop 
barrier at this location as the necessary improvement for the existing conditions and the CIP 
anticipates signalization of this intersection to address impacts under the cumulative 
condition, as shown in Exhibit 4 in Response to Comment K-9.  Mitigation Measure 8a has 
been revised to require the project applicant to fully construct the barrier and contribute a fair 
share amount to the future signalization or closure of this intersection.  The conditions of 
approval for the Loma Rica Ranch Phase 1 project (Grass Valley 2019) include a requirement 
to fully construct the porkchop barrier, thus the improvement would be constructed by 
whichever project reaches the building permit threshold identified in the project’s mitigation 
measure. Because signalization or closure of this intersection is included in the CIP, there is 
an established program for the improvement that will be funded through the City’s 
development traffic impact fee. As shown in the TIAR, with signalization this intersection would 
operate at LOS C under Alternative A and LOS B under Alternative B.  Thus, as revised, 
Mitigation Measure 8a ensures that the project’s impacts under both the existing plus project 
and cumulative plus project conditions are reduced to a less-than-significant level and that the 
mitigation is roughly proportional to the project’s contribution to the impacts. 

 As shown in Draft EIR Table 8-8, intersection 16, the intersection of Idaho Maryland Road and 
the SR 20/49 NB ramps, currently operates at LOS B in the AM Peak hour and D in the PM 
Peak hour and Alternative A would add 9.5 seconds of delay and degrade the LOS to F in the 
PM Peak hour.  Table 8-9 shows that under existing plus Alternative B conditions the 
intersection would continue to operate acceptably at LOS D.  In the cumulative scenario, the 
intersection is projected to operate at LOS C in the AM Peak hour and E in the PM Peak hour.  
With the addition of either Alternative A or Alternative B the intersection would continue to 
operate at an acceptable LOS in the AM Peak hour and would degrade to LOS F in the PM Peak 
hour. The improvement identified for this intersection is to install a traffic signal or convert the 
intersection to a roundabout. This improvement is included in the Western Nevada County 
Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee (Nevada County Transportation Commission 2016), 
therefore there is an established program for the improvement that will be funded through the 
Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee and the requirement in Mitigation Measure 8b for the 
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Dorsey Marketplace project to contribute a fair share towards the improvement is an effective 
way to mitigate the project’s contribution to the existing plus project and cumulative plus 
project impacts. 

R-6 The comment states that a fair share contribution is only adequate if it is part of a reasonable 
plan to provide mitigation, which the Draft EIR fails to provide, and states that the EIR should 
identify the required improvement, an estimate of the cost of that improvement, and 
information about how much the project would pay towards the improvement. The comment 
states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it doesn’t provide information about the City’s 
CIP, how the fees are tied to it, or the “porkchop” improvement required in Mitigation Measure 
8a and doesn’t include the cost or formula for the project’s contribution. 

 Text has been added to Draft EIR Section 8.2 to describe the Grass Valley Transportation 
Impact Fee and the Western Nevada County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee.  Text has 
also been added to Impacts 8-2 and 8-9 regarding the costs for the CIP improvements to which 
the project must contribute.  As discussed in Response to Comment R-5, Mitigation Measure 
8a has been revised to require the project applicant to construct the porkchop barrier needed 
in the near-term and to require the project applicant to contribute a fair share towards costs of 
signalizing or closing this intersection, consistent with the Grass Valley CIP. 

R-7 The comment states that the analysis in the Draft EIR does not match the technical study for 
intersection 12 (62 seconds compared to 35.5 seconds for the PM peak hour) and the 
identified mitigation varies between the two: the technical study identified the installation of a 
traffic signal or closing the intersection while the Draft EIR mitigation measure calls for 
installing a larger porkshop barrier.  Further the comment states that the Draft EIR does not 
discuss the post mitigation conditions or effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 

 It is important to note that the TIAR and Draft EIR have Alternative A and Alternative B reversed.  
Thus, Draft EIR Table 8-8 corresponds to TIAR Table 20. The Draft EIR correctly identifies that 
Alternative A would increase delay at this intersection by 62 seconds for the PM peak hour (see 
Draft EIR Table 8-8 and TIAR Table 20) and Alternative B would increase delay by 35.5 seconds 
(see Draft EIR Table 8-9 ad TIAR Table 7). The Draft EIR states that, although the City has 
installed signage and a concrete barrier to prohibit/discourage left-turns, drivers continue to 
make illegal movements that increase delays. The Draft EIR thus requires mitigation to replace 
existing concrete “porkchop” barrier with a larger barrier that would prevent these illegal left 
turns allowing right turns in from southbound Brunswick Road and right turns out from 
eastbound Idaho Maryland Road, and thus reduce the amount of delays. This barrier was 
analyzed as part of the recently-approved Loma Rica Ranch Phase 1 project, and “the traffic 
study prepared for the proposed road and intersection changes confirm the traffic level of 
service will meet City standards” (Grass Valley 2019).  Thus the project’s contribution to delays 
at this intersection under existing plus project conditions would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

 The comment is correct that the TIAR identifies the improvement of either signalizing or closing 
this intersection.  As discussed in Response to Comment R-5, this future improvement is 
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included in the Grass Valley CIP.  Mitigation Measure 8a has been revised to include the 
requirement for the project to contribute a fair share towards this improvement.  If the 
intersection is signalized, the TIAR shows that it would operate at LOS C under Alternative A 
and LOS B under Alternative B, thus the cumulative impact at this location would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level.  

R-8 The comment states that there are inconsistencies between the project-level and cumulative 
condition descriptions and the cumulative condition is based on unreasonable trip distribution 
data. The comment questions the TIAR assumption that the intersection of Brunswick and 
Idaho Maryland would be improved to allow full access in the cumulative condition when the 
purpose of Mitigation Measure 8a is to restrict movements in that intersection.  The comment 
notes that in making the assumption for the future condition at this location, the Draft EIR 
refers to the Loma Rica EIR, but the Draft EIR does not tier from the Loma Rica EIR or 
incorporate it by reference in accordance with CEQA.    

 Text in the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that the porkchop barrier is identified as the 
mitigation for this intersection under existing plus project condition but in the cumulative 
condition the intersection is expected to be closed or signalized, consistent with the Grass 
Valley CIP, as discussed in Response to Comment R-6. Because this improvement is included 
in the Grass Valley CIP, it is not necessary for the Draft EIR to tier from or incorporate by 
reference the Loma Rica Ranch EIR. 

R-9 The comment states that there is inconsistency regarding the mitigation for intersection 16; 
the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure 8b) offers either a traffic signal or roundabout while the 
technical study only proposes a traffic signal. Additionally, the comment states that there is no 
information regarding the mitigation measure’s effectiveness. 

The comment is correct to say that the TIAR only suggested a traffic signal while the Draft EIR 
Mitigation Measure 8b required either a traffic signal or a roundabout. Both a traffic signal and 
a roundabout would serve the same purpose by reducing the length of delay in traveling 
through the intersection without resulting in spillback onto adjacent intersection. Preliminary 
plans for improving this intersection considered both options. However, it has been determined 
that due to environmental and right-of-way constraints, the roundabout option has been 
removed from consideration.  As shown in Final EIR Chapter 3, the Draft EIR has been revised 
to reflect that the intersection requires signalization, consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Mitigation Fee. 

R-10 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address toxic air contaminants (TACs) or 
human health impacts for either operational or construction emissions. The comment states 
that TACs, including diesel particulate matter (DPM) and ultrafine particulate (UFP) emissions, 
and associated health effects to future occupancies of the project site should have been 
addressed due to the project’s proximity to SR 20/49. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the project will exacerbate TAC emissions by generating new vehicle trips 
and this exacerbation requires that the Draft EIR evaluate the potential impacts of the 
hazardous emissions on futures residents or users.  
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The comment is correct that vehicle traffic is a source of TACs, including DPM and UFP.  
However, the traffic volumes on SR 20/49 do not warrant preparation of a health risk 
assessment.  The project site is located adjacent to the SR 20/49 Dorsey Drive off-ramp.  The 
southwestern corner of the project site is the closest point to the highway travel lanes, at a 
distance of approximately 85 feet.  The proposed residences under Alternative A would be 
located over 800 feet from the highway travel lanes, while under Alternative B, the nearest 
residences would be approximately 170 feet from the travel lanes.   

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) Land Use and Transportation Handbook 
recommends that new sensitive receptors should be located at least 500 feet from a major 
transportation facility, which is defined as a roadway carrying at least 100,000 vehicles per 
day (CARB 2005). As shown in Draft EIR Table 9-5, SR 20/49 in the project area carries 
approximately 29,350 vehicles per day currently. As the traffic volumes are approximately 40% 
below the threshold of 50,000 vehicles per day, people within the project site are not expected 
to be exposed to substantial concentrations of TACs associated with SR 20/49. There are no 
other substantial sources of TACs in the vicinity. Therefore, it is not necessary for the Draft EIR 
to include a health risk assessment for project site residents’ exposure to TACs. 

Additionally, CARB’s Technical Advisory: Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-
Volume Roadways reports on research that has been completed on several strategies to 
reduce adverse health effects for people that reside near roads.  It notes that vertical 
dispersion of pollutants, such as occurs when a solid wall is placed between the roadway and 
residents has been shown to reduce the concentration of TACs.  Mitigation Measure 9a 
requires that a noise attenuation barrier be constructed between the off-ramp and the 
proposed residential apartment buildings in the southwestern corner of the site.  This wall 
would help reduce TAC exposure at the project site.  Similarly, the Technical Advisory found 
that landscaping placed between the roadway and residents has been shown to reduce 
exposure to TACs (CARB 2017a).  Mitigation Measure 5a establishes detailed requirements for 
landscaping along the project site’s western boundary.  This would also help to minimize TAC 
exposure within the project site.   

Further, in a fact sheet that accompanies the technical advisory, CARB summarizes several key 
research findings, including that near-roadway pollution has well-documented health impacts 
and sensitive uses should be placed 500 feet or more from roads that carry 50,000 vehicles 
per day; infill development leads to public health, climate, financial, and other benefits; and 
“California has many policies and plans to reduce car and truck pollution statewide which are 
already improving air quality, but will take time before the benefits are achieved” (CARB 
2017b). 

R-11 The comment describes UFPs and their sources as well as introduces the attached exhibits to 
the comment letter. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not mention UFPs as a 
potential air quality impact and that the Draft EIR will need to be recirculated to either correlate 
emission levels to identified health risks or explain why this analysis is not possible. The 
comment states that the EIR violates CEQA because it does not inform the public about the 
bare numbers with respect to mobile TACs or UFP emissions or the associated health effects. 
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The potential for residents of the project site to be exposed to TACs is discussed in Chapter 10, 
Air Quality.  As noted previously, the total traffic volumes on SR 20/49 do not warrant 
preparation of a health risk assessment. Further, the comment recognizes that diesel engines 
are responsible for the majority of UFP associated with mobile emissions.  SR 20/49 carries a 
very low volume of truck traffic.  The total daily traffic volumes in 2016 were 29,350 trips.  In 
2013 (most recent available data at the time of preparation of this Final EIR) the total daily 
traffic volume 31,000 trips, of which 1,163 (less than 4%) were truck trips (Caltrans 2013).  
The information provided in the comment letter exhibits does not contradict the 
recommendations presented in the CARB Land Use and Transportation Handbook.  For 
example, Exhibit 1, which discusses UFPs describes a study that focused on “two heavily 
traveled north-south freeways, Interstate 5 and California Highway 99.”  Similarly, Exhibit 2 
focuses on the southern California Central Valley.  Interstate 5 through the central valley carries 
daily traffic volumes that in 2013 reached over 110,000 trips in several segments, and were 
generally above 50,000 in most locations.  For the segments of Interstate 5 in San Joaquin 
County from Stockton to the south, truck trips make up approximately 25% of the daily traffic 
volumes, while north of Stockton to the northern end of Sacramento County, truck trips make 
up between 8% and 20% of the daily traffic volumes (Caltrans 2013).  Exhibit 1 also discusses 
specific health concerns for students at Arden Middle School, noting that the school is 
downwind of roads that carry 65,000 vehicles per day, with 1.5% of those being heavy-trucks 
on Watt Avenue, and the school is downwind of a traffic signal where braking and acceleration 
(which generate plumes of UFP emissions) is frequent.  Thus the analysis presented in Exhibits 
1 and 2 reflect scenario that are meaningfully different from the Dorsey Marketplace project 
site.   

Additionally, the distance between the proposed residences and the travel lane of the highway 
would ensure UFP concentrations near the residences would be substantially less than along 
the highway.  The International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health found 
that studies show transportation-related UFP “are found in higher concentrations near major 
roadways but concentrations quickly drop off to near background concentrations” (CARB 
2017a). 

R-12 The comment states that the revised Draft EIR will need to include a full analysis of the 
potential TACs effects for future project occupants. The comment states that the City cannot 
rely on the absence of a significant threshold or other CEQA guidance from the Northern Sierra 
Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) to avoid analyzing mobile source TAC emissions 
and health impacts. The comment states that while the NSAQMD 2009 CEQA guidelines don’t 
include impacts to residential receptors near roadways, a health risk assessment was prepared 
for a project in Pleasanton by Dudek. The comment states that there is a fair argument that 
the future occupants would have a potentially significant air quality and associated health 
impacts from mobile TACs and UFP emissions.  The comment also addresses construction-
related TAC emissions, stating that the Draft EIR treats this potential impact in a cursory and 
impermissible manner.  The comment states that construction will generate TAC emissions 
that could adversely affect existing residents in the area, states that the EIR analysis of these 
emissions is unsubstantiated, and that short-term construction emissions can still have 
potentially chronic and short-term effects.  The comment references guidance from the 
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District regarding the need for construction health risk assessments and 
the minimum information necessary to complete such an analysis.   

The City of Pleasanton is within a different air district than Grass Valley and there are important 
differences in the Dorsey Marketplace project setting compared to the setting of the 
Pleasanton project. The Pleasanton project is adjacent to Interstate 80, which carries a much 
higher volume of traffic than SR 20/49, and it is located along a curve in the freeway that 
experiences regular slowdowns, creating increased emissions and pollutant concentrations 
due to the presence of idling vehicles.  As explained in Responses to Comments R-10 and R-11, 
the traffic volumes on SR 20/49 do not warrant preparation of a health risk assessment in 
accordance with the CARB Land Use and Transportation Handbook.  Given the CARB 
substantial evidence in the CARB handbook regarding the scenarios where a health risk 
assessment is warranted, there is not a fair argument that future occupants of the Dorsey 
Marketplace project site would have potentially significant air quality and health impacts from 
mobile TACs and UFP emissions. 

Regarding construction period TAC emissions, the Draft EIR relies upon the air pollution 
emissions estimates developed using the CalEEMod modeling program, which is the industry-
standard tool for completing air quality analyses under CEQA, as recognized by the guidance 
from several air districts.  Text has been added to Impact 10-4, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft 
EIR Text Revisions, to restate the conclusions of the construction emissions modeling, which 
found that particulate matter emissions would reach a maximum of 10.8 pounds per day of 
PM10 and 6.7 pounds per day of PM2.5; these levels are well-below the NSAQMD Level A 
threshold of 79 pounds per day. The construction thresholds established by the SMAQMD are 
80 pounds per day of PM10 and 82 pounds per day of PM2.5 when best available control 
technology is employed to minimize emissions and emission concentrations (SMAQMD 2015).  
Mitigation Measure 10a requires the project to implement such measures, consistent with the 
recommendations of the NSAQMD.  Additional requirements have been added to Mitigation 
Measure 10a to ensure consistency with the applicable construction emission control practices 
recommended by the SMAQMD, as updated in July 2019 (SMAQMD 2019).  Because the 
particulate matter emissions would remain below the established thresholds and Mitigation 
Measure 10a would ensure that construction emissions are subject to industry-standard 
control measures, it is not necessary to complete a construction health risk assessment.   

R-13 The comment raises concerns regarding naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) and points out that 
the Draft EIR is inconsistent on its potential presence. The comment provides general 
information regarding serpentine rock and NOA. The comment states that the potential for NOA 
has been known to occur onsite since 2008 and tests should have been performed to 
determine whether NOA is present, thus the lack of tests constitutes deferred analysis. The 
comment then states that this is especially true as construction would generate both DPM and 
NOA emissions for nearby receptors. 

The comment is correct that the referenced text on Draft EIR page 10-28 is in error.  This text 
has been revised as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  The presence of NOA has 
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been confirmed as reflected in the Remediation Action Workplan (RAW, Draft EIR Appendix J-3A) 
that was prepared for the project site and has been approved by the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The project would be required to implement the Asbestos 
Dust Mitigation Plan that is included in the RAW. As described on Draft EIR page 15-18, “the 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan outlines engineering controls that must be used on site to reduce 
the risk of release of metals and NOA fibers into the environment during site clearing, 
excavation, grading, underground utility work, transportation, and disposal activities.” The 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan reflects the NSAQMD’s standard approach and conditions for 
construction activity where NOA is likely to occur.   

R-14 The comment states that the Draft EIR defers disclosure of human health risk resulting from 
the known hazardous materials within the project site. The comment states that the Draft EIR 
defers all analysis of impacts to compliance with the RAW and no attempt was made to assess 
the effectiveness or quantify the post-mitigation emissions or health risk.  

The Draft EIR includes analysis of the air quality effects from implementation of the RAW.  This 
includes equipment operation and haul trucks associated with excavating contaminated soil 
from the site and disposing of it offsite.  As discussed in Impact 15-1, the RAW includes specific 
measures to “ensure that the remediation activities are carried out in a manner that does not 
create additional hazards.”  Specifically, this impact analysis identifies the primary potential 
pathways for human health effects associated with the contaminated soil, including “incidental 
ingestion, inhalation of airborne particulates, and dermal contact with the impacted soil” (Draft 
EIR page 15-15), and notes that the RAW includes a Site Safety Plan that would be 
implemented during all remediation activities.  This page of the Draft EIR also summarizes the 
procedures that would be followed during site remediation: 

“During excavation, stockpiling and loading, workers would dampen soil as necessary, 
using water trucks or hoses, to reduce dust generation. Before removing the affected 
soil, vegetation removal would also be conducted in the areas to be excavated using 
hand-held mechanical equipment to minimize disturbance of soil prior to excavation, 
before being removed from the work area. The soil would then be stockpiled onto and 
covered with plastic sheeting, adjacent to the excavation. The covered soil would be 
loaded into trucks and transported to an off-site landfill for disposal.” 

 The Site Safety Plan includes the industry-standard procedures and standards for the 
protection of human health during site remediation work.  Compliance with the Site Safety Plan 
would control the potential for airborne emissions of the hazardous materials within the soil.  
As noted in the Draft EIR, the RAW has already been approved by DTSC, confirming that it meets 
all regulatory standards and best practices for completing site remediation in a way that will 
not result in exposure of construction workers or residents and employees at properties 
surrounding the project site to significant health hazards. 

The Draft EIR also summarizes the conclusions of the RAW regarding the performance 
standards that must be met at the end of site remediation to ensure that the site is safe for 
the proposed commercial and residential land uses, such that the post-mitigation health risk 
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is below the regulatory standards.  Specifically, it states “any mine waste and soil that would 
be consolidated and buried on site, or which would remain on site without consolidation and 
burial, must meet acceptable constituent concentration percentages, as identified in the RAW. 
Any remaining materials that exceed those percentages would be removed from the site 
(Appendix J-3A).”  The constituent concentration percentages are established at levels that will 
protect human health, thus they are an appropriate performance standards to ensure that 
potential impacts associated with health risks due to the presence of contaminated soil would 
be reduced to less than significant. 

R-15 The comment states that the Draft EIR must evaluate the combined effects of exposure to DPM 
and asbestos during construction.  

Refer to Response to Comment R-12 regarding the potential exposure to TACs, including DPM, 
during construction and Response to Comment R-13 regarding implementation of the Asbestos 
Dust Mitigation Plan to reduce the risk of release of metals and NOA fibers during construction.  
As demonstrated in those responses, the project does not have a potential to create significant 
adverse health effects because construction particulate matter emissions would remain well-
below applicable screening thresholds that are set to ensure protection of public health, and 
the project would implement industry-standard best practices for controlling the potential for 
airborne release of NOA. 

R-16 The comment states that the Draft EIR is incorrect for suggesting that hazardous materials 
impacts are not cumulative, noting an example of the “area of asbestos emissions resulting 
from construction activities.” 

The referenced text in the Draft EIR has been revised to elaborate on the reasons why the 
potential hazardous materials impacts at the project site would not combine with other 
hazardous materials concerns that may arise in the cumulative condition.  Airborne emissions 
of TAC and NOA that may occur at a given project site disperse as the distance from the 
emission source increases.  The project site is an infill site, surrounded on all sides by existing 
development.  There are no reasonably foreseeable projects in the near term or cumulative 
condition that would involve construction with the potential to generate asbestos emissions 
that could combine with any emissions from construction of this project.  Further, as discussed 
in Response to Comment R-13, industry-standard best practices would be implemented during 
construction of the Dorsey Marketplace project to ensure that asbestos is not released from 
the project site.   

R-17 The comment states that the Draft EIR relies on improper sources to exclude species from 
consideration and fails to identify protected plant species. The comment states that the Draft 
EIR improperly uses the CNDDB to determine that species are not present because the CNDDB 
is not an exhaustive or comprehensive inventory of rare species and natural communities and 
that field observations by qualified persons and using proper protocols are necessary.   The 
comment states there is no support to suggest that numerous special status species are not 
present onsite. 
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The Draft EIR does not rely solely on the CNDDB records to determine whether species may be 
present at the project site.  As described in Chapter 6, Biological Resources, a records search 
of the CNDDB was one of three special status species databases used to make review the 
range of special-status species that could occur in the project region.  In addition, Dudek 
performed two site visits – March 4 and July 22, 2016.  The July site visit was conducted at a 
time that the special-status plants with potential to occur onsite would be evident and 
identifiable, and none were observed.  The comment is correct that the Draft EIR only identified 
the March site visit.  As shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions, the EIR has been revised 
to also document the July site visit, consistent with the Biological Technical Report.  Refer to 
Responses to Comment G-5 and G-6 for additional discussion of the special status species that 
have potential to occur onsite.  

R-18 The comment quotes the Draft EIR regarding the inability to identify special-status plant 
species during the initial site survey and states that an additional site survey should have been 
completed prior to release of the Draft EIR at an appropriate time to determine if special-status 
plant species are present. The comment also states that the Draft EIR cannot defer a wetland 
determination until after project approval. The comment then states that the lack of special 
status plants survey and wetland determination means that the Draft EIR is insufficient.  

As discussed in Response to Comment R-17, a second site survey conducted in July 2016 was 
appropriately timed to identify special-status plants at the project site, and none were located 
onsite. Additionally, because plant populations change over time, Mitigation Measure 6a 
requires an additional survey for special-status plants prior to issuance of a grading permit and 
implementation of certain actions to ensure that impacts to any special-status plant species 
that may be encountered onsite remain less than significant.  

Draft EIR pages 6-8 and 6-9 provide a description of the hydrologic features within the project 
site and their likely jurisdictional status.  Text has been added to this section to more 
completely describe the methodology used to identify and evaluate these features.  The 
methodology for mapping the features followed the criteria established by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife.  Thus the resources have been mapped, as shown in Draft EIR Figure 6-2, and 
assessed sufficient to support identification of potential impacts to them, as presented in 
Impact 6-3. Mitigation Measure 6f requires the acquisition of the necessary Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification and defines a minimum ratio 
for compensatory mitigation required to reduce the impact to less than significant. The Draft 
EIR does not defer identification of the resources, evaluation of the impacts, or mitigation for 
the impact.  

R-19 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to assess cumulative biological impacts because 
it replicates the project-level analysis rather than considering the impacts of the project in 
conjunction with all related projects included in the cumulative condition.  The comment states 
that the Draft EIR assumes that all impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level 
based on the mitigation measures established in the project-level analysis, but that this 
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approach is contrary to CEQA because it avoids considering the incremental contribution to 
cumulative impacts.  

 The analysis of Impact 6-7 does not replicate the project-level analysis. Rather it defines the 
geographic scope for consideration of cumulative impacts, characterizes the biological 
resources present within this area, and summarizes the findings of the General plan EIR 
regarding biological resource impacts from buildout of the General Plan. As all projects within 
the cumulative scope would be within the purview of the City and its General Plan, all projects 
would subject to its plans and policies. The General Plan EIR found that potential cumulative 
impacts would all be reduced to less than significant levels through compliance with the 
General Plan and City ordinances, specifically requirements to ensure that projects result in 
“no net loss of habitat functions of values.” Therefore, the General Plan EIR provides 
substantial evidence that cumulative impacts would remain less than significant.  The analysis 
also notes that through implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR, the 
project would comply with the General Plan and City ordinances, including those provisions 
that ensure there would not be a significant cumulative impact.  Thus the EIR correctly 
concludes that there would be no significant cumulative impact to which the project could 
contribute. 

R-20 The comment states that CEQA requires consideration of the severity of existing environmental 
impacts in order to determine whether the incremental impact caused by the project would be 
significant, that the Draft EIR fails to consider existing and foreseeable cumulative effects, and 
the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated. 

The discussion of Impact 6-7 has been expanded to provide more information regarding the 
severity of existing and anticipated cumulative impacts to biological resources within the City 
of Grass Valley.  This additional description does not affect the impact analysis or conclusion 
that there would be no significant cumulative impact to which the project could contribute. 

R-21 The comment quotes Draft EIR text that summarizes the findings of the General Plan EIR 
regarding biological resource impacts.  The comment states that the Draft EIR is trying to tier 
from the City’s General Plan EIR but does not follow the CEQA mandates for tiering from an EIR. 
The comment states that tiering from the General Plan EIR wouldn’t be possible because the 
General Plan EIR does not include the proposed project in that the project requires a general 
plan amendment. The comment then states that the Draft EIR does not explain how 
unspecified policy and plan compliance will result in a less than significant impact for all 
biological impacts. A footnote to the comment states that while the Draft EIR gives one example 
of policy requirements, it is unclear whether it is intended to be exhaustive because the actual 
take of protected species is separate from habitat loss.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(d) allows that the cumulative impact analysis may draw from 
a previously approved land use document and that “a pertinent discussion of cumulative 
impacts contained in one or more previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference 
pursuant to the provisions for tiering and program EIRs. No further cumulative impacts analysis 
is required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, master or comparable 
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programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or areawide cumulative 
impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately addressed, as defined in 
section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.” 

The comment is correct that under this CEQA Guideline the Draft EIR must incorporate the 
General Plan EIR by reference.  Text has been added to the Draft EIR to explicitly incorporate 
the General Plan EIR.  This does not constitute significant new information because it does not 
alter the impact analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, there are no new significant impacts 
or substantial increases in impacts, it does not identify feasible ways to mitigate project 
impacts or feasible project alternatives, and the General Plan EIR was previously cited as a 
reference source for the EIR and is publically available.  Thus the public has not been deprived 
of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the project’s environmental effects, mitigation, or 
alternatives. 

While the project does require a General Plan Amendment to allow development of the 
proposed land uses, this does not make the project inconsistent with the General Plan or 
General Plan EIR in relation to the consideration of impacts to biological resources.  The project 
site is an infill Brownfield site designated for urban development, which necessitates site 
remediation.  The project-level impacts to biological resources present at the project site would 
be largely the same under the existing Business Park land use designation as under the 
proposed Commercial and Urban High Density designations.  Thus, the Draft EIR correctly uses 
the General Plan and General Plan EIR to establish a cumulative environmental setting from 
which to evaluate the potential for significant cumulative impacts to biological resources. As 
the General Plan governs the entirety of the cumulative impact analysis area, the conclusions 
of the General Plan EIR with regards to the cumulative analysis inform the cumulative analysis 
of the proposed project. The mitigation measure identified in the project-specific analysis would 
ensure that the proposed project is compliant with the General Plan policies and therefore be 
consistent with the impact significance level found in the General Plan EIR.  

R-22 The comment states that the Draft EIR is internally inconsistent in addressing the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts related to sewer system capacity.  The comment quotes 
text in the executive summary that states the project would be required to contribute a fair-
share amount to future wastewater system capacity improvements, while Chapter 14 finds the 
impact less than significant and does not require any mitigation.  The comment also states that 
the characterization of the project’s impact as “minimal” does not meet CEQA requirements to 
evaluate cumulative impacts.  The comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised and 
recirculated to state that the impact is significant and requires mitigation. 

The comment does not correctly interpret the data presented in Impact 14-4 regarding the 
contribution of the proposed project to cumulative sewage flows.  As documented in Impact 
14-4, the Grass Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) has a current capacity of 2.78 
million gallons per day (mgd) and is expected to have average dry weather flow (ADWF) of 2.1 
mgd in the long term.  Alternative A would contribute 0.031 mgd and Alternative B would 
contribute 0.035 mgd; this represents a 1.47% contribution under Alternative A and a 1.67% 
contribution under Alternative B in the long term.   
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The analysis finds that the potential for cumulative impacts is related to the capacity of the 
sewer lines to convey flows to the WWTP, noting that storm events could cause peak flows that 
result in surcharging at several locations. The analysis states that there is one manhole 
location (manhole I17-7) that would convey sewage flows from the Dorsey Marketplace project 
and is likely to experience surcharging in near-term conditions.  At this location the proposed 
project would contribute 12.6% of the flows.  The analysis also states that there are three 
manholes that are likely to experience surcharging in long-term conditions to which the project 
would contribute flows.  In these locations, the project would contribute between 11.2% and 
15.5% of the flows.  

The City is currently implementing the Wastewaster Master Plan, which identifies 
improvements that resolve the deficiencies of the existing wastewater collection and treatment 
facilities and provides for construction of identified improvements by including them in the 
City’s CIP. The Master Plan also outlines alternatives for each stage to ensure that the 
wastewater system will continue to operate an acceptable service levels.  Under City 
ordinances, the project would be required to pay the City’s wastewater system development 
fees at the time that building permits are issued.  The fees are determined based on the size 
of the project for which the building permit is requested in terms of the Equivalent Dwelling 
Units included in the project.  This would ensure that the project is contributing a fair-share 
amount to the City’s implementation of the Wastewater Master Plan.  Because payment of this 
fee is required by City policy and is assessed on every building permit issued within the City’s 
wastewater treatment service area, it is not necessary to identify payment of the fee as a 
mitigation measure. 

R-23 The comment states that the revised EIR needs to propose a lawful mitigation strategy for the 
proposed project’s cumulative impact instead of requiring the City to address the cumulative 
impact through the Wastewater Master Plan. The comment states that the City acknowledged 
the impact as significant and thus has a duty to set forth all feasible mitigation measures, 
which may include requiring the Project to construct its own sewage containment system, to 
be solely responsible for system-wide upgrades and later seek reimbursement, or another 
unspecified solution. Finally, the comment suggests that the mitigation could include an impact 
fee or assessment to provide a fair-share contribution for the improvement or if the City finds 
there is no feasible mitigation, the impact must be identified as significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed in Response to Comment R-22, the Draft EIR found that Alternative A and 
Alternative B would have a less than significant contribution to cumulative effects on the 
wastewater treatment system because the project applicant would be required to pay the City’s 
wastewater system development fees at the time that building permits are issued. The analysis 
recognizes the potential significant impacts due to surcharging, but also demonstrates that the 
City has an adopted program to ensure adequate near-term and long-term sewage conveyance 
capacity and the project would contribute a fair-share amount towards the City’s 
implementation of the Wastewater Master Plan. Thus the Draft EIR properly concludes the 
impact is less than significant.   



This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which 
concluded on May 6, 2019. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, written 
responses were prepared addressing comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the 
Draft EIR. 

Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, Introduction, presents the list of commenters, including the binomial designation 
for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter. 
The City of Grass Valley received two comment letters on the Draft EIR after the public review period closed.  
Although the City is not required to provide formal responses to these comment letters because they were 
not received within the established public review period, they have been included in this Final EIR to ensure 
that that all comments on the Draft EIR are clearly and appropriately addressed. 

A public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR was held on April 16, 2010 during the regular 
meeting of the City of Grass Valley Planning Commission. Public comments regarding the environmental 
effects of the proposed project or the content of the Draft EIR received at the public hearing are 
summarized and responded to as Comment Letter T. 
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Response to Comment Letter A 

Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan 
May 7, 2019 

A-1 The comment acknowledges receiving the EIR and that the City has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR or the environmental 
effects of the project; no response required. 

A-2 The comment comprises a letter submitted to the State Clearinghouse from the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board.   

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board letter is included separately as 
Comment Letter D.  Responses to each of the individual comments in this letter are provided 
in Responses to Comments D-1 through D-16. 

A-3 The comment comprises a letter submitted to the State Clearinghouse from the California 
Department of Transportation.   

The California Department of Transportation letter is included separately as Comment Letter 
B.  Responses to each of the individual comments in this letter are provided in Responses to 
Comments B-1 through B-9. 
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Response to Comment Letter B 

Caltans 
Kevin Yount 
May 6, 2019 

B-1 The comment identifies Caltrans’ mission and summarizes the proposed project.   

The comment does not address the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR or the project’s 
environmental effects and no response is required. 

B-2 The comment states that the trip generation and distribution calculations for Alternative A are 
not accurately represented in Draft EIR Table 8-6, and Alternative A would result in significant 
impacts to SR 20/49.  The comment states that trip numbers in Table 8-7 (Alternative B) should 
also be verified, and that the cumulative scenario should be 20 years after project completion.   

It is important to note that the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (TIAR) and the Draft EIR have 
Alternatives A and B reversed.  Draft EIR Table 8-6 correlates to TIAR Table 21.   

The existing plus project traffic volumes shown in Table 8-6 indicate that in the AM peak hour, 
Alternative A would result in 51 additional vehicles on SR 20/49 south of Bennett Street 
northbound, 16 additional vehicles on SR 20/49 Brunswick loop on-ramp southbound, and 68 
additional vehicles on SR 20/49 south of Bennett southbound; and in the PM peak hour 
Alternative A would result in 61 additional vehicles on SR 20/49 south of Bennett Street 
northbound, 21 additional vehicles on SR 20/49 Brunswick loop on-ramp southbound, and 67 
additional vehicles on SR 20/49 south of Bennett southbound.  These values reflect the trip 
distribution assumptions shown in Figure 5A of the TIAR, which identifies distribution of the 
total daily trips generated by the project, rather than trip distribution for each peak hour. 

There is one typographical error in Table 8-6, for the weave from Dorsey Drive to southbound 
Idaho-Maryland Road.  For the existing plus project conditions, the Draft EIR reports the AM 
peak hour density at 14.9 passenger cars per mile per lane and the PM peak hour density at 
19.0.  The TIAR reports the correct densities as 12.6 in the AM peak hour and 15.2 in the PM 
peak hour.  The Level of Service (LOS) remains at LOS B for both peak hours at this location.  
This error has been corrected as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  As shown in 
Table 8-6, the LOS for all studied facilities remains at LOS C or better, thus the TIAR and Draft 
EIR correctly state that Alternative A would have less than significant impacts to SR 20/49 
traffic volumes under the existing plus project conditions.   

Table 8-7 provides the existing and existing plus project SR 20/49 traffic volumes under 
Alternative B.  Similar to Table 8-6, the LOS for all studied facilities remains at LOS C or better, 
thus the TIAR and Draft EIR correctly state that Alternative B would have less than significant 
impacts to SR 20/49 traffic volumes under the existing plus project conditions.   

The traffic analysis considers cumulative impacts in the year 2035 because this is consistent 
with the City and Regional traffic model, which currently uses 2035 as the cumulative year 
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benchmark for all traffic studies in western Nevada County.  The environmental review for this 
project began in 2016, with publication of the Notice of Preparation for this EIR, as noted in 
Section 1.6 of the Draft EIR.  Thus the cumulative scenario considers the project’s contribution 
to cumulative impacts 19 years after commencement of the environmental review.  This is a 
reasonable horizon and provides a reliable and meaningful analysis of the project’s 
contribution to cumulative traffic impacts. 

Draft EIR Table 8-11 identifies the project’s impacts to Caltrans facilities under the cumulative 
plus Alternative A conditions, while Draft EIR Table 8-13 identifies the project’s impacts to 
Caltrans facilities under the cumulative plus Alternative B conditions.   These tables show that 
all SR 20/49 facilities would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS under Year 2035 plus 
project conditions for either alterative. Therefore, the cumulative impacts to SR 20/49 facilities 
under either alternative would remain less than significant (refer to Draft EIR Impact 8-9).   

As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 8-9, the TIAR and Draft EIR identify that a significant and 
unavoidable impact under Alternative A would occur due to vehicle queues that exceed 
available storage at the Dorsey Drive/SR 20/49 ramps by between 4 and 21 vehicles.  As 
stated in the Draft EIR, improving these conditions would require reconstruction of the Dorsey 
Drive interchange to add additional lanes or create a multi-lane roundabout interchange.  
Under Alternative B, the vehicle queues would slightly exceed available storage but would not 
adversely affect traffic operations, thus impacts would remain less than significant. 

B-3 The comment states that the traffic analysis should consider the following scenarios:  
cumulative conditions, cumulative conditions plus proposed project, and the cumulative 
conditions 20 years after project construction. 

As discussed in Response to Comment B-2 above, use of the year 2035 to evaluate cumulative 
conditions is consistent with the City and regional traffic model.  Further, it reflects conditions 
19 years beyond the time that the environmental review for this project began (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states that generally a lead agency should consider the 
baseline condition as that which exists at the time the notice of preparation is prepared) and 
provides a reliable and meaningful analysis of the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts.  
CEQA does not require multiple cumulative scenarios, thus it is not necessary to evaluate 
cumulative conditions 20 years after project construction is complete.   

B-4 The comment states that the TIAR estimates that in the cumulative plus project condition there 
would be 226 vehicles per hour in the PM peak hour, which is below the threshold at which 
dual left-turn lanes would be needed (at 300 vehicles per hour).  This comment is understood 
to refer to intersection location 7, which is the intersection of Dorsey Drive, SR 20/49 
southbound/eastbound on-ramp, and Joerschke Drive. The comment states that future 
development or redevelopment along Dorsey Drive would likely generate traffic volumes that 
do exceed that threshold.  The comment identifies that future widening of the southbound off-
ramp to provide dual left-turn lanes and widening the overcrossing structure to accommodate 
a second eastbound through lane would be needed, and would be costly.  Caltrans requests 
that the City require the project to widen Dorsey Drive to provide two eastbound lanes between 



RResponses to Comments 

the SR 20/49 NB/WB ramps and the project driveway to allow future improvements to the 
interchange. 

As shown in TIAR Figure 7, in the cumulative no project condition, it is expected that there 
would be 140 vehicles per hour in the PM peak hour making this left-turn movement.  Under 
Alternative B (as described in the Draft EIR), this would increase to 226 vehicles as noted in 
this comment.  Draft EIR Table 8-12 shows that this intersection would operate at LOS B under 
2035 no project conditions and LOS D under 2035 plus Alternative B conditions.  As shown in 
Draft EIR Table 8-10, under 2035 plus Alternative A conditions, the intersection would operate 
at LOS F in the PM peak hour.  As shown in the site plans in Draft EIR Figures 2-4 and 2-5, 
Dorsey Drive is proposed to have two eastbound lanes immediately east of Intersection 8 and 
a right-turn lane into the project site entrance under both Alternative A and Alternative B. Thus 
the proposed improvements to Dorsey Drive included in the project are consistent with the 
recommendation made in this comment to provide two eastbound lanes. 

B-5 The comment states that the other mitigation measures identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
Report and Draft EIR are appropriate and acceptable to Caltrans. 

The comment confirms the adequacy of the other mitigation measures in the Draft EIR and no 
response is required. 

B-6 The comment states that the Caltrans Marysville Hydraulics Branch has not received detailed 
drainage plans, calculations or drawings, or a hydraulic/hydrology report showing pre and post 
project runoff.  The comment requests that these documents be provided to Caltrans to allow 
evaluation of the project’s hydrologic or hydraulic impacts upon the State’s right of way and 
Caltrans drainage facilities in the vicinity.   

Appendix K of the Draft EIR contains the Drainage Report by Genesis Engineering, which 
included a preliminary hydraulics analysis, preliminary post-construction design and low-impact 
design (LID) calculations. As discussed in Impact 13-2 in Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Alternative A and Alternative B would result in a less than significant impact associated 
with stormwater runoff because the proposed storage areas provide more capacity than the 
minimum capacity necessary to accommodate runoff from the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year 
storm events.  Thus the proposed stormwater management measures would be sufficient to 
ensure that the project does not increase stormwater runoff rates from the project site. 

B-7 The comment states that there can be no net increase in 100-year storm event peak discharge 
in Caltrans right of way (ROW) and that the owner of the project site must maintain or improve 
existing drainage patterns. Additionally, all runoff must meet the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board water quality standards and appropriate storm water Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) should be installed and properly maintained. 

As discussed in Response to Comment B-7 above, both Alternative A and Alternative B would 
have a less than significant impact with regards to storm water runoff. As outlined in Draft EIR 
Section 13.2, the project site is within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board.  As demonstrated in the analysis of Impact 13-2 in Chapter 13, under 
either project alternative, the stormwater detention basins would be sufficient to accommodate 
increased rates and volumes of stormwater runoff from the project site.  Three detention basins 
would be created, and each provides more stormwater storage capacity than is anticipated to 
be required to accommodate stormwater runoff during the 2-year, 10-year, and 100-year storm 
events. 

Therefore, under either alternative, the project’s potential to cause a substantial increase in 
rate or volume of runoff leaving the site, including stormwater runoff to adjacent Caltrans 
facilities, is less than significant. 

As discussed in Impact 13-5, Alternative A and Alternative B would be subject to the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) MS4 permit and would be required to 
comply with BMPs in the City of Grass Valley Stormwater Management Plan; LID measures 
to reduce pollutants; the City’s Grading Ordinance (Municipal Code, Chapter 12.04 
12.06.120); General Plan policies related to hydrology and water quality; and the General 
Construction NPDES permit. As such, both Alternatives 

B-8 The comment states that while the project plans do not show encroachment into Caltrans 
Right-of-Way, should the project encroach, an encroachment permit would be required and all 
work would need to adhere to Caltrans standards. 

The comment is correct that project plans indicate that project construction is not expected to 
encroach into Caltrans ROW.  If it is determined that construction may require encroachment 
into the Caltrans ROW, the City and project applicant will consult with Caltrans, request an 
encroachment permit, and ensure that all work adheres to Caltrans standards.  The comment 
does not address the content of the EIR or the project’s environmental effects and no further 
response is necessary. 

B-9 The comment requests copies of any further actions and provides contact information. 

The City will continue to consult with and provide the requested project information to Caltrans.  
The comment does not address the content of the EIR or the project’s environmental effects 
and no response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter C 

NAHC 
Gayle Totton 

April 10, 2019 

C-1 The comment provides correction regarding identification of the Most Likely Descendent (MLD) 
process in the event human remains are unearthed. 

Revisions to the text describing the MLD process have been made as suggested to page 7-16 
of Chapter 7, Cultural Resources. These edits are shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  
The correction does not alter the Draft EIR analysis or conclusions regarding impact 
significance. 
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Response to Comment Letter D 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Jordan Hensley 
May 2, 2019 

D-1 The comment introduces the comment letter and the responsibilities of the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR or 
the project’s environmental effects, and no response is required.  

D-2 The comment outlines the role and requirements of the Basin Plan. 

This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the content of the Draft EIR or 
the project’s environmental effects. The Basin Plan applicable to the project is the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins. The Water Quality 
Control Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins is discussed in Draft EIR 
Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water Quality, Regulatory Setting (section 13.2). 

D-3 The comment provides a link to the State Water Board Antidegradation Policy and states that 
all wastewater discharges must comply with this policy.  

 The State Water Board Antidegradation Policy is discussed in Draft EIR Section 13.2; for 
clarification, text on page 13-7 has been revised to replace the word “nondegradation” with 
“antidegradation.”  The Draft EIR recognizes that the State Antidegradation Policy requires that 
disposal of wastes into state waters must not degrade water quality. In accordance with CEQA, 
all projects must be analyzed for compliance with all federal, state, and local policies and 
ordinances, which includes the State Water Board Antidegradation Policy. As required by the 
Antidegradation Policy, the potential impacts under Alternative A and Alternative B on surface 
water and groundwater quality were analyzed under Impact 13-1 in the Draft EIR. The 
contribution of Alternative A or Alternative B to cumulative violations of water quality standards 
and/or discharge requirements was evaluated under Impact 13-5 in the Draft EIR. In both 
cases, the EIR finds that with the use of Low-Impact Development (LID) techniques, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs), and complying with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, Alternative A or Alternative B would have a 
less-than-significant impact related to violating water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements during construction and operation. Further review of the project’s potential 
effects on water quality and identification of site-specific measures to avoid such effects would 
be completed at the time that the project applicant applies for an NPDES permit. 

D-4 The comment quotes policy text describing the requirements of the Antidegradation Policy.  
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 The quoted text is included in the Draft EIR on page 13-13.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment D-3 regarding the evaluation of surface water and groundwater quality in the Draft 
EIR. 

D-5 The comment states that antidegradation analysis is required in the NPDES and Waste 
Discharge Requirements permitting processes and that the environmental review should 
evaluate potential impacts to surface and groundwater. 

As discussed in Response to Comment D-3, evaluation of the project’s potential effects to 
surface water and groundwater quality is presented in Draft EIR Impact 13-1. 

D-6 The comment describes the requirements of a Construction Storm Water General Permit and 
identifies a website with more information. 

Background information on the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges and the 
Construction General Permit is provided in Draft EIR Section 13.2, Regulatory Setting, under 
the heading NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits. The project’s requirements to apply for 
coverage under the permit and prepare and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) are discussed under Draft EIR Impact 13-1.  This impact analysis also describes some 
of the specific BMP and LID measures incorporated in the project plans. 

D-7 This comment describes the BMP and LID requirements of the Phase I and Phase II Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits.  

 Information on MS4 permits is included in the Draft EIR in Section 13.2, Regulatory Setting, 
under the heading NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits. The project’s requirements to 
comply with the NPDES Stormwater Discharge permit, including the provisions of the MS4 
permit, are discussed under Draft EIR Impact 13-1. 

D-8 The comment lists links to websites that provide additional information on Phase I and Phase 
II MS4s.  

 Refer to Response to Comment D-7 regarding the MS4 permits. 

D-9 The comment states that storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must meet 
the requirements of the Industrial Storm Water General Permit and identifies a website with 
more information. 

The project is not an industrial site and, therefore, is not subject to these requirements. 

D-10 The comment describes the purpose and requirements of a Clean Water Act Section 404 
Permit and identifies a website that provides more information.  The comment also notes that 
realignment of surface water drainage may require a Streambed Alteration Agreement from 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
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As shown in Table ES-1 on page ES-8 of the Draft EIR and discussed in Draft EIR Section 2.7, 
Entitlements and Approvals, and Draft EIR Impact 6-3, Alternative A or Alternative B would 
require a Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit. Specifically, it is expected that a Section 404 
Nationwide Permit would be required because the project, under either Alternative A or 
Alternative B, would impact less than one-half acre of waters of the U.S. Draft EIR Section 2.7 
also states that a Streambed Alteration Agreement would be required; this necessary approval 
has been added to Table ES-1 as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.   

Section 404 permits are discussed in the Draft EIR under the Regulatory Setting subheading 
(Sections 6.2 and 13.2) in both Chapter 6, Biological Resources, and Chapter 13, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. The need for this permit is discussed in more detail in the Biological 
Resources section under Impact 6-3 in Section 6.3. The EIR concludes that impacts to riparian 
habitat and waters of the United States would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 6f, which requires the project applicant to obtain a Section 404 permit and 
to provide replacement and/or compensation for the loss of wetlands. Text has been added to 
Impact 13-1 referencing the regulatory permit requirements for impacts to waters of the US 
and waters of the state, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

D-11 The comment describes the purpose and requirements of a Clean Water Act Section 401 
Permit and provides links to a website with more information.  

 As shown in Table ES-1 on page ES-8 of the Draft EIR and discussed in Draft EIR Section 2.7, 
Entitlements and Approvals, the project would require a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification. Clean Water Act Section 401 permits are discussed under the Regulatory Setting 
subheading (Sections 6.2 and 13.2) in both Chapter 6, Biological Resources, and Chapter 13, 
Hydrology and Water Quality.  Text regarding the potential impacts to waters of the United 
States and waters of the state, and the requirement for a Clean Water Act Section 401 permit 
has been added to Impact 6-3, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

D-12 The comment outlines the requirements of the Waste Discharge Requirement Permit and 
identifies a website that provides more information.  

 As discussed in the Biological Technical Report (Draft EIR Appendix E) and in text added to 
Chapter 6 the project site contains approximately 0.077 acres of drainages and 0.065 acres 
of wetlands and waters of the United States.  Two of the drainage features do not fall under 
federal or state regulation.  However, the 0.011-acre intermittent drainage and the 0.065-acre 
seasonal wetland are both considered to be within the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of 
Engineers and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Additionally, the intermittent drainage 
is considered to be within the jurisdiction of the California department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW). As shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions, text on pages 6-8 and 6-9 and in 
Impact 6-3 and Impact 13-1 has been added to clarify the jurisdictional status of the 
intermittent drainage and seasonal wetland.  Under either alternative, the project applicant 
would be required to obtain a Waste Discharge Requirement permit to authorize impacts to 
these features, as identified in Draft EIR Impact 6-3, Section 13.2, and Impact 13-1. 
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D-13 The comment outlines the requirements of the Dewatering Permit and provides links to 
websites with more information. 

Neither Alternative A nor Alternative B includes any dewatering activities, and the project would 
not be required to obtain coverage for such activities. Construction assumptions are provided 
in Section 2.4 and 2.5, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. 

D-14 The comment outlines the regulatory compliance requirements for commercially irrigated 
agriculture and the two options for compliance. 

There are no existing irrigated agricultural activities on site, and the land uses proposed for the 
project site do not include agriculture. Therefore, neither Alternative A nor Alternative B is 
required to obtain coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program. Proposed land uses 
on the project site are summarized in Section 2.4 and 2.5, Project Description, and are 
evaluated in more detail in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Land Use under Impact 3-1. 

D-15 The comment outlines the requirements of the Limited Threat General NPDES Permit and 
identifies a website with more information.  

 Neither Alternative A nor Alternative B includes any construction dewatering activities or 
discharges of groundwater to waters of the US, and the project would not be required to obtain 
coverage for such activities. Construction assumptions are provided in Section 2.4 and 2.5, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR. 

D-16 The comment outlines the requirements of the NPDES Permit and provides a link to a website 
with more information.  

As stated in Response to Comment D-6, the Draft EIR includes information on the General 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges and the Construction General Permit, the project’s 
requirements to apply for coverage under the permit and prepare and implement a SWPPP, 
and some of the specific BMP and LID measures incorporated in the project plans to comply 
with the NPDES requirements. 
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Response to Comment Letter E 

Nevada County Department of Public Works 
Trisha Tillotson 
May 2, 2019 

E-1 The comment indicates appreciation for the opportunity to comment and states that the 
Nevada County Department of Public Works will require that in both Alternative A and B, the 
bus pull out must accommodate a 35-foot transit bus and be compliant with US access board 
810.2.2 and 810.3. 

The proposed project will comply with all local, state and federal laws, policies, and regulations 
regarding transit stops, including US access board 810.2.2 and 810.3. As shown on Figure 2-4, 
Alternative A Site Plan and Figure 2-5, Alternative B Site Plan, both Alternatives would provide 
sufficient space at the proposed transit stop in order to accommodate a 35-foot transit bus 
and would provide benches as indicated in the figure on the third page of the comment letter. 

E-2 The comment states that the current bus pullout locations are acceptable, states that 
construction shall include bus shelters that comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
and recommends an additional bus stop under Alternative B on the west side of Springhill Drive 
near the Marketplace Road intersection. 

The proposed project will comply with all local, state and federal laws, policies, and regulations 
regarding bus stops, including Americans with Disabilities Act design requirements.  

The project includes two transit stop locations – one along the project site frontage on Dorsey 
Drive and a second southeast of the proposed pad labeled Shop E in the site plans for each 
alternative.  The City does not agree that an additional bus stop is warranted under Alternative 
B.  The proposed bus stop is within approximately one-fourth mile of all proposed dwelling units, 
which is considered to be a reasonable walking distance.  The suggested location for this 
additional bus stop is less than 400 feet from the proposed stop and would not substantially 
reduce the walking distance for residents in the southwestern portion of the project site.  
Additionally, multiple crosswalks would be required to provide appropriate access to the 
suggested additional bus stop location.  As stated in Draft EIR Impact 8-6 and the Traffic 
Impacts Analysis Report, either Alternative A or Alternative B would generate a moderate 
increase in transit ridership demand.  Provision of the transit stop along Dorsey Drive and an 
additional single bus stop interior to the project site is expected to be sufficient to 
accommodate the project-generated transit ridership demand.    
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Response to Comment Letter F 

Nevada Irrigation District 
Armon “Chip” Close 

May 1, 2019 

F-1 The comment provides introductory remarks. 

The comment does not address the project’s environmental effects or the accuracy or 
adequacy of the EIR; no response is required. 

F-2 The comment identifies a correction to text on page 13-14, stating that Nevada Irrigation 
District (NID) is the domestic water service provider in the project area. 

As shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions, edits have been made in Chapter 13 Hydrology 
and Water Quality to reflect the recommended correction. Due to other edits made to this 
chapter, the text now appears on page 13-15.  Similar revisions were also made on page 14-1 
of Chapter 14 Public Services and Utilities.  These corrections do not alter the analysis of 
project impacts. 

F-3 The comment identifies corrections to text on page 14-2 stating that NID currently operates six 
water treatment plants.  

Text edits have been made to page 14-2 to reflect the recommended corrections, as shown in 
Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. The corrections do not alter the analysis of project impacts. 

F-4 The comment states that the data shown in Table 14-2, NID Projected Increase in Water 
Demand, is specific to water demand within the City of Grass Valley only and does not represent 
district-wide anticipated water demand.  

The district-wide anticipated water demand is identified in Table 14-1.  Table 14-2 and 
associated text have been revised to identify the district-wide water supply and demand in 
single dry and multiple dry water years, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

F-5 The comment identifies corrections to text on page 14-28, stating that NID expects water 
supply shortfalls in 2035 and 2040 under the single dry and multiple dry water year conditions.  
The comment notes that the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) water demand 
projections include anticipated growth within the service area, such as the proposed project. 

Due to edits made to earlier in Draft EIR Chapter 14 Public Services and Utilities, the text 
referenced in this comment now appears on page 14-29. Text revisions have been made to 
pages 14-29 through 14-31 to reflect the anticipated water supply shortfall in single dry and 
multiple dry water year conditions, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. The text 
stating that there would be no significant cumulative impact to which the project could 
contribute has been revised to recognize that there is a potentially significant impact in the 
cumulative scenario.  The added text also demonstrates that the proposed project would not 
make a substantial contribution to this cumulative impact, and thus the EIR correctly concludes 
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that the project’s impacts would be less than significant. This is because a portion of the 
project’s water demand is already assumed in the UWMP demand projections, the residential 
water demand rate is not specific to multi-family residential and thus is likely to overestimate 
the actual water demand from the project, the projected demand does not assume water 
conservation reductions that would be integrated in the project through Mitigation Measure 
11a, and the projected demand for the project and for NID overall does not reflect the 
additional conservation that typically occurs through public outreach and education in dry 
years, which would reduce the degree to which a water shortage may occur.   

F-6 The comment identifies corrections to page 14-28, stating that NID expects a water supply 
shortfall in single dry year and multiple dry year conditions by 2035.  The comment reiterates 
that the UWMP water demand projections include anticipated growth within the service area. 

As discussed in Response to Comment F-5, text revisions have been made to the discussion of 
Impact 14-2 to reflect that there is a potentially significant impact in the cumulative condition.  
However, the proposed project would not make a substantial contribution to that impact, thus 
the project’s impact remains less than significant.  The revised text is shown in Chapter 3, Draft 
EIR Text Revisions. 

F-7 The comment identifies a text correction to page 14-28, stating that NID has experienced an 
18% reduction in domestic water use from 2013 to 2018.  

Due to edits made earlier in Draft EIR Chapter 14 Public Services and Utilities, the text 
referenced in this comment now appears on page 14-29. Text edits have been made to page 
14-29 to reflect the recommended correction. Similar text edits were also made on page 14-2. 
The correction does not alter the impact analysis or conclusions. The revised text is shown in 
Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 
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Response to Comment Letter G 

California Native Plant Society 
Wendy Boes and Jeanne M. Wilson 

April 28, 2019 

G-1 This comment provides introductory remarks identifying the Redbud Chapter of the California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS). 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR or the project’s 
environmental effects; no response is required. 

G-2 The comment states that the information in the Draft EIR was taken verbatim from the 
Biological Technical Report, which contains information related to a different project in a 
location outside of Nevada County. Additionally, the comment states that the plant list and the 
scoping list is not correct for the project site. 

The Biological Technical Report was prepared specific to the project site.  The vegetation 
mapping correctly identifies the project site and the vegetation communities within the project 
site.  The report appendices, which include the site photographs, lists of plants and animals 
observed at the project site, and the scoping list of special-status plants and animals known to 
occur in the region, were incorrect due to an error made during report production.  The correct 
appendices have been posted to the City’s website and are included with this Final EIR. 

G-3 The comment states concern that there are no mitigation measures identified in the event that 
rare plants are found onsite.  The comment states that the CNPS would like to know with whom 
the City would consult if rare plants are found onsite, and notes that determining appropriate 
mitigation should include consideration of the unique natural history of the project site.  

 The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 6a, as acknowledged in comment G-4, to address 
the potential for special-status plants to occur onsite.  Thus the comment is not correct that 
the EIR lacks a mitigation measure that would address potential impacts to rare plants. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure 6a states that surveys must be conducted by a qualified 
biologist during “a time when special-status plants are evident and identifiable.”  

Text edits have been made in the Biological Technical Report and Draft EIR Chapter 6 to clarify 
the potential for special status plant species to occur onsite. The text revisions are shown in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  The revisions include noting that preparation of the Biological 
Technical Report included a site visit in July 2016 and refining Mitigation Measure 6a to provide 
more clarity regarding survey timing, survey protocols, and potential consultation 
requirements.  

The project site was surveyed for the presence of special-status plants during preparation of 
the Draft EIR, and none were identified onsite.  The original site survey was conducted in March 
2016, which is a time of year during which the special status plants with potential to occur 
onsite would not be identifiable.  A second site survey was conducted in July 2016, which is a 
period during which many of the special status plants with potential to occur onsite would have 
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been present and identifiable. Thus appropriate and industry-standard methods were used to 
identify the potential presence of special-status plants as part of the environmental review.  
However, due to the amount of time that will pass between these site surveys and project 
construction, it is necessary for the survey to be repeated.  Thus Mitigation Measure 6a 
specifies that protocol-level rare plant surveys shall be performed prior to construction and 
when potentially occurring special-status plant species are evident and identifiable. Per survey 
guidelines and protocol issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and CNPS, the surveys will be floristic in nature and will 
identify all species to a taxonomic level sufficient to determine rarity. Mitigation Measure 6a 
has been updated to reflect these requirements, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions.  Mitigation Measure 6a also states that the City must consult with CDFW and/or 
USFWS if federally-listed or state-listed plants are observed onsite, and obtain concurrence 
from the applicable agency for any avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. 
However, it is important to note that unless a plant is State or federally listed as Rare, 
Threatened, or endangered, prior approval from USFWS or CDFW is not required. Completion 
of the plant survey and avoidance and compensatory actions required under Mitigation 
Measure 6a would ensure that impacts to special status plant species are reduced to a less 
than significant level.   

 In summary, the Biological Technical Report and Draft EIR contain sufficient evidence and 
analysis to demonstrate that it is unlikely that special-status plants would occur onsite; the 
Biological Technical Report and Draft EIR also contain adequate mitigation to ensure that 
presence or absence of special-status plants would be confirmed before construction begins, 
and appropriate measures taken to reduce impacts to any such plant species.  Specifically 
Mitigation Measure 6a requires additional surveys to be conducted at appropriate times for 
identification of special status plant species, requires consultation with appropriate regulatory 
bodies, identifies a specific performance standard of ensuring the continued presence of plant 
species in the project region, and identifies the “type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly 
achieve that performance standard and that will considered, analyzed, and potentially 
incorporated in the mitigation measure.” With these characteristics, the measure provides 
mitigation for the potential effects to special-status plant species consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(B).   

G-4 The comment states that the EIR relies upon reconnaissance level surveys rather than floristic 
surveys and that the pre-implementation surveys required by mitigation measures would not 
be publicly reviewed for accuracy and the sufficiency of specific mitigation actions. The 
comment states that it is the policy of the CNPS that plant surveys should meet the standards 
set by the CDFW, surveys must occur during the blooming periods of rare plants, appropriate 
measures should be implemented to prevent impacts resulting from projects, and that 
environmental documents should be based on complete, accurate, and current scientific 
information.   

 As discussed in Response to Comment G-3, site surveys were conducted in March and July 
2016.  The July survey occurred during the blooming period of the special-status plants that 
have potential to occur at the project site.  Further, these surveys were floristic in nature.  As 
stated on Draft EIR page 6-6, “All plant species encountered during the field survey were 
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identified to the lowest taxonomic group possible and recorded directly into a field notebook.” 
Mitigation Measure 6a requires an additional survey to be conducted prior to project 
construction, and specifies that this survey must be conducted by a qualified biologist when 
special-status plants are identifiable.  CEQA does not require that impacts be prevented if 
feasible and effective mitigation is implemented to reduce and/or compensate for those 
impacts such that the impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.  Specifically, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 provides that mitigation may include minimizing, rectifying, 
reducing, or compensating for an impact, in addition to avoiding an impact. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure 6a has been amended, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions.  
The amendments to this measure include defining the survey protocols that must be followed.    

There is no requirement for the results of the site surveys to be subject to public review.  
However, the surveys would be part of the City’s project file, which is available for public review.  
Thus CNPS or other interested parties would have the ability to access the survey reports. 

G-5 The comment states that the project site contains ultrabasic soils (gabbro), supports a unique 
plant community (McNab cypress), and could support several rare plant species. The comment 
states that the EIR does not adequately consider cumulative impacts to the gabbro soils and 
associated plant communities, and that these impacts should be considered and quantified 
within the context of the declines in this habitat throughout Nevada County. Finally, the 
comment states that CDFW is requesting Endangered Species Act Section 6 grant funding to 
maintain, manage, and restore similar rare plant and habitats within Nevada County. 

The Draft EIR recognizes that the site contains gabbro soils (for example, on pages 6-2 and 6-3 
and the reference to serpentine soil substrates on page 6-7) and the McNab cypress vegetation 
community (e.g., page 6-3), and recognizes the potential for the site to support rare plants 
(pages 6-5 through 6-7 and in Impact 6-1).  The Draft EIR describes the McNab cypress 
woodland on pages 6-3 and 6-4; and states on page 6-17 “since suitable habitat for special-
status plant species exists on the project site there is potential that these species may be 
present.”   

The project site is an already isolated patch of the McNab cypress vegetation community.  
Based on review of aerial photographs, it appears that the McNab cypress community would 
have extended to the east and southeast, but these areas are now urbanized with light 
industrial, commercial, and residential land uses.  Thus development of the project site would 
not result in further habitat fragmentation. The Draft EIR analysis of potential cumulative 
impacts relies on the analysis provided in the Grass Valley General Plan EIR, which “found that 
potential cumulative impacts related to loss of habitat, particularly for sensitive species, loss 
of wetlands, and adverse effects on movement and dispersal of wildlife and wildlife migration 
corridors would all be reduced to less than significant levels through compliance with the 
General Plan and City ordinances.”  Specific to the McNab cypress vegetation community, 
Mitigation Measure 6e requires the project applicant to provide “compensatory habitat 
conservation and/or restoration” sufficient to offset the project’s impacts to this community.  
Thus the project’s contribution to any potential cumulative impacts would remain less than 
significant.   
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G-6 The comment lists plant species that the comment asserts should have been addressed in the 
EIR. 

The Draft EIR states on page 6-6 that the determination of which special-status plants have 
potential to occur onsite was based on review of the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB), the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants, the USFWS lists of 
federal endangered and threatened species, other information sources, and the physical 
characteristics of the project site, including the soil types and vegetation communities present.  
As shown in the Biological Technical Report and stated on Draft EIR page 6-6, Dudek’s biologist 
determined that of the 11 special-status plant species that have potential to occur in the 
project vicinity, four species have no potential to occur onsite because of a lack of suitable 
habitat or the project site is outside of the species’ known range and four other species have 
low potential to occur on the project site due to lack of appropriate soil substrates or habitats 
on site. The Biological Technical Report and Draft EIR conclude that three special-status plant 
species have moderate potential to occur at the project site.  This comment does not provide 
evidence or analysis demonstrating that these conclusions are erroneous.   

As stated in Response to Comment G-2, the correct appendices to the Biological Technical 
Report have been posted to the City’s website and are included with this Final EIR.  As shown 
in Appendix C to the Biological Technical Report, the following three species listed in this 
comment were determined to have low or no potential to occur onsite: 

Chlorogalum grandiflorum, red hills soaproot - LLow potential to occur. This species is known 
predominantly from the Pine Hill Ecological Reserve. However, the serpentine soils onsite may 
provide suitable habitat for this species 

Fremontodendron decumbens, Pine Hill flannelbush - NNot expected to occur. While the 
chaparral onsite provide potentially suitable habitat for this species, it was not observed during 
the July site surveys, which were conducted when this species would be evident and 
identifiable. The nearest documented occurrences of this species were documented in 2009 
approximately 0.5 mile south of the project site (CDFW 2019). According to the notes in the 
occurrence data, this record may contain hybrid flannelbushes and further study is needed 
(CDFW 2019). 

Juncus digitatus, Finger Rush LLow potential to occur. Although the seasonal pond onsite may 
provide potential habitat for this species, this habitat was dominated by non-native vegetation 
and no plants in the genus Juncus were noted in this habitat during the site visit. 

Regarding the other species listed in this comment, only one, Carex xerophila, is considered a 
special status species because it is ranked by the CNPS as Rank 1, which indicates that the 
species is in jeopardy of becoming endangered or extinct in the project region.  However this 
plant was not ranked at the time that the environmental analysis began for this project with 
publication of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR in February 2016.  As noted in 
Response to Comment B-3, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states that generally a lead 
agency should consider the baseline condition as that which exists at the time the NOP is 
prepared.  Thus the conditions that existed in 2016 are considered to constitute the baseline 
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from which the project’s impacts are measured and it was not required that the Draft EIR 
address the Carex xerophila species because it was not ranked by the CNPS as Rank 1 at that 
time. 

Nonetheless, if the Draft EIR had considered the project’s potential effects on the Carex 
xerophila species, this would not change the impact analysis or mitigation measure 
recommendations presented in the Draft EIR because this species is considered to have a low 
potential to occur within the project site.  This is because although the chaparral and coniferous 
forest onsite provide potentially suitable habitat for this species, the nearest documented 
occurrence of this species was last observed in 2014 along the roadside of Highway 20 
approximately 3 miles southwest of the project site (CDFW 2019). This species forms dense 
clumps of vegetation that are notable even when the plant is not in bloom. Chaparral sedge 
was not identified onsite during the site surveys, which were conducted when this species 
would be evident and identifiable. 

The comment identifies six additional plant species with the suggestion that these species 
should also be considered in the Draft EIR analysis of potential loss of special stats plant 
species.  However, each is designated as either Rank 3 or Rank 4 by the CNPS, and these 
species do not meet the CEQA definition of a special-status plant or the City of Grass Valley 
General Plan definition of special-status plants.  Thus it is not necessary for the EIR to evaluate 
potential impacts to these species.  However, if these species were considered in the Draft EIR, 
this would not change the impact analysis or mitigation measure recommendations presented 
in the Draft EIR because these species are considered to have no potential or a low potential 
to occur within the project site as noted below 

Allium sanbornii var sanbornii, Sanborn’s Onion. LLow potential to occur. Chaparral and 
coniferous forest habitat onsite provide potentially suitable habitat for this species, although 
serpentine outcrops and gravelly openings preferred by this species were limited. This species 
has been previously documented in 2005 approximately 0.4 miles east of the project site (CCH 
2019); however, no species in the genus Allium were observed in these habitats during the 
July site surveys, which were conducted when Sanborn’s onion would be evident and 
identifiable. 

Brodiaea sierra, Sierra Brodiaea. LLow potential to occur. Chaparral and coniferous forest onsite 
provide potentially suitable habitat for this species, although open areas were limited and dry 
meadows preferred by this species were not present. The most recently documented 
occurrence of this species in the Grass Valley area is a historic, 1905 record (CCH 2019). This 
species was not observed during the July site surveys, which were conducted when it would be 
evident and identifiable. 

Carex cyrtostachya, Sierra arching sedge. NNo potential to occur. Although there is marginally 
suitable habitat adjacent to the seasonal pond onsite, mesic areas, riparian forest, meadows 
and seeps, and other perennially wet areas are not present. This species has not been 
previously documented within Nevada County (CCH 2019; CDFW 2019). Furthermore, this 
species was not observed during the July site surveys, which were conducted when this species 
would be evident and identifiable. 
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Fritillaria eastwoodiae, Butte County fritillary. LLow potential to occur. Chaparral and coniferous 
forest onsite provide potentially suitable habitat for this species. The nearest previously 
documented occurrence of this species was last updated in 2002 in Plumas National Forest, 
approximately 5 miles northwest of the project site (CDFW 2019). Butte County fritillary was 
not observed during the March sit survey, which was conducted when this species would be 
evident and identifiable. 

Perideridia bacigalupii, Mother Lode Yampah. LLow potential to occur. Chaparral and coniferous 
forest onsite provide potentially suitable habitat for this species. The nearest documented 
occurrence of this species was observed in 1963 approximately 2 miles northeast of the 
project site (CCH 2019). This species was not observed during the July site surveys, which were 
conducted when Mother Lode yampah would be evident and identifiable. 

Plagiobothrys glyptocarpus var. modestus, Cedar Crest popcornflower. LLow potential to occur. 
The coniferous forest onsite provides potentially suitable habitat for this species; however, 
there are no seeps or mesic openings in the forest onsite. The nearest documented occurrence 
for this species was documented in the 1930’s approximately 3 miles northeast of the project 
site (CCH 2019). Although the site surveys were conducted outside the period when this 
species would be evident and identifiable, no species in the genus Plagiobothrys were noted 
during the surveys. Thus, it is unlikely this species occurs on the project site. 

G-7 The comment states that the EIR does not address the potential success of transplanting the 
McNab cypress woodland and that the EIR should consider the efficacy of this mitigation before 
determining that it would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  

 The EIR does not recommend transplanting the McNab cypress woodland.  Rather, Mitigation 
Measure 6e requires the project applicant to provide “compensatory habitat conservation 
and/or restoration.”  Thus it is not necessary to evaluate the efficacy of transplanting this 
vegetation community.  

G-8 The comment states that the EIR does not sufficiently address cumulative impacts to rare 
plants and vegetation due to increases in non-native invasive plants, especially star-thistle and 
annual grasses which are known to spread following ground disturbances.  

The proposed project would remove the majority of existing vegetation within the project site 
and areas that are not paved would be landscaped and maintained.  Thus disturbance of the 
project site would not contribute to the spread of non-native invasive plants.  Further, the 
project site is already isolated patch of habitat already surrounded by light industrial, urban, 
and residential development.  There are no natural areas adjacent to the site to which invasive 
plants could spread. 

G-9 The comment states that CNPS would be supportive of rare plant conservation within the open 
space component of the project as well as the management of such open space by the Bear 
Yuba Land Trust for protection into perpetuity. 

 Mitigation Measure 6a requires that if special-status plant species are found, the City must 
consult with the CDFW and/or the USFWS, “depending on the status of the species, to establish 
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a plan to ensure the continued presence of these species in the project region.”  Mitigation 
Measure 6e requires compensation and/or restoration of McNab cypress woodland and 
cottonwood forest communities, which can be accomplished in a variety of ways, including 
through conservation easements.  Mitigation Measure 6e provides for several mechanisms to 
avoid, reduce, or compensate for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities.  This allows for 
the project design to be modified to provide greater reduction of on-site impacts and limited 
on-site habitat restoration if feasible. It also allows for conservation of McNab cypress that may 
occur in off-site locations. Under both of these mitigation measures, the established 
performance standards could be satisfied through rare plant conservation within open space 
areas as suggested in this comment, or other areas as identified through the City’s consultation 
with the CDFW and/or the USFWS, and management of such open space areas by the Bear 
Yuba Land Trust would be consistent with the mitigation requirements. 

G-10 The comment states that a new biological analysis should be conducted and the EIR updated 
before the mitigation measures are acceptable. The comment provides conclusory statements. 

Responses to Comments G-2 through G-9 address the CNPS’ specific comments regarding the 
Biological Technical Report and the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR.  These 
responses demonstrate that the Biological Technical Report was prepared in accordance with 
industry standards and CEQA requirements and that the revisions to the Biological Technical 
Report and its appendices are available for review at the City’s website and as part of this Final 
EIR.  Thus there is no need to complete a new biological analysis and the impact analysis, 
conclusions, and mitigation measures presented in the EIR (including the revisions included in 
this Final EIR) are sufficient and meet CEQA requirements. 
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Response to Comment Letter H 

Grass Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Joy Porter and Robin Galvan-Davies 

April 26, 2019 

H-1 The comment expresses support for the proposed project and states that the Chamber of Commerce 
feels that the Draft EIR satisfies the CEQA Guidelines and includes mitigation measures that address 
concerns raised by the community. 

The comment does not identify any deficiencies in the Draft EIR analysis of the project’s environmental 
effects and required mitigation.  No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I 

Grass Valley Chamber of Commerce – Community Affairs Committee 
Jon Katis and Robin Galvan-Davies 

April 26, 2019 

I-1 The comment states that the housing crisis in Western Nevada County has been a focus of the Grass 
Valley Chamber of Commerce - Community Affairs Committee and that the committee feels that 
proposed Alternative B would help address that crisis. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the potential adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed project.  No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter J 

Protect CEQA 
Andrew Grundman 

May 6, 2019 

J-1 The comment provides introductory remarks, noting that there are a number of areas where 
the Draft EIR analysis should be better focused or more expansive to provide a full 
understanding of the project’s potential effects. 

The comment does not identify any specific deficiencies in the EIR or concerns about specific 
environmental effects.  All of the issues raised in subsequent comments are addressed in the 
following responses.  No additional response to this comment is required. 

J-2 The comment states that the General Plan 2020 should be evaluated as a whole rather than 
discrete parts. The comment states that the proposed amendment to the General Plan raises 
additional potential conflicts and undermines other portions of the General Plan thereby 
threatening consistency with the document as a whole. 

Draft EIR Chapter 3, Land Use and Planning provides an analysis of the project’s potential to 
be inconsistent with the General Plan, considering the whole of the General Plan and reflecting 
the General Plan policies identified in the regulatory framework sections of each of the 
environmental impact analysis chapters (Chapters 3 through 15). Impact 3-1 finds that the 
proposed project would require implementation of mitigation measures to ensure consistency 
with several policies, concluding that both Alternative A and Alternative B would have less than 
significant impacts with mitigation. A more detailed consistency analysis is provided in Draft 
EIR Appendix C.  

The comment is correct that the project proposes to change General Plan land use designation 
for the project site.  The General Plan EIR was prepared at a programmatic level of analysis 
and does not provide detailed analysis of site-specific developments, thus it did not, as 
suggested in the comment “contemplate an entirely different use” for the project site, other 
than in accounting for the planned business park use of the site in the General Plan buildout 
projections and assumptions that underlie the impact analysis, particularly for resources such 
as noise, air quality, public and utility services, and traffic. While the proposed change in land 
use at the project site would result in changed demands for service, traffic generation rates 
and patterns, and other operational characteristics (all of which are evaluated in detail in the 
Dorsey Marketplace EIR), these changes would not substantially alter anticipated 
environmental conditions throughout the City at buildout of the General Plan.  Thus the project 
would not undermine the General Plan as a “holistic and comprehensive plan for [the] entire 
community.”   

The comment does not identify specific content of the General Plan with which the project 
would conflict.  As shown in Table 1-1 of the Grass Valley General Plan, the incorporated City 
limits at the time the General Plan was prepared included 2,521 acres and the General Plan 
planning area included an additional 7,373 acres of unincorporated County land.  Changing 
the designation of the 26.8-acre Dorsey Marketplace project site from Business Park to a 
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mixture of Commercial and Urban High Density would not substantially change overall buildout 
of the City and implementation of the General Plan.  Further, the proposed residential and 
commercial development on this infill site is consistent with the General Plan discussion under 
the heading “Future Development within Present City Limits,” on page 2-3.  In this section the 
General Plan recognizes the importance of infill development to “facilitate efficient use of land 
with a minimum of public service extensions” and that “it is realistic to expect infill development 
to accommodate about one-third of new housing in the Planning Area, including the City, in the 
next 20 years. Depending on market factors, infill may be able to provide a larger percentage 
of non-residential development, but by no means will it be able to meet the total commercial 
and industrial land demand.” 

The EIR points out several ways in which the project meets some characteristics of the 
Business Park designation.  For example, on page 3-14, the EIR notes that the project would 
reflect some of the “campus setting“ attributes noted in the City’s Development Code for the 
Corporate Business Park zone district, specifically “by providing cohesive architecture, vehicle 
and pedestrian circulation, uniform sign and lighting standards, and maintenance of a 
landscape theme.”  

J-3 The comment cites General Plan Policy 1-RP and states that it addresses pedestrian pathways 
and access.  The comment asserts that the purpose of that policy is to ensure that projects 
encourage pedestrian circulation and safety.  The comment states that the Draft EIR does not 
find the project inconsistent with this policy and that the EIR fails to address concerns about 
pedestrian safety raised in comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this EIR. 

 Pedestrian safety is discussed in Impact 8-5 of Chapter 8, Transportation. Both alternatives 
would maintain the existing pedestrian facilities along the project site frontage. On-site 
pedestrian facilities included in both alternatives consist of continuous sidewalks, crosswalks, 
accessible paths of travel, pedestrian crossings through the parking lots, patios in front of the 
major and minor shop pads, extension of existing Dorsey Drive sidewalks, and extension of 
existing Spring Hill Drive sidewalks. Bicycle parking and bus stops are also proposed.   

 The project’s consistency with General Plan Policy 1-RP is discussed in Appendix C: General 
Plan Consistency.  This comment mischaracterizes the language and purpose of Policy 1-RP.  
As shown in Appendix C, Policy 1-RP states:  “Provide parks and open spaces of different sizes 
and types to respond to the needs of a diverse population, including trails for pedestrian and 
equestrian use, bicycle pathways, linear parkways and park-like natural areas.”  As can be seen 
when considering the full text of this policy, the focus is not on pedestrian pathways and access 
generally.  Instead the primary intent of the policy is to ensure that sufficient parks, open space, 
and trails are provided.  The EIR finds the project consistent with this policy as evaluated in 
Chapter 14 because the project would be required to pay parkland dedication and park 
facilities fees at the time that building permits are issued. 

J-4 The comment states that the project may be inconsistent with General Plan policies regarding 
noise impacts because the General Plan requires that a noise study include a 20-year horizon 
and it is not clear whether the Draft EIR noise impact analysis meets this requirement.  The 
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comment notes that the Noise Summary provided in Appendix H consists of a single page that 
does not provide substantial details. 

 The comment is correct that the General Plan requires that noise studies consider cumulative 
noise levels.  General Plan Table 6-7 lists the requirements for noise studies, and indicates 
that cumulative noise levels should be considered at a 20-year horizon.  The noise analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR documents noise levels for the following conditions, as shown in 
Table 9-12: existing, existing plus project, cumulative (labeled as “future”), and cumulative plus 
project.  The cumulative noise levels are based on the cumulative traffic volumes projections 
provided in the traffic study, which is based on projected traffic in the year 2035.  The NOP for 
this EIR was published in February 2016, thus the cumulative horizon is 19 years in the future.  
This is generally consistent with the General Plan requirements and with industry-standard 
methodologies.   

The comment is not correct that EIR Appendix H contains a single sheet of data.  As shown at 
the City’s webpage for the project (Grass Valley 2019), Appendix H includes nine separate files 
that provide data used in the noise impact analysis for project construction, which was 
completed using the Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). The details of the noise 
analysis that was completed based on this data are presented in Draft EIR Chapter 9, Noise. 

J-5 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to consider unique sources of noise that are specific to 
the proposed project, such as specific types of retail or commercial uses and activities (like 
truck deliveries, dock, truck breaking). 

The noise analysis relies upon the typical industry-standard approach for evaluating a proposed 
development project.  Noise sources associated with the proposed commercial land uses are 
evaluated in Impact 9-2.  Specifically, the discussion under the heading “Operational On-Site 
Impacts” on pages 9-16 and 9-17 addresses the exposure of the proposed residential uses to 
truck delivery and mechanical equipment noise.  Additionally, the potential for outdoor dining 
is reflected on the site plans and was considered during preparation of the noise impact 
analysis.  However no significant impacts are anticipated to occur as a result of outdoor dining 
due to the typical noise levels associated with outdoor dining areas as well as the distance and 
topographic changes between residential uses (both proposed and existing) and the proposed 
outdoor patio areas in the commercial portion of the project. 

The Draft EIR concludes that there is a potential for residential uses to be exposed to 
unacceptable noise levels due to project operation.  To address this impact, the EIR requires 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 9b to provide a more detailed and precise analysis of 
potential noise levels and ensure that any unacceptable noise levels are reduced through the 
selection of low sound generating mechanical equipment, use of screen walls or roof parapet, 
restriction of delivery schedules, and noise barriers.   

 Because the mitigation measure requires attainment of a specific performance standard of 
ensuring that interior noise levels for residential uses meet the General Plan standards, and 
identifies the “type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance 
standard and that will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation 
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measure” this measure provides sufficient mitigation for the potential residential noise 
exposure, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(B). 

J-6 The comment states that the Draft EIR noise mitigation measures are too speculative.  It notes 
that for certain noise sources, a sound wall or other barrier may be needed, which can lead to 
aesthetic impacts.  The comment states that the Draft EIR should include a series of analyses 
of potential noise sources that are unique to the array of by-right uses permitted in the C-2 
zone district. 

The noise analysis relies upon the typical industry-standard approach for evaluating a proposed 
development project.  Detailed construction plans have not yet been prepared for the site and 
the project applicant has not identified any specific businesses that would locate at the site, 
thus the specific details of noise sources that might be present at the site are not known.  
Rather, the noise analysis relies on typical noise levels associated with commercial land uses.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states that the “evaluation of the environmental effects need 
not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible.”  The EIR is adequate because it provides detailed analysis of the known 
and typical noise sources but does not engage in speculation over those characteristics of 
project operation that cannot be known at this time.  Further the EIR includes detailed 
mitigation measures based upon clear performance standards to ensure that noise impacts 
are adequately mitigated at the time that the additional operational details become available.   

The reference to noise barriers in Mitigation Measure 9b would include barriers constructed 
around mechanical equipment, which are typically slightly higher than the equipment itself.  
Thus the barriers are not expected to be full height walls.  Further the mechanical equipment 
associated with commercial uses would primarily be interior to the project site and noise 
barriers around these noise sources would not be visible from offsite locations.  Thus the 
requirement to provide noise barriers is not expected to create adverse impacts to aesthetics. 

The range of uses permitted by-right in the C-2 zone include a variety of retail, commercial, 
office, and residential uses, as shown in the Grass Valley Municipal Code Section 17.24.030 
and Table 2-10.  The noise generation characteristics of the range of permitted uses do not 
vary substantially.  Other than outdoor patios for restaurants and cafes, all of the permitted 
land uses in this zone would occur indoors and thus the noise generation of the uses is 
predominantly a factor of the traffic that the use would generate, which is reflected in the noise 
analysis presented in Chapter 9.  As noted in Response to Comment J-5, no significant impacts 
are anticipated to occur as a result of outdoor dining due to the typical noise levels associated 
with outdoor dining areas as well as the distance and topographic changes between residential 
uses (both proposed and existing) and the proposed outdoor patio areas in the commercial 
portion of the project. 

J-7 The comment states that there are existing pedestrian access and safety concerns and that 
because the project could attract more pedestrian and bicycle activity, pedestrian safety should 
be addressed in the EIR, particularly in relation to the interaction between pedestrian activity 
and vehicle traffic patterns.  The comment states that the lack of certainty about the specific 
commercial businesses that may locate within the project leads to uncertainty about the 
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volume of pedestrian activity.  The comment also states that pedestrians crossing into the site 
can cause traffic queuing, interfere with vehicle circulation, and result in more accidents within 
the project site.   

 The comment is correct that one of the comment letters received in response to the Notice of 
Preparation for this EIR identified concerns with existing safety deficiencies for pedestrians.  
However, the comment (submitted by Shera Banbury) specifically addresses vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic along Main Street and pedestrian traffic between Sierra College and the 
Brunswick Basin shopping centers.  These concerns are not relevant to pedestrian activity in 
the immediate vicinity of the project site. 

As noted on page 12 of the Traffic Impact Assessment Report (TIAR, Draft EIR Appendix G), the 
calculation of intersection level of service (LOS) includes appropriate time for pedestrian 
crossings based on Caltrans standards as well as the actual volume of “pedestrian calls” 
(which is when a pedestrian pushes the signal button to trigger the pedestrian crosswalk cycle).  
The AM and PM peak hour traffic counts that were conducted in 2016 specifically included 
pedestrian and bicycle counts on Dorsey Drive in the vicinity of the project driveway location, 
shown below as Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. There were fewer than five pedestrians and/or bicyclist 
during the AM and PM peak hours. Thus degree to which the existing level of pedestrian activity 
affects vehicle traffic is reflected in the traffic impacts analysis.   

Exhibit 1 – AM Peak Hour Bicycle/Pedestrian Counts, Dorsey Drive at Project Entrance

 
Exhibit 2 – PM Peak Hour Bicycle/Pedestrian Counts, Dorsey Drive at Project Entrance 

 

Further, the project is consistent with the following recommendations from the TIAR to support 
non-motorized transportation: 
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Off-Site 

o All off-site roadway improvements on Spring Hill Drive and Dorsey Drive will be 
designed to accommodate bicycle traffic consistent with the City and County 
adopted plans. Only minimal improvements are anticipated for the existing 
Class II bike facility on southerly Dorsey Drive. 

o Maintain the pedestrian facilities along the project frontage. 
On-Site 

o Implement the City's development standards to satisfy on-site transportation 
needs of pedestrians and cyclists 

o Install bike racks at store fronts 

Additionally, the project driveway would include a traffic signal with a crosswalk across Dorsey 
Drive.  This would facilitate a safer north-south access for non-motorized travel for residents 
on the north side of Dorsey Drive. 

As noted on Draft EIR page 8-3, there are continuous sidewalks on both sides of Dorsey Drive 
and there are marked crosswalks across both the northbound and southbound SR 20/49 
ramps.  Thus there is adequate provision for pedestrian safety between the project site and 
Sierra College.  Additionally, the proposed circulation plan complies with all city, state, and 
federal design and accessibility standards.  Thus the design of the on-site vehicle and 
pedestrian circulation facilities and parking lot would not create substantial hazards for 
pedestrians. 

The comment is correct that the specific tenants of the commercial spaces within the project 
site may influence the total number of pedestrians accessing the site.  The modeling and 
analysis provides a reasonable estimate of vehicle traffic based on the observed trip 
generation rates at three nearby shopping centers that are reflective of the range of uses 
allowed within a shopping center and typical to the project region.   

J-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include counts of existing pedestrian activity in 
the vicinity of the site and projections of pedestrian trips based the actual or by-right land uses 
that would be allowed within the proposed project.  

 Refer to response to Comment J-8 regarding the TIAR and Draft EIR analysis related to 
pedestrian and bicycle activity.  Currently, the site is undeveloped and does not support any 
pedestrian or other non-motorized transportation facilities. Existing pedestrian activity adjacent 
to the project site is limited to use of the sidewalks along Dorsey Drive and Spring Hill Drive.  
The proposed project includes continuous sidewalks, crosswalks, accessible paths of travel, 
extension of existing Dorsey Drive sidewalks, and extension of existing Spring Hill Drive 
sidewalks. These would comply with all city, state, and federal design and accessibility 
standards.  This includes providing sufficient sight distance at all pedestrian crossing points to 
minimize the potential for vehicle-pedestrian conflicts.   

 The analysis of potential pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts was based on an industry-
standard approach.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states that the “evaluation of the 
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environmental effects need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible.”  Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 states 
that “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, 
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.”  Thus tabulation of 
potential pedestrian trips associated with each specific land use allowed within the proposed 
General Plan and zoning designations is not necessary.   

J-9 The comment states that the traffic analysis is too speculative because the actual uses of the 
site and actual number of establishments are unknown and it makes the Draft EIR insufficient 
as an informative document. The comment gives the example of the different traffic patterns 
(trip generation and internal circulation) that would result from high-intensity commercial uses.  

The traffic modeling and analysis provides a reasonable estimate of vehicle traffic based on 
the observed trip generation rates at three nearby shopping centers that are reflective of the 
range of uses allowed within a shopping center and typical to the project region.  In order to 
calculate trip generation for the proposed project's retail and commercial component, peak 
hour counts were performed on March 2, 2016 at three local shopping centers with similar 
uses to the proposed project. The three local shopping centers include the K-Mart shopping 
center, the Raley’s shopping center and the Grocery outlet shopping center. As is typical in 
shopping centers, there is a range of specific retail uses present in each of the three local 
shopping centers, with some retail uses that tend to generate higher traffic volumes and some 
that tend to generate lower traffic volumes.  It is reasonable to expect that the proposed 
shopping center would also carry a similar mixture of retail uses and associated ranges of trip 
generation rates.  The three local shopping centers' peak hour traffic was averaged to derive 
peak hour trip rates that were then applied to the project square footage.  These three shopping 
centers cover the entire breadth of the uses noted in the comment and as such account for 
the range of traffic patterns expected to occur from a wide variety of retail uses. 

In addition, the observed trip generation rates were compared with the trip generation rate 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers to confirm their validity.  The three local 
shopping centers were shown to generate more traffic compared to the published average 
rates and equations in the Institute of Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 
9th Edition, which ensure the TIAR and Draft EIR present a conservative analysis. Shopping 
centers typically develop with a range of uses, and a range of traffic intensity associated with 
those uses.  It would be speculative and unreasonable to assume that a new shopping center 
would consist entirely of the highest trip-generating uses.  The approach used in the traffic 
modeling and analysis is consistent with industry-standard methodologies for evaluating the 
effects of new non-residential land uses.  

J-10 The comment states that while CEQA does not require tenants be identified, the EIR is meant 
to provide sufficient environmental review that would allow for local entitlements. The 
comment states that the variety of uses and definite orientation and type of structures and 
establishments should be identified. The comment states that failing to identify these 
characteristics means that the EIR would fail to identify all of the project’s foreseeable impacts 
and this would render the Draft EIR insufficient as an informational document. 



RResponses to Comments 

Dorsey Marketplace Final EIR 9478 
October 2019 2-82 

The comment is correct that CEQA does not require future tenants of the proposed commercial 
uses to be specified.  The range of uses permitted by-right in the C-2 zone include a variety of 
retail, commercial, office, and residential uses, as shown in the Grass Valley Municipal Code 
Section 17.24.030 and Table 2-10 and as discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project 
Description, and Chapter 3, Land Use.  Thus the variety of uses that may be supported at the 
project site is well-defined.   

As discussed in Responses to Comments J-5 and J-7, the analyses of transportation and noise 
impacts rely upon the typical industry-standard approach for evaluating a proposed 
development project.  Specifically, the transportation analysis is based on observed conditions 
at three local shopping centers that include similar tenants to those anticipated to occupy the 
Dorsey Marketplace project.  The transportation and noise impacts analyses reflect a 
reasonable estimate of the types of land uses that would locate at the project site and their 
associated traffic and noise generation. 

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states that the “evaluation of the environmental effects need 
not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 
reasonably feasible.”  Thus the EIR is adequate because it provides detailed analysis of the 
known project characteristics but does not engage in speculation over those characteristics of 
project operation that cannot be known at this time.   

The “definite orientation and type of structures” for all of the proposed buildings and other site 
improvements is also known and clearly defined in the Draft EIR.  Specifically, the site plans 
for each alternative are provided in Figures 2-4 and 2-5 while building elevations and 
renderings are provided in Figures 5-3a through 5-9.   
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Response to Comment Letter K 

Community Environmental Advocates 
Ralph Silberstein, etc 

May 6, 2019 

K-1 The comment states that the project has not demonstrated that it will provide affordable 
housing and has not identified anticipated rental rates or a method to ensure their affordability. 
The comment states that a percentage of the units must be offered at affordable rates and 
that there is an assumption in the Grass Valley Housing Element that R-3 residential units will 
be affordable.  The comment states that if the project does not meet the affordability 
requirements, the impact will be significant and unavoidable.  

The project site is currently designated Business Park under the General Plan and zoned 
Corporate Business Park (CBP).  Thus the General Plan, including the Housing Element, does 
not assume any residential development on the project site.  The Housing Element does reflect 
an assumption that some housing would be developed on non-residentially zoned properties 
throughout the City, as shown in Table III-1, with a forecast that all of the land zoned CBP within 
the City could support a total potential of 43 units.  As shown in Housing Element Table III-5, 
development of residential land uses in the CBP zone district is subject to issuance of a Use 
Permit.  This indicates that the City would have discretion in determining whether or not to 
allow residential development on a given CBP parcel.  Thus development of residences in this 
zone is not by-right and therefore no specific amount of affordable housing is assumed to be 
developed in the CBP zone.  Because the project site is not assumed to support any amount of 
affordable housing, the lack of a commitment for the project to include affordable housing does 
not represent a conflict with the Housing Element and the Draft EIR correctly concludes that 
the project would result in a less than significant impact associated with housing affordability, 
as discussed in Impact 4-3. 

K-2 The comment states that filtered views of ridgeline are available from SR 20/49 looking east 
across the project site and the proposal violates the policies in the General Plan regarding 
Scenic Corridors. The comment also states that the project would cut down existing woodland 
and cut off the hill top by 20 feet and replace it with massive pads and vertical structures. 
Finally, the comment states that the vegetation screening on the steep downslopes would not 
be sufficient. 

The comment is correct that the General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element identifies 
SR 20/49 as scenic highways and their routes through the City as scenic corridors. The General 
Plan discusses that the highways were first identified as scenic corridors in the 1972 General 
Plan and again in the 1982 General Plan, which established a policy of preserving “the scenic 
resource value of surrounding prominent hills and ridgelines” and required the City to 
“establish hillside development standards which will preserve the scenic quality of surrounding 
hills.” The current 1999 General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element calls for 
protection of viewsheds and view corridors through policies set in the General Plan Design 
Element and through Design Guidelines.  Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR summarizes the City’s 
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Community Design Guidelines (Grass Valley 2002) and lists several policies from the Design 
Element that are applicable to the proposed project and project site.  Text has been added to 
Section 5.2 to provide more detail related to the Design Guidelines requirements regarding 
protection of view corridors, including the direction that project designs “should include 
preservation of significant views of the natural ridge silhouettes.” 

The City’s identification of a scenic corridor along SR 20/49 does not indicate that sites 
adjacent to the highway cannot be developed.  In fact, numerous projects have been 
constructed along SR 20/49 since the City initially identified the scenic corridor in the 1972 
General Plan and the project site is designated for urban development under the General Plan. 
The City’s General Plan policies, Community Design Guidelines, and other regulations do not 
preclude development that is visible from SR 20/49.   

The project’s potential impacts to visual resources are evaluated in Chapter 5, Aesthetics.  The 
view from SR 20/49 is represented in the Draft EIR with Key Viewpoint 3, as shown in Figure 
5-1 and described on Draft EIR page 5-3.  The view from northbound SR 20/49 looking east 
over the project site includes “rooftops of industrial buildings and parking lots to the south of 
the project boundary, tall woodland on the slope of the project site’s hill, and tree-covered 
ridgelines beyond the project site.”  This description also notes that the Dorsey Drive off-ramp 
is higher in elevation than the highway surface, which limits the easterly views.  Text has been 
added to the description of Key Viewpoint 3 to further explain views of and across the site from 
SR 20/49.  The view from southbound SR 20/49 was also described in the Draft EIR discussion 
of viewpoints that were considered but rejected from further analysis because the view from 
that side of the highway “consists of a brick highway barrier and tall trees” (Viewpoint 9).    

Key Viewpoint 4 consists of the view easterly across the project site from the terminus of 
Glasson Way, near the Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital.  This view is described in the Draft 
EIR as including “clear views of woodland at the upper elevations of the project site” and views 
of the ridgelines to the east.   

The loss of scenic resources that are visible from SR 20/49 is considered in Impact 5-1. This 
analysis focuses on the loss of trees due to project construction, and finds that the project’s 
compliance with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance and other landscaping requirements 
would be sufficient to retain some of the scenic value provided by existing trees onsite because 
the project would be required to plant new trees.  Mitigation Measure 5a includes performance 
standards that must be met by the final landscaping plans, including a requirement for planting 
around the southern, western, and eastern project boundaries that is dense enough to fully 
block sections of views, and that perimeter landscaping must include “species that typically 
reach heights at least as tall as the proposed buildings.”  Thus the landscaping would provide 
replacement of the scenic qualities provided by the existing vegetation on the project site.   

The comment is correct that the proposed grading and construction would result in the loss of 
trees throughout the project site and changes to the site’s topography.  However, the comment 
mischaracterizes the proposed grading.  As described on Draft EIR page 12-15, “the 
preliminary grading plan shows that up to 40 feet of cut is proposed in the central portion of 
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the property and up to 60 feet of fill in the southwestern portion of the property.” Text has been 
added to the analysis of Impact 5-1 to demonstrate that these changes would not impede the 
existing filtered views of the ridgeline east of the project site.  The project would remove the 
knoll located in the central portion of the project site, and the rooflines of the proposed 
structures in this area would be generally the same elevation as the existing ground surface.  
Thus the structures would not block the background views of the ridgeline to the east.   

The project would place fill in the southwestern portion of the site, raising the ground elevation.  
Structures in this portion of the site would be visible from SR 20/49, but the buildings would 
be setback from the property boundary by approximately 90 feet and setback from the highway 
by more than 170 feet and their rooflines would be lower in elevation than the structures in 
the central portion of the site. Thus structures in this portion of the site would not block the 
background views of the ridgeline to the east. 

K-3 The comment states that the project will add more walls along SR 20/49, and that the 
presence of walls along the highway have degraded the attractive rural vista that was present 
in the area and the walls have become a constant target for graffiti artists.  

 The project site is not directly adjacent to the mainline of SR 20/49.  Rather it is adjacent to 
the Dorsey Drive off-ramp.  At the southwestern corner of the property, the project site is 
approximately 35 feet from the travel lane of the off-ramp and approximately 85 feet from the 
nearest travel lane of the SR 20/49 mainline.  Further, the project does not propose to 
construct a solid wall along the project’s frontage on the SR 20/49 off-ramp.  However 
Mitigation Measure 9a requires that a noise attenuation barrier be constructed between the 
off-ramp and the proposed residential apartment buildings in the southwestern corner of the 
site.  The expected view from the Dorsey Drive off-ramp is shown in Figure 5-3a.  This figure 
demonstrates that with the use of berms and landscaping, views of the noise attenuation 
barrier would be filtered, and no walls would be constructed adjacent to the highway travel 
lanes.  Additionally, as discussed in Response to Comment K-2, Mitigation Measure 5a 
identifies performance standards that must be met by the project’s landscaping to ensure that 
views of structures, including walls, from SR 20/49 are filtered.   

K-4 The comment states that an accurate assessment of the aesthetics impacts cannot be made 
without accurate elevations from all sides, particularly the south and west. Additionally, the 
mitigation measures seem infeasible. Lastly, the project should provide scaled drawings 
showing general vegetation at 5 years and 20 years maturity and that the significant impacts 
must be mitigated. 

 Figures 5-3a and 5-3b provide conceptual renderings of the proposed buildings, including the 
view of the project from the Dorsey Drive off-ramp.  Figures 5-4 through 5-9 provide elevations 
of several of the proposed buildings.  These elevations are typical of the architectural details 
and the scale and massing of the proposed buildings.  It is not necessary for the Draft EIR to 
include elevations of each individual building in order to accurately evaluate the project’s 
potential aesthetic impacts.  The changes in view from each of the four key viewpoints is 



RResponses to Comments 

evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 5-2.  This includes consideration of changes in view from the 
south (Key Viewpoint 1) and west (Key Viewpoints 3 and 4).  

 As discussed in Response to Comment K-2, Mitigation Measure 5a identifies performance 
standards that must be met by the project’s landscaping; the City will verify compliance with 
these standards prior to issuance of building permits.   

K-5 The comment states that the traffic study does not include the revisions to the Dorsey/Sutton 
intersection design, as approved for the Loma Rica project. 

The Traffic Impact Analysis Report (TIAR, Appendix G to the Draft EIR) describes the lane 
geometrics and control utilized in the analysis are consistent with the conditions that existed 
when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was issued (2016). The comment is correct 
that the analysis was completed without the changes to the intersection design that were 
approved with the City’s recent (April 2019) approval of Loma Rica Ranch Phase 1.  The City’s 
review of the Loma Rica Ranch Phase 1 project included a traffic study that confirmed the 
modified intersection design would not alter the anticipated traffic volumes and levels of 
service (Grass Valley 2019).   

The Dorsey Marketplace TIAR found that without the intersection improvements, the 
intersection will experience unacceptable operations in the cumulative condition with or 
without the Dorsey Marketplace project.  The cumulative condition includes buildout of Loma 
Rica Ranch and other development consistent with the buildout of the General Plan. The TIAR 
further found that the previously-identified improvement of signalizing the intersection or 
converting it to a roundabout would allow the intersection to operate at an acceptable level of 
service.  Mitigation Measure 8e requires the project applicant to contribute a fair share of the 
costs for this improvement.  Given the changes in the planned intersection configuration under 
the Loma Rica Ranch project, Mitigation Measure 8e has been revised.  As the Dorsey Drive 
extension and associated intersection improvements are included in the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program and traffic impact fee, payment of the traffic impact fee would be 
sufficient to ensure the project contributes a fair share towards the planned improvements to 
the Dorsey Drive/Sutton Way intersection.  

K-6 The comment states that the traffic study data is old (2016).  The comment questions whether 
the traffic study includes additional traffic from the recently approved Loma Rica Ranch Phase 
1 project and states that a current study should be done that reflects all recently approved 
projects in the region. The comment notes that additional traffic data was collected in 2018 
and requests that a table comparing the 2016 and 2018 results be provided.  Finally, the 
comment states that the traffic volume data should all be increased by 10% based on the 
results of the 2018 traffic data collection, and should be further adjusted to reflect increases 
in traffic since the 2018 data was collected. 

The TIAR and Draft EIR evaluate the effects of adding project-generated traffic to existing traffic 
volumes and the effects of adding project-generated traffic to projected cumulative traffic 
volumes.  The contribution to traffic impacts from all recently approved and pending projects 
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in the study area is reflected in the TIAR and Draft EIR analysis of the year 2035 conditions 
with and without the proposed Dorsey Marketplace project. This includes all of the Loma Rica 
Ranch project, including the recently-approved Phase 1.  

The traffic data was collected at the time that the environmental review of the project began.  
This is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), which states that the existing 
conditions at the time that the NOP is published “will normally constitute the baseline physical 
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  Thus reliance 
on the 2016 traffic volume data is consistent with CEQA requirements and industry-standard 
practices.  The 2018 traffic data collection was completed to allow comparison with the 2016 
data to confirm that conditions had not changed substantially.  As noted on TIAR page 5, the 
2018 traffic volumes were within 10% of the 2016 volumes.  Daily and hourly traffic volumes 
typically vary by approximately 10%, thus the 2018 traffic volumes are considered to be 
generally consistent with the 2016 data and the 2018 data collection confirmed that the traffic 
impact analysis was still valid.  

 Exhibit 3 shows a comparison of Year 2018 and Year 2016 traffic volumes at the Dorsey Drive 
Interchange. The exhibit shows the following:  

During the AM peak hour, there were 1,219 vehicles per hour (vph) on Dorsey Drive 
to the west of the interchange in 2016. In 2018, the traffic for this same segment 
was found to be 984 vph. 

During the AM peak hour, the traffic volume on Dorsey Drive to the east of the 
interchange was found to be 434 vph in 2016 and 325 vph in 2018. 

During the PM peak hour, there were 1,461 vph on Dorsey Drive to the west of the 
interchange in 2016. In 2018, the traffic for this same segment was found to be 
1,439 vph. 

During the PM peak hour, the traffic volume on Dorsey Drive to the east of the 
interchange was found to be 649 vph in 2016 and 690 vph in 2018.  The increase 
of 41 vph translates to less than one vehicle every minute. 

 With the exception of the 2016 PM peak hour traffic on the east side of the interchange, 2016 
data was found to be higher than the 2018 data. For this segment, the volume was found to 
be lower by 41 vph, which translates to less than one (1) vehicles every minute. As such, 
adjustments to 2016 data were not deemed necessary as this data was predominantly higher 
than the 2018 data. 

It is not required for the traffic impacts analysis to be adjusted to reflect the time that has 
passed since the NOP was published, thus the traffic study was not adjusted to reflect the 
2018 traffic volumes, nor was it adjusted to reflect any additional background traffic growth 
since 2018. The traffic volumes utilized in the analysis are consistent with the conditions that 
existed when the NOP for the EIR was issued (2016). CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) 
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establishes that publication of the NOP sets the baseline conditions. As such, the Existing and 
Existing plus Project conditions analyzed are adequate. Impacts from the Loma Rica Ranch 
and all other projects expected to be buildout through Year 2035 were included in the 
cumulative (Year 2035) conditions analysis.  

Exhibit 3: Comparison of 2016 and 2018 data 

 

K-7 The comment questions how the project would reduce traffic during the morning and afternoon 
high school rush hour when the Dorsey freeway interchange becomes overloaded and if there 
will be improved pedestrian and bicycle pathways to Sierra College and Nevada Union High 
School. 

 The TIAR and Draft EIR evaluate the impacts of the project during the AM and PM peak hours.  
The AM peak hour includes traffic associated with staff and students arriving at local schools.  
Thus the analysis presented in the TIAR and Draft EIR reflect the conditions on the Dorsey 
freeway interchange during the morning school rush hour.  The TIAR and Draft EIR do not 
evaluate traffic conditions associated with afternoon school dismissal because this time 
typically has lower overall traffic volumes as measured over a 60-minute period compared to 
the evening commute period.  Thus the TIAR and Draft EIR evaluate the PM peak hour rather 
than the hour following school dismissal. 

 The project’s contribution to the AM peak hour traffic volumes and intersection levels of service 
(LOS) is analyzed in impacts 8-1 and 8-2 in Chapter 8: Transportation. The TIAR and Draft EIR 
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found that the LOS at the Dorsey freeway interchange would remain at an acceptable level 
under existing plus project and cumulative plus project conditions in the AM peak hour.  Thus 
the project would not create or substantially contribute to adverse traffic operation effects 
associated with school traffic and the project is not expected to result in significant adverse 
impacts associated with students attending Sierra College or Nevada Union High School. 

 Specifically, the existing and projected traffic operations for the Dorsey Drive freeway 
interchange intersections are shown in Tables 8-8 and 8-9 for existing plus project conditions 
and Tables 8-10 and 8-12 for cumulative plus project conditions.  In summary, AM peak hour 
operating conditions at the Dorsey Drive freeway interchange intersections are expected to be 
as follows:  

 Dorsey Drive at SR 20/49 southbound/eastbound on-ramp and Joerschke Drive 
Existing Conditions  

AM Peak Hour no project – LOS A 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative A – LOS B 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative B – LOS B 

Cumulative Conditions 
AM Peak Hour no project – LOS B 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative A – LOS B 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative B – LOS B 

   Dorsey Drive at SR 20/49 northbound/westbound ramps  
Existing Conditions  

AM Peak Hour no project – LOS B 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative A – LOS C 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative B – LOS C 

Cumulative Conditions 
AM Peak Hour no project – LOS B 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative A – LOS C 
AM Peak Hour plus Alternative B – LOS C 

As noted on Draft EIR page 8-3, there are continuous sidewalks along Dorsey Drive between 
Sierra College and SR 20/49.  There are also continuous sidewalks along Sierra College Drive, 
which provides access to Nevada Union High School. The project would include construction of 
sidewalks along the project site frontage on Dorsey Drive but does not include construction of 
any offsite pedestrian or bicycle facilities.  The project does not warrant construction of offsite 
pedestrian or bicycle facilities because the project site connects with existing pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities that provide access to Sierra College and Nevada Union High School. 

 The analysis included conditions during the morning commute hour with and without the 
proposed project. Impacts and necessary mitigations to mitigate the impacts were identified. 
Frontage improvements that typically include sidewalk will be constructed as part of the 
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project. The project will also pay the city traffic impact fee as established the public works 
department which is used to fund infrastructure projects in the City. 

K-8 The comment states that the Spring Hill Drive/Idaho-Maryland Road intersection is close to the 
Centennial Drive intersection and the merge lanes for cars entering Idaho-Maryland Road are 
short.  The comment questions whether these impacts were assessed and if a realignment was 
considered. 

 The project’s contribution to existing peak hour traffic volumes and intersection LOS is analyzed 
in Impact 8-2 in Chapter 8 Transportation. As shown in Draft EIR Tables 8-8 and 8-9, the LOS 
at the Idaho-Maryland Road intersections with Spring Hill Drive and Centennial Drive would 
remain at acceptable levels with the addition of either Alternative A or Alternative B.  In the 
cumulative condition, Alternative A would decrease the intersection operations to LOS E, but 
the LOS would be improved to an acceptable level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
8f, requiring creation of a right-turn pocket on Spring Hill Drive.  The modeling of intersection 
operations includes consideration of intersection spacing and lane configurations, and how 
these factors affect the ability of vehicles to move through the intersection, including making 
right and left turns and merging into traffic.  As noted on Draft EIR page 8-25, there are no 
substantial vertical or horizontal curves on Idaho-Maryland Road that obstruct drivers line of 
sight.  There are no known safety deficiencies associated with the spacing between these two 
intersections and the project-generated traffic is not expected to create any hazards due to the 
spacing.  The analysis was conducted based on the existing roadway geometry which included 
the short merge lanes and the operations resulting from the closely spaced intersections. 
Impacts and necessary mitigations to mitigate the impacts were identified. 

 The analysis evaluated the proposed project’s impact to surrounding intersections and if any 
hazards were associated with the construction of the proposed project. No changes to the 
intersections of Spring Hill Drive and Centennial Drive with Idaho-Maryland Road are proposed 
under either Alternative A or Alternative B that could create a potential hazard.  

K-9 The comment states that Spring Hill Drive is extremely steep and hazardous in winter 
conditions and states that Centennial and Spring Hill Drives should be realigned into a single 
intersection and the grade of Spring Hill Drive should be corrected. The comment then 
questions whether a build-up of the Spring Hill Drive intersection approach is planned. 

As discussed in Response to Comment K-8, the TIAR found that the project would not adversely 
affect operations at the Spring Hill Drive/Idaho-Maryland Road intersection under existing plus 
project conditions and that feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s contribution 
to significant impacts at this location in the cumulative plus project conditions.  The slope of 
Spring Hill Drive and the relationship between the Spring Hill Drive and Centennial Drive 
intersections are part of the existing conditions in the project area.  CEQA requires that 
mitigation measures imposed on a project must have a direct nexus to one or more of the 
project’s impacts and must be roughly proportional to those impacts.  The project would not 
contribute a substantial volume of new traffic through this intersection and thus requiring the 
project to reconstruct the intersection would not be roughly proportional to the project’s 
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impacts.  As shown in Exhibit 4, the city is collecting fees to improve either geometry and/or 
traffic control at the intersection of Idaho-Maryland and Centennial Drive.  The City plans to 
relocate Centennial Drive to align with Spring Hill Drive to remedy the existing conditions in this 
area, however the proposed project cannot be required to contribute to this improvement 
because the project did not create this condition.  Based on the existing traffic volumes through 
the intersections and the increase in traffic volume the project would generate, the 
improvement required under Mitigation Measure 8f is more appropriate than the suggested 
mitigation of requiring reconstruction of two intersections and associated roadway segments.  
The City cannot require the Dorsey Marketplace project to modify these intersections because 
such mitigation would not be roughly proportional to the project’s impacts.   

Exhibit 4:  Grass Valley Traffic Impact Fee 2016 Nexus Fee Update

 
Source:  Grass Valley 2016 

K-10 The comment states that it is not clear how the project will achieve the project objective related 
to providing facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and access to public transit and asks if the 
project would provide connectivity to Litton Trail, the proposed trails at Loma Rica and the 
proposed trails along Wolf Creek. 

The cited project objective relates to pedestrian connectivity throughout the project site.  The 
project would accomplish this by providing sidewalks, enhanced parking lot pedestrian paths 
and crosswalks, public art, pedestrian scale building frontages, and outdoor eating areas.  
Frontage improvements on Dorsey Drive would include provision of a sidewalk.  The project 
would also include bicycle parking throughout the site and a bus stop with a shelter. 
Furthermore, the required sidewalks along Dorsey Drive for this project will provide a 
continuous pedestrian connection to the east along Dorsey to the proposed Loma Rica project 
and its trail network which will connect to the planned and approved Wolf Creek Trail system.   
The sidewalk improvements will also provide continuous pedestrian access to the west along 
Dorsey and Sierra College Drive which has access to the Litton Trail.   
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K-11 Regarding Public Services, the comment states that there are no parks near the proposed 
project, that payment of fees is not a sufficient mitigation measure and that the project should 
include a pocket park as mitigation for recreation, traffic, GHG emissions, aesthetics, and 
fulfillment of walkability goals. The comment questions if the nearest park, soccer field, and 
ball field is walkable, if there are facilities for children to be able to play and if there will be an 
increase in crime due to lack of youth facilities. 

The proposed project could support a residential population of approximately 184 people 
under Alternative A and 351 people under Alternative B. Under both alternatives, the project 
would construct a swimming pool, recreational room, tot lot and dog park.  The City of Grass 
Valley parkland requirements are provided in Draft EIR Table 14-3. Municipal Code section 
17.86.030 provides a specific formula for ensuring that this standard is met. According to the 
standards described in the General Plan and Municipal Code, Alternative A would require 0.92 
acres of park or open space and Alternative B would require 1.75 acres of park or open space 
under the Quimby Act. It is not required that parks or other recreational facilities are within 
walking distance of the project site. The Draft EIR analysis of traffic and GHG emissions 
includes typical travel patterns for the proposed residential uses, thus it reflects the effects of 
people traveling to access recreational facilities. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 14.1, the City exceeds its park standards of providing between 
5 and 8 acres per 1,000 population for community parks but does not meet its standard of 1 to 
2 acres per 1,000 population for neighborhood parks. The City has developed Mautino Park 
(community park) and plans to develop Morgan Ranch Park (neighborhood park). Morgan Ranch 
has been dedicated to the City and remains open space. 

The project’s proposed provision of parks and open space relative to the requirements of the 
General Plan and Municipal Code is evaluated in Impact 14-13. Under both Alternative A and 
Alternative B, the project applicant would be required to pay the City’s park in-lieu fees, 
sufficient to comply with Section 17.86.030 of the City’s Municipal Code. Furthermore, 
Measure E, the one cent sales tax, provides long-term funding for improving existing and 
building new parks in the City.  As shown in Appendix C of the Draft EIR, both Alternative A and 
Alternative B are consistent with the Parks and Recreation chapter of the General Plan. Based 
on the considerations outlined above, in-lieu fees would be appropriate to meet the proposed 
project’s remaining active park requirement. 

References Cited 
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Response to Comment Letter L 

Community Environmental Advocates 
Barbara and Donald Rivenes 

May 6, 2019 

L-1 The comment identifies concerns regarding impacts associated with climate change, 
cumulative effects on traffic, schools, library use and parks, and whether the identified 
mitigation measures are sufficient to reduce cumulative impacts to less than significant levels.  
Regarding cumulative impacts, the comment notes this analysis should consider all of the new 
projects in the City of Grass Valley, particularly Makiah Woods, Gold Country Village, and Loma 
Rica Ranch.  The comment notes that Loma Rica Ranch is one mile from the proposed project 
and is expected to be constructed at the same time as the project, and thus would impact the 
same intersections. 

Table 3-2 in Chapter 3: Land Use and Planning lists the proposed and approved projects within 
the City of Grass Valley at the time that the EIR was prepared.  This list includes the Makiah 
Woods, Gold Country Village, and Loma Rica Ranch projects.  The comment does not identify 
specific concerns regarding cumulative impacts and does not identify any deficiencies in the 
Draft EIR analysis of cumulative impacts.   

Cumulative impacts to traffic are evaluated in Impact 8-9 of Chapter 8, Transportation.  The 
analysis considers the traffic volumes and associated levels of service for all of the study area 
intersections and Caltrans facilities.  The analysis found that the project would contribute to 
significant impacts anticipated in the cumulative scenario.  Mitigation measures are identified 
to reduce those impacts to the extent feasible.  With mitigation, the impacts under Alternative 
B would be reduced to less than significant levels, while there would be a single significant and 
unavoidable impact under Alternative A due to the length of vehicle queues at the Dorsey 
Drive/State Route 20/49 interchange.   

Cumulative impacts to schools are evaluated in Impact 14-10 of Chapter 14, Public Services 
and Utilities.  In accordance with State law, the analysis concludes that cumulative impacts to 
schools would be less than significant because the Dorsey Marketplace project and all other 
future projects would be required to pay school impact fees. 

Cumulative impacts to libraries are evaluated in Impact 14-12 of Chapter 14.  The analysis 
concludes that the six libraries nearest the City of Grass Valley would be sufficient to serve the 
projected population of the area under the cumulative scenario, thus the impacts would remain 
less than significant. 

Cumulative impacts to parks are evaluated in Impact 14-14 of Chapter 14.  The analysis 
concludes that impacts would remain less than significant because the City General Plan 
requires that each project provide parkland or pay an in-lieu fee sufficient to meet the General 
Plan standards of providing 5 acres of parks and 5 acres of open space for every 1,000 
residents.   



RResponses to Comments 

L-2 The comment states that Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, 8f, 8g, and 8h are insufficient 
because they state the developer will pay a fair-share cost for roadway improvements such as 
restriping, installing a traffic signal, and optimizing signal timing and that these measures will 
not be sufficient to accommodate the traffic from 1,300 new dwelling units with at least 2 
drivers per household added to existing poorly-designed intersections and roadways. 

It is noted that the project proposes to construct 90 multi-family apartments under Alternative 
A and 172 multi-family apartments under Alternative B.  It is understood that the comment’s 
reference to 1,300 dwelling units refers to construction of all projects included in the 
cumulative scenario, not just those proposed on the project site.  CEQA requires that the EIR 
evaluate the effects of the proposed project added to existing conditions and the potential for 
the project to contribute to significant impacts in the cumulative conditions.  CEQA further 
requires that mitigation measures must be feasible to implement, capable of reducing a 
specific environmental effect, and roughly proportional to that impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4). 

The improvements required under Mitigation Measures 8a through 8h include: 

Construction of a concrete porkchop barrier, 

Installation of a traffic signal or construction of a roundabout, and 

Traffic signal timing optimization 

The TIAR shows that with implementation of these measures the Level of Service (LOS) for all 
intersections in the “existing plus project” conditions and “cumulative plus project” conditions 
would remain at acceptable levels under both Alternative A and Alternative B. However, under 
Alternative A, the TIAR found that the project would contribute to vehicle queues at the Dorsey 
Drive/State Route 20/49 interchange, where it is not feasible to fully mitigate, and thus the 
EIR concludes that transportation impacts under Alternative A would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

In the cumulative scenario, the addition of traffic generated by either Alternative A or 
Alternative B would worsen the delay at intersections that were found to be operating at 
unacceptable LOS under the “no project” conditions. As such, the project would not create the 
unacceptable LOS condition. Rather, the unacceptable LOS conditions would exist with or 
without the project and the addition of project traffic would exacerbate the impact. Since the 
project is not creating the unacceptable LOS conditions, but exacerbating them, and because 
most improvements identified in the TIAR are part of the City’s Capital Improvement Program, 
the mitigation measures’ requirement for fair share contributions to the identified 
improvements are appropriate and consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. 

Edits have been made to several of the traffic mitigation measures to clarify the requirements 
and ensure consistency with other recently-approved modifications to the anticipated roadway 
and intersection configuration, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 
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L-3 This comment quotes text from the Draft EIR and a recent report (the 2019 Rhodium Report) 
regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the US.  The comment states that the data from 
the 2019 Rhodium Report should be added to the EIR to dispel any notion that the problem 
related to GHG emissions is being resolved. 

 CEQA provides that the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is 
published will normally constitute the baseline conditions from which impacts are determined.  
The NOP for the proposed project was published in February 2016, thus it is appropriate for 
the Draft EIR to rely on data for the year 2016. Further, the Draft EIR does not rely on the 
reported decreasing nationwide GHG emissions to support any conclusions regarding the 
significance of the project’s contribution to climate change effects.  Rather the impact analysis 
and significance determination are based on comparison of the project’s GHG emissions to 
statewide emission reduction targets and recommended project-based emissions thresholds.  
Although it is not required based on the date of publication of the NOP and the date of 
publication of the Draft EIR, information presented in the Rhodium Group “Taking Stock 2019” 
report has been added to Draft EIR page 11-5 to provide additional background and context 
related to GHG emissions.  The additional text is shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions. 

L-4 The comment states that California will need a 2.8% reduction in GHG emissions annually to 
attain the 2030 emission reduction targets, and notes that the emissions resulting from the 
2018 California wildfire year are equivalent to the emissions from about one year of power use.  
The comment states that the project should do all that is possible to not add to these 
emissions.    

 The project’s contributions to GHG emissions are evaluated in Chapter 11, Climate Change.  
The analysis is based on the air quality modeling found in Appendix J. The Draft EIR concluded 
that while both Alternative A and Alternative B would not conflict with the Nevada County 
Regional Transportation Plan and the State of California 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, 
both Alternative A and Alternative B would have significant and unavoidable impacts due to the 
volume of project-generated GHG emissions even after mitigation. The analysis recognizes the 
project’s contribution to city and statewide emissions, mainly from mobile sources (vehicle 
traffic). Because the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact associated 
with GHG emissions, the City of Grass Valley City Council would need to adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations if the project is approved.  It is noted that the California Air Resources 
Board data shows that the state is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction 
targets, as stated on Draft EIR page 11-35. 

The project’s risk of wildfire is evaluated in Impact 15-8, which found that both Alternative A 
and Alternative B would have no impact with regards to increased fire risk because the project 
would be infill development, the site is surrounded by major roads and is not in a Very High Fire 
Hazards severity zone. Therefore, neither Alternative A nor Alternative B would increase the 
cumulative GHG emissions as a result of wildfires in California.  
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L-5 The comment states that the City and County have recently adopted Energy Action Plans and 
that both the Draft EIR and the City Energy Action Plan both recognize the same goal of zero 
net energy for residential buildings in 2020 and for non-residential buildings by 2030. 

The City’s Energy Action Plan was adopted November 2018.  A summary of the Energy Action 
Plan has been added to Section 11.2 of the Draft EIR, as shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text 
Revisions.   

The California Building Code requires that single-family residences constructed in 2020 or later 
and non-residential buildings constructed in 2030 or later must be zero-net energy.  The 
comment is correct that these standards are reflected in the City’s Energy Action Plan.   

L-6 The comment states that the EIR does not include any mitigation that would help reduce GHG 
emissions from mobile sources and because this impact is significant and unavoidable, the 
lack of mitigation is an impediment towards approving the project and Draft EIR. 

As mentioned in Response to Comment L-4, when a project has a significant and unavoidable 
impact, the decision-making body must adopt a statement of overriding considerations in order 
to approve the project, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. The comment is correct 
that CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation that could substantially reduce a significant 
impact must also be adopted.  Responses to Comments L-7 through L-10 and L-12 address 
each of the specific mitigation measures suggestions provided in this comment letter. 

L-7 The comment recommends that requiring the project to install Level II charging stations with 
solar panels would help reduce mobile source emissions. 

 The comment is correct that use of electric vehicles (EV) would reduce the GHG emissions 
associated with mobile sources.  The US Department of Energy estimates from 2015 indicate 
that Level II charging stations cost between $400 and $6,500 to install (Department of Energy 
2015).  Other estimates show that Level II charging stations units cost between $2,000 and 
$7,000 and installation would cost between 50% to 75% additional (Trigger Energy 2018).  A 
substantial portion of these costs are associated with providing the infrastructure required to 
support the charging stations.  Because installation of EV charging stations is considered 
feasible and effective at reducing GHG emissions, Mitigation Measure 11a has been updated 
to require that the project applicant install EV charging stations at 1.5% of the total number of 
parking spaces constructed.  Under either Alternative A or Alternative B, it is expected that the 
project would construct approximately 925 parking spaces.  With the revision to Mitigation 
Measure 11a, the project applicant would be required to install 14 EV charging stations.  This 
would reduce the project’s GHG emissions by approximately 182 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2e) annually, as discussed further in this response and shown in Table 2-1.  
The project’s GHG emissions would still exceed the applicable thresholds and thus the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable.   

 The reduction in GHG emissions from the use of EV was determined based on the Emission 
Factors (EMFAC) model developed by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the typical 
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fuel efficiency of the vehicle fleet in the project area, the driving range of a typical electric 
vehicle, and the PG&E electricity emission factors.  Table 2-1 shows that for each EV charging 
station installed at the project site and used for 10 hours each day, there would be an annual 
reduction of 13 metric tons of GHG emissions. Table 2-1 has also been added to Draft EIR 
Chapter 11 as Table 11-6. 

Table 2-1:  Quantification of EV Charging Station GHG Emission Reduction 

Notes: 
1. CO2e weighted intensity factor for PG&E accounts for CO2, CH4, and N2O emission rates consistent with 

2020 RPS goal of 33%. 
2. US Department of Energy. 2013. Benefits and Considerations of Electricity as a Vehicle Fuel. 

https://www.afdc.energy.gov/fuels/electricity_benefits.html. Accessed October 2018. 
3. California Air Resources Board. 2015. EMFAC 2014. Running exhaust emission rate for CO2 for light duty 

gasoline- and diesel-powered vehicles for Nevada County, aggregated for all models and speeds, averaged 
over all seasons for 2022. https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/. Accessed September 2019. 

4. Annual VMT reduction estimated based on an estimate of 10 hours of charge time for a Level 2 charging 
station that charges at a rate of 25 miles of driving range per hour. 

5. Number of charging stations based on project commitment. This assumes 14 parking spaces would be 
serviced by a charging station.  

6. GHG emissions calculated using annual VMT reduction at all stations. 
7. GHG emissions calculated using annual VMT reduction at all stations, fuel economy of electric vehicles, 

along with PG&E electricity intensity emission factor. 
8. GHG emission reduction is a difference of GHG emissions of gasoline vehicles and GHG emissions of electric 

vehicles. 

 The EMFAC2017 model also provides data on the types of vehicles used in the region.  This 
data indicates that in the Mountain Counties Air Basin, plugin electric vehicles (PEV) are 
expected to comprise slightly more than 1% of the total light duty vehicles in 2022 (CARB 
2019).  This is somewhat lower than other air basins that have greater levels of urban 
development, such as the Sacramento Valley Air Basin and the San Francisco Area Air Basin. 
Installation of EV charging stations at rates that greatly exceed the rate of adoption of EV in the 
project region, and therefore exceed the demand for charging stations, would result in 
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underutilized charging stations and therefore the amount of GHG reduction that can be 
attributed to each station would be lessened. 

Currently there are 14 EV charging stations available for public use in the City of Grass Valley 
(PlugShare 2019).  Table 2-2 identifies the population, number of EV charging stations, and 
ratio of EV stations to population for several communities, most of which have similar 
population to Grass Valley and are located outside of major metropolitan areas.  As shown, the 
ratios range widely, from as low as one station for every 250 people to as high as one station 
for every 4,700 people.  It is also noted that the newest public parking garage in downtown 
Roseville, which opened in the summer of 2018, has 492 parking spaces total and 6 EV 
charging stations (1.2% of the parking spaces).   

Table 2-2:  Population and Existing EV Charging Stations 

Sources: 
1. CaliforniaDemographics.com, accessed September 2019 
2. PlugShare.com, accessed September 2019 

As described in the Draft EIR, the Dorsey Marketplace project Alternative A includes 180 
parking spaces for the multifamily component and 746 parking spaces for the commercial 
component.  Alternative B includes 395 parking spaces for the multifamily component, 538 
parking spaces for the commercial component, and 29 parking spaces for the office use.  Title 
24, Part 11, Section 4.106.4.2 requires 10% of the total parking for multifamily dwellings to 
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include the infrastructure necessary to support future installation of EV charging stations.  For 
non-residential, Section 5.106.5.3.3 requires 6% of the parking to be (because the non-
residential portion of the project includes more than 200 parking spaces) to be constructed 
with the infrastructure to support an EV charging station.   

Thus under Alternative A, the project would need to provide infrastructure to support future EV 
charging stations at 18 parking spaces in the residential area and 45 parking spaces in the 
commercial area; and under Alternative B the project would need to provide infrastructure for 
future EV charging stations at 40 parking spaces in the residential area, 32 parking spaces in 
the commercial area, and 2 spaces in the office area.  Given the projected rate of EV use in the 
project region, it is not expected that there would be sufficient demand for charging stations to 
be installed at all of these parking spaces.  

Based on consideration of the projected rate of EV use in the region and the population-to-
charging station ratios shown in Table 2-2, Mitigation Measure 11a has been updated to 
require the project to install EV charging stations at 1.5% of the project’s parking spaces (in 
addition to providing the infrastructure for future charging stations as required by the California 
Building Code). Under each alternative, this would require installation of 14 charging stations 
throughout the project site.  Mitigation Measure 11a also specifies that the charging stations 
be distributed throughout the project site so that stations are available for residents, 
employees, and visitors. 

This would double the number of charging stations available in Grass Valley, and reduce the 
ratio of population-to-EV charging stations to 1 charging station for every 474 people (including 
the new population residing at the project site), which would drop the Grass Valley ratio well-
below most of the communities shown in Table 2-2.   

L-8 The comment recommends that the City and project developer provide electric bus shuttles 
that go between the project site and Sutton Theater, Tri-County Bank, Bank of America, Staples, 
and Grocery Outlet with a Level III charging station to reduce the project-generated GHG 
emissions.  

 As stated on Draft EIR page 8-4, public transit services in the project vicinity are provided by 
the Nevada County Transit Services Division.  The Gold County Stage Route 4 services the 
Brunswick Basin commercial centers, Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital, Sierra College, and 
other locations in the project vicinity.  The route travels along Dorsey Drive in front of the project 
site.  Thus the route suggested in this comment would be duplicative of the currently available 
transit services and would not be expected to substantially reduce use of motor vehicles by 
project site residents and employees.  Since this measure would not substantially reduce 
project-generated GHG emissions, it is not necessary for the project to implement this as a 
mitigation measure.  

It is expected that all of the heavy-duty vehicles that comprise the public transit fleet throughout 
the state will be replaced with zero-emission vehicles under CARB’s Innovative Clean Transit 
Regulation, which was adopted in December 2018 to replace the Fleet Rule for Transit 
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Agencies. The regulation requires all public transit agencies to gradually transition to a 100-
percent zero-emission bus fleet and encourages them to provide innovative first and last-mile 
connectivity and improved mobility for transit riders.   

L-9 The comment suggests mitigation measures that could reduce energy usage and the 
associated GHG emissions.  The comment references the requirement in Mitigation Measure 
11a that the apartment buildings must be “pre-plumbed and structurally engineered for the 
installation of a complete solar energy system.”  The comment states that this measure would 
be voluntary and there would be no guarantee that solar energy would be installed, that each 
individual owner would have no way to install solar on the common rooftop, and that the 
landlord would have no incentive to provide solar unless it is done upfront to reduce rental 
prices. Thus, the comment suggests that the project should be required to include a community 
solar installation with each individual dwelling unit meter connected to this installation and 
that the residences should have all-electric appliances. Additionally, the comment suggests 
that the project should include backup battery storage to protect residents from rolling 
blackouts or fire danger. Lastly, the comment states that another option would be to install 
rooftop solar but that a separate land installation would avoid the need for rooftops to be 
oriented for the greatest solar exposure and allow light colored roofs that would reflect solar 
radiation and reduce air conditioning needs. 

Draft EIR Tables 11-3 and 11-5 show that energy usage would generate 808 tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions annually under Alternative A and 706 tons CO2e under 
Alternative B.  Mitigation Measure 11a includes a wide range of requirements that would 
reduce energy usage from both the residential and non-residential components of the project.  
The requirement for buildings to be pre-plumbed and engineered to support a solar system is 
not voluntary.  Further, the California Building Code has been updated since the GHG emissions 
modeling was completed.  Residential projects that are issued building permits on or after 
January 1, 2020 will be required to install solar panels with sufficient capacity to meet the 
project’s energy demand.  The California Energy Commission found that with the updated 
building code requirements, residences “will use about 7 percent less energy due to energy 
efficiency measures versus those built under the 2016 standards. Once rooftop solar electricity 
generation is factored in, homes built under the 2019 standards will use about 53 percent less 
energy than those under the 2016 standards. This will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
700,000 metric tons over three years, equivalent to taking 115,000 fossil fuel cars off the 
road. Nonresidential buildings will use about 30 percent less energy due mainly to lighting 
upgrades” (California Energy Commission 2018). Because the 2019 California Building Code 
mandates that the residences constructed at the project site include solar power generation, 
it is not necessary to include this requirement in Mitigation Measure 11a.  The mitigation 
measure and Draft EIR Tables 11-3 and 11-5, which document the project’s operational GHG 
emissions, have been updated for consistency with the 2019 California Building Code. 

Installation of a land-based community solar system would utilize a portion of the project site 
for this infrastructure, which would reduce the amount of landscaping that could be provided 
and restrict the ability to plant trees in areas that would shade such a system.  This would have 
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adverse visual effects.  Thus the City does not support a requirement to install a land-based 
community solar system. 

L-10 The comment states that natural gas will be phased out over the next few decades and it would 
be cheaper to build all electric compared to retrofitting the buildings later. Additionally, the 
comment states that burning gas is a bigger source of GHG emissions than burning coal and 
nearly 1/3 is burned in homes and commercial buildings. The comment then suggests that a 
heat pump could replace both the furnace and air conditioning and describes how a heat pump 
works. The comment also states that induction cooktops are more precise and faster and are 
superior to gas stoves. While induction stoves are generally more expensive than gas stoves, 
they are preferable because they don’t pollute the indoor air in homes, which could reach levels 
of nitrogen dioxide and carbon monoxide that would illegal outdoors under the Clean Air Act.  

Mitigation Measure 11a requires that the residential buildings meet or exceed CALGreen Tier 
1 energy efficiency standards, include tankless water heating, whole house ceiling fan, and 
“Energy Star” appliances, and other measures to improve energy-efficiency, consistent with the 
2019 California Building Code.  The building code does not preclude the use of natural gas and 
the comment does not provide evidence that precluding the use of any natural gas appliances 
would provide a greater reduction in GHG emissions than what would be achieved under 
Mitigation Measure 11a.  Since the suggested requirement would not substantially reduce 
project-generated GHG emissions, it is not necessary for the project to implement this as a 
mitigation measure.  There are many factors that must be considered in selecting specific 
appliances and heating/cooling systems for a residence, including the cost of operation and 
resident’s preferences for cooking.   

L-11 The comment states that Impact 11-2 should be revised to reflect the goal of the Grass Valley 
Energy Action Plan to reduce the projected annual utility-supplied electricity use in 2035 by 
36%.  

 As shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR Text Revisions, text has been added Chapter 11, Climate 
Change, Impact 11-2 reflecting the Energy Action Plan’s goals and strategies related to 
electricity use. This addition does not change the impact finding; thus, both Alternative A and 
Alternative B would have a less than significant impact related to consistency with state and 
local plans related to reducing GHG emissions. 

L-12 In reference to Impact 16-2, which considers whether the project would cause wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption, the comment states that even though growth 
is anticipated, there are better ways to design projects so that energy use is not wasteful and 
unnecessary.  The comment refers to the specific suggestions in prior comments that would 
reduce energy use. 

 The comment emphasizes prior comments regarding suggested mitigation measures that 
would reduce energy use. Refer to Response to Comment L-9 regarding the more stringent 
energy-efficiency requirements that the project would be required to meet under the 2019 
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California Building Code.  Also refer to Responses to Comments L-2 through L-11 for discussion 
of the specific mitigation suggestions. No further response is required. 

L-13 In regards to page 16-12, the comment identifies strong support for requiring that solar panels 
be installed as part of the project. 

The text referenced in this comment on Draft EIR page 16-12 did not accurately reflect the 
requirements of the 2016 California Building Code, which does not require that solar panels 
be provided.  It requires that the buildings be pre-plumbed and structurally engineered to 
support solar panels.  However, as discussed above, the 2019 California Building Code does 
require installation of solar panels. Refer to Response to Comment L-9 for additional discussion 
of the required installation of solar panels.   

L-14 The comment states that impact 16-3 assumes that local residents would be moving to the 
project site but actually, it is highly likely that it would be people from outside the area that 
would therefore increase energy use. The comment states that an alternative that reduced the 
size of development would be less growth inducing and could encourage development in areas 
closer to employment centers and thus reduce commutes. Finally, the comment states that if 
reduced-size projects might not necessarily reduce energy consumption, neither would 
alternative A and B result in less than significant impacts. 

Impact 16-3 discusses the feasibility of more energy efficient alternatives that meet the 
project’s objectives. The analysis does not assume that only local residents would move to the 
project site.  Rather it refers to the anticipated increase in “local demand for housing, 
employment, and retail/commercial services.”  In other words, the demand for housing, 
employment, and services in the region is projected to increase over time.  Growth projections 
for the region include consideration of growth from both the existing population (as children 
age and move out of their family homes) and from people currently living outside of the area 
moving into the region.  This is consistent with the City’s planning documents, namely the 
Housing Element, which assume both internal and migratory growth. Therefore, it is reasonable 
to expect that the planned additional population within the City would require housing, 
employment, and commercial/retail services whether or not these come from the proposed 
project site.  

Additionally, Draft EIR Appendix D, Dorsey Marketplace Economic Analysis, found that there is 
currently a substantial retail sales leakage of roughly $150 million annually. This suggests that 
there is already a substantial amount of additional mobile source emissions as a result of 
people leaving the City to obtain employment and commercial/retail service opportunities. The 
Economic Analysis found that the proposed project is located on a “prominent site, well-located 
to attract people driving between the highway and nearby educational, medical, residential and 
other business commercial activity in Grass Valley” and concluded that under Alternative A the 
project could capture up to one-third of the retail sales leakage in the area: 

“With roughly $150 million in existing retail spending leakage from the western Nevada County 
market area (in the combined comparison and eating and drinking out categories) and only 
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small amounts of similar retail supply proposed, the Dorsey Marketplace project provides a site 
that could accommodate a tenant mix well-positioned to enhance Grass Valley’s already strong 
position in the regional retail market. Dorsey Marketplace sales of $53 million represent about 
35 percent of existing retail leakage. Prior retail market assessment for Grass Valley (the 
Glenbrook Basin Redevelopment Infill Study (2010) and the Buxton Market Overview and 
Retail Site Assessment (2014) have indicated that a proposal of such a scale would be needed 
to recapture identified leakage. It is reasonable to expect that the right mix of Dorsey 
Marketplace tenants would result in existing market area households choosing to shift their 
shopping patterns—recapturing up to about one-third of market area household spending that 
is currently lost the market area and instead supporting stabilized operations at Dorsey 
Marketplace.” Compared to Alternative A, Alternative B proposes about 40 percent less retail 
space and thus would capture less of the market area household spending.  Should the 
proposed project be reduced in size beyond the reduction contemplated in Alternative B, this 
would further reduce the amount of leakage recaptured by the additional commercial/retail 
area, which could increase energy consumption compared to Alternative A and Alternative B 
due to people continuing to travel outside of the area to shop. 

The CalEEMod modeling program used to generate the GHG emissions estimates indicates 
that the average trip length for commercial developments is 6.6 miles (Draft EIR Appendix G).  
For every shopping trip that remains in the local area rather than traveling to the City of Auburn 
(approximately 21 miles from the project site), there would be a reduction of 14.4 VMT for one-
way travel.  The CalEEMod modeling also shows that the commercial portion of the project is 
expected to generate 7,746 vehicle trips each week day, 9,065 vehicle trips every Saturday, 
and 4,579 vehicle trips every Sunday.  If 1% of the weekend trips replace trips that are currently 
made to Auburn, there would be 136 trips that remain local, which would reduce VMT by 1,958 
miles each weekend, and 101,816 miles annually.  This is an approximately 1.2% reduction to 
the total project VMT and associated energy consumption.   
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Response to Comment Letter M 

Tom Ivy, City of Grass Valley Planning Commissioner 
May 7, 2019 

M-1 The comment states that the traffic mitigation studies and all other relevant studies should 
identify the statistic standard deviation. 

Standard deviation is a measurement of how widely individual points within a dataset may vary.  
In the context of the traffic analysis, it is assumed the commenter is requesting the standard 
deviation of the data that was used to establish the trip generation rates for the proposed 
project.  For this project, the trip generation was determined by averaging the observed 
conditions at three local shopping centers.  This approach is similar to how the Institute of 
Traffic Engineers trip generation rates are determined; and the Institute of Traffic Engineers 
handbook is the industry-standard reference source for traffic impact analyses.  

Table 2-3 identifies the observed trip generation rates at the three local shopping centers, the 
population standard deviation of the three data points, and the trip generation rates used for 
the traffic impact analysis. 

Table 2-3:  Trip Generation Data Standard Deviation 

Location Size (ksf) AM Peak Hour Trip 
Rate 

PM Peak Hour Trip 
Rate 

Raley’s center 202.85 3.08 5.62 
Grocery Outlet center 117.872 3.34 9.2 
K-Mart center 163.647 1.99 5.08 
Standard deviation 0.585 1.83 
Proposed project trip generation (average of three 
observed data points) 

2.80 6.63 

 

Most of the data points are within one standard deviation of the trip generation rate used for 
the proposed project.  Additionally, the trip generation rates used for the proposed project are 
higher than those published in the Institute of Traffic Engineers handbook.  Thus the approach 
used to determine the project’s likely trip generation is reasonable and ensures that the 
project’s traffic volumes and associated impacts have not been understated. 
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Response to Comment Letter N 

Jan Berger 
April 29, 2019 

N-1 The comment states that the whole Brunswick area is currently congested and the addition of 
the proposed project is unacceptable. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. All traffic impacts 
associated with both Alternative A and Alternative B are evaluated in Chapter 8, Transportation 
and Appendix G, Traffic Impact Analysis Report. The traffic volume and level of service (LOS) 
data shown in the Draft EIR demonstrates that there is a noticeable level of congestion in the 
Brunswick area, with several intersections operating at LOS C and D in the AM and PM peak 
hours.  However, the City’s defines LOS D as an acceptable condition. Under existing plus 
project conditions, both Alternative A and Alternative B would have less than significant impacts 
with mitigation at all study locations, including those in the Brunswick area.  Under cumulative 
plus project conditions, Alternative B would have less than significant impacts with mitigation 
while Alternative A would result in a single significant and unavoidable impact due to the 
vehicle queues at the Dorsey Drive/State Route 20/49 interchange.  As shown in Tables 8-6 
and 8-7, under existing plus project conditions the level of service on SR 20/49 in the 
Brunswick area would remain at acceptable levels; and Tables 8-11 and 8-13 show that 
acceptable levels of service would be maintained in the cumulative plus project conditions.  
Similarly, as shown in Tables 8-8 and 8-9, under existing plus project conditions, the level of 
service at intersections in the Brunswick area would remain at acceptable levels; and Tables 
8-10 and 8-12 show that Brunswick area intersections would continue to operate at acceptable 
levels of service in the cumulative plus project conditions. 

N-2 The comment states that the project will increase pollution, destroy habitat, increase water and 
utility demand, and increase stress on empty storefronts and small businesses. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The environmental 
concerns raised in this comment are addressed in the EIR:   

Pollution associated with construction and operation are evaluated in Chapter 10, Air 
Quality and Chapter 11, Climate Change.  

Habitat impacts are evaluated in Chapter 6, Biological Resources.  

Impacts to water and utility usage are evaluated in Chapter 14, Public Services and 
Utilities.  

Impacts on other businesses is not an environmental issue unless it would contribute to a 
physical environmental effect such as blight.  Draft EIR Appendix D contains the Dorsey 
Marketplace Economic Analysis which found that, “the Dorsey Marketplace project would not 
depend on cannibalizing from existing retail establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a 
reasonable shift in market area retail spending patterns in the near term, combined with 
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moderate growth in the market area over time, provide ample support for the proposed 
increase in the city’s retail inventory”. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the construction 
of the proposed project would not lead to empty storefronts and stress on small businesses 
that could lead to an adverse environmental effect. 
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Response to Comment Letter O 

John Rumsey 
April 30, 2019 

O-1 The comment states that the analysis of cumulative impacts should consider development 
potential beyond 2035 and asked what percentage of the maximum allowable traffic from 
Loma Rica Ranch and other allowable development in the region is reflected in the cumulative 
traffic volumes.   

As discussed in Response to Comment B-2, the Traffic Impact Analysis Report (TIAR), which is 
provided in Appendix G, and the Draft EIR evaluated cumulative impacts under the year 2035 
to be consistent with the Nevada County Travel Demand Model.  The Nevada County Travel 
Demand Model includes the Loma Rica Ranch and other growth anticipated under the Grass 
Valley General Plan as well as the Nevada County General Plan. 

O-2 The comment states that the project will impact the Holiday Center businesses and the 
driveway to the center should be analyzed. 

The closest intersection the Holiday Center businesses is the Dorsey Drive/Main Street 
intersection, thus this intersection has the greatest potential to affect the Holiday Center 
businesses. The TIAR (Appendix G) evaluated the impact to the Dorsey Drive/Main Street 
intersection. As discussed in Impact 8-2 in Chapter 8,Transportation, Alternative A would result 
in a 0.5 second increase in delay during the AM peak hour period and a 4.5 second increase 
in delay during the PM Peak hour period.  Alternative B would result in a 0.2 second increase 
in delay during the AM peak hour period and a 1.2 second increase in delay during the PM 
peak hour.  Neither Alternative A nor Alternative B would cause any changes to the level of 
service (LOS) during the AM and PM peak hours. Because the intersection LOS would not 
change, it is not expected that the project, under either alternative, would significantly impact 
the driveways to the business center.  Traffic would continue to move along Dorsey Drive and 
through the intersection such that access to the Holiday Center driveway on Dorsey Drive would 
be available.   

O-3 The comment states that the left turn pockets on Dorsey Drive and Sierra College Boulevard 
are frequently blocked and that unnecessary left-turn cycles are frequently triggered on East 
Main Street. The comment asks whether the lost time from these conditions was included in 
the analysis.  

 As defined in the TIAR, LOS is the average values for all intersection movements for signalized 
intersections and all-way stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections and delay resulting from the 
worst approach two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections. The increased time required for 
a vehicle’s movement through an intersection because of the inability to access a left-turn lane 
pocket due to through-lane queueing is reflected in the TIAR as represented by a higher average 
delay for these movements.  
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O-4 The comment states that earlier reports by Caltrans concluded that LOS at the Dorsey Drive 
interchange would be unacceptable without interchange signal coordination, which is not 
provided currently.  The comment also notes that comments regarding the project design will 
be provided once the EIR is certified.  

 The analysis in the TIAR and Draft EIR are generally consistent with this comment in that the 
analysis finds that Alternative A would cause the Dorsey Drive/SR 20/49/Joerschke Drive 
intersection to operate at LOS F in the PM Peak hour under cumulative conditions.  The Draft 
EIR and TIAR show that under Alternative B, the intersection would continue to operate at an 
acceptable LOS D.   

As discussed in Impact 8-9 of Chapter 8, Transportation, Alternative A would result in a 
significant and unavoidable due to adverse effects to traffic flow and safety at the Dorsey Drive 
interchange resulting from vehicle queues that exceed the available storage and can adversely 
affect operation of roadway facilities. Alternative B would also contribute to vehicle queuing 
but would result in shorter queues than Alternative A.  Mitigation Measure 8d requires the 
project applicant to provide funding for signal timing optimization at this intersection, which is 
expected to restore the intersection operations to LOS D or better and ensure that vehicle 
queues are not long enough to interfere with operation of adjacent roadways and intersections.   
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Response to Comment Letter P 

Deborah Gibbs 
May 2, 2019 

P-1 The comment notes appreciation for the information provided at the EIR meeting and states 
that the project option with the most housing would be appropriate due a need for housing in 
the area. 

The comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the Draft EIR or the project’s 
environmental effects.  The EIR evaluated both Alternative A and Alternative B at an equal level 
of detail. Of the two, Alternative A offers more retail and Alternative B offers more residential. 
The City Council may opt to approve either of these Alternatives with no need for additional 
environmental review. 

The EIR also analyzed five additional alternatives that include varying ranges of residential 
uses: Alternative 1a: No Project/No Build, Alternative 1b: No Project/Existing Designations, 
Alternative 2: Reduced Development, Alternative 3: Vertical Mix Use, and Alternative 4: Tiered 
Alternative. 

Meeting minutes for the April 16, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting can be found at the 
City’s website: http://www.cityofgrassvalley.com/files/attachments/agendas-2014/4-16-
19_minutes.pdf 

P-2 The comment suggests that the business space should be offered first to local business owners 
and expresses concern regarding the potential for big box stores to locate within the project 
site. 

Appendix D provides the Economic Analysis prepared for Dorsey Marketplace which states that 
the “evaluation of project characteristics indicate that the Dorsey Marketplace project would 
not depend on cannibalizing from existing retail establishments in Grass Valley” and that “a 
reasonable shift in market area retail spending patterns in the near term, combined with 
moderate growth in the market area over time, provide ample support for the proposed 
increase in the city’s retail inventory.”  The DEIR analyzed two options: Alternative A, which 
offers more retail, and Alternative B, which offers more residential. The specific tenants of 
commercial/retail space does not relate to the project’s environmental effects and thus not 
analyzed in the environmental document.  

P-3 The comment states that there are already enough fast food restaurants (which tend to provide 
lower nutritional value than other food types) and that the inclusion of fast food restaurants is 
inconsistent with the Grass Valley Strategic Plan, particularly Policy 4.B.4.  The comment 
suggests that the pads be used for more innovative businesses that would result in less traffic 
and pollution.  

The proposed project design includes three small retail pads with drive-through lanes. These 
could support fast food or other uses, such as banks and coffee shops.  As discussed in 
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Response to Comment J-9, the analysis of traffic impacts included an estimate of the traffic 
that would be generated by the project based on observed traffic volumes at three local 
shopping centers.  The traffic modeling and analysis provides a reasonable estimate of vehicle 
traffic based on the observed trip generation rates at three nearby shopping centers that are 
reflective of the range of uses allowed within a shopping center and typical to the project region.  
The three local shopping centers' peak hour traffic was averaged to derive peak hour trip rates 
that were then applied to the project square footage.  These three shopping centers cover the 
entire breadth of the uses noted in the comment and as such account for the range of traffic 
patterns expected to occur from a wide variety of retail uses.  The comment is correct that fast-
food restaurants with drive-through lanes have higher trip generation rates than some other 
businesses; however this is adequately reflected in the TIAR and Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter Q 

Warren Hughes 
May 6, 2019 

Q-1 The comment states that the term fast food drive thru should be replaced with drive thru pad 
buildings. 

This comment offers a clarification on the project description. The Draft EIR correctly identified 
that the pads that include drive-through lanes would not be restricted to fast food uses in the 
second paragraph on page ES-5 (describing Alternative B).  As shown in Chapter 3, Draft EIR 
Text Revisions, the text in the first paragraph on this page, describing Alternative A, has been 
revised to clarify the range of potential uses of the pads with drive-through lanes.  This change 
does not alter the environmental impact analysis, conclusions, or mitigation measures 
throughout the Draft EIR. 

Q-2 The comment states that cover photo should be replaced because it shows land and features 
that are not within the project site.  The comment asks for confirmation regarding the DRC 
meeting date and if it will be a combined meeting with the Planning Commission and Council 
Members. 

An alternate photograph is used on the cover of this Final EIR. The comment is correct that the 
photograph on the cover of the Draft EIR includes a portion of area that is outside of the project 
site boundaries, however it also includes the project site and is representative of the 
topographic and vegetative conditions of the site.   

The Development Review Committee meeting is intended to focus on the details of the project 
design and is not part of the environmental review process under CEQA. 
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Arctostaphylos viscida
Hesperocyparis macnabiana

Pinus 
ponderosa Populus fremontii

Phrynosoma 
blainvillii Accipiter gentilis  























Project Component 
Alternative A: 

Commercial/Residential 
Alternative B: 

Commercial/Office/Residential 
Commercial/Retail 4 Major Shops 

20,000–40,000 sf 
6 smaller shops 

4,000–8,560 sf 
4 pads 

3,300–6,000 sf 

2 Major Shops 
21,500–35,000 sf 

5 smaller shops 
4,000–8,500 sf 

4 pads 
3,200 – 6,000 sf 

Office 0 8,500 sf 
Residential 20 one-bedroom units 

50 two-bedroom units 
20 three-bedroom units 

38 one-bedroom units 
9596 two-bedroom units 
38 three-bedroom units 

Clubhouse 3,260 sf 3,260 sf 
Other private recreation (for 
apartments) 

Tot-lot 
Pool 

Tot-lot 
Pool 



Project Component 
Alternative A: 

Commercial/Residential 
Alternative B: 

Commercial/Office/Residential 
Public recreation Dog park Dog park 
Parking 746 retail/commercial 

180 residential 
538 retail/commercial 
395 residential 
29 office 

Bicycle parking 72  57 
Total sf/units 178,960-sf retail/commercial 

90 dwelling units 
104,350-sf retail/commercial 
8,500-sf office 
171172 dwelling units 

Note: sf = square feet 



Wastewater System Master Plan
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 Existing Alternative A Alternative B 
General Plan 
Designations 

Business Park – 26.8 acres Commercial – 21 acres 
Residential Urban High Density – 
5.8 acres 

Commercial – 14.5 acres 
Residential Urban High Density – 
12.3 acres 

Zoning 
Districts 

Corporate Business Park – 26.8 
acres 

Central Business District (C-2) – 
21 acres 
Multiple Dwelling Residential (R-
3) – 5.8 acres 

Central Business District (C-2) – 
14.5 acres 
Multiple Dwelling Residential (R-
3) – 12.3 acres 

 





Other Approved and Pending Development Projects in the City of Grass Valley 

Project Name and Location 

Number of 
Residential Units 

Planned  
or Proposed 

Square Feet of 
Commercial/ 
Office Space Status 

Sierra Terrace; Berryhill Drive and East Main 
Street 

28 0 Approved 

Makiah Woods; Brunswick Road and Town Talk 
Road 

49 0 Approved (Under 
Construction) 

Loma Rica Ranch, Brunswick Road and Sutton 
Way 

700 54,500 Commercial 
346,161 Office 

Approved 

Gold Country Village 1; East Main Street and 
Joerschke Drive 

160 senior 
apartments; 

13 dwelling units 

0 Approved 

Gold Country Village 2; E Bennett Street 120  Approved (Phase 1 
completed, 80 units 

occupied) 
Wolf Creek Village; Freeman Lane and McKnight 
Way 

70 0 Approved 

Berriman Ranch; Picadilly Lane and Freeman 
Lane 

121 0 Approved 

314 Railroad Avenue; Railroad Avenue and 
Idaho-Maryland Road 

0 27,596 Office Approved 

Ridge Meadows; Ridge Road and Upper Slate 
Creek Road 

37 0 Approved 
(Completed) 

Village at South Auburn; South Auburn Street and 
Whiting Street 

49 23,264 Retail/Office Approved 



Project Name and Location 

Number of 
Residential Units 

Planned  
or Proposed 

Square Feet of 
Commercial/ 
Office Space Status 

Milco III; Whispering Pines Lane and Clydesdale 
Court 

 57,315 Industrial Approved 

Victoria Grove; Whiting Street and South Auburn 
Street 

72  Approved 

500 Idaho-Maryland Road  22,500 
Warehouse/Light 

Manufacturing 

Approved 

 



Grass Valley 2020 General Plan  
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Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d, 6e, 
6f, 7a, 9b, 9c, 9d, 10a, and 10b 

Mitigation Measures 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d, 6e, 
6f, 7a, 9a, 9c, 9d, 10a, and 10b 

Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 

,







o

Alternative B 







o

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: 
Mitigation Measures 5a, 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 
8e, 8f, 8g, 9c, 10a, 10b, and 15a 

Mitigation Measures 5a, 8a, 8e, 8h, 9c, 
10a, 10b, and 15a 

Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A  











Grass Valley, CA, Market Overview. 

Grass Valley Retail Focus Group Report

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley Development Code.

Economic Development Strategy. 

Nevada County Important Farmland 2014



BUSINESS PARK

LEGEND:
Business Park

MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIAL

URBAN
MEDIUM DENSITY

URBAN
MEDIUM
DENSITY

URBAN MEDIUM DENSITY

URBAN HIGH DENSITY

MANUFACTURING / INDUSTRIAL

COMMERCIAL

LEGEND:
Commercial

26.8 Acres

22.7 Acres

4.1 Acres

URBAN HIGH DENSITY

Urban High
Density

COMMERCIAL

LEGEND: Commercial
14.5 Acres

12.3 Acres

URBAN HIGH DENSITY

Urban High
Density

General Plan Amendments
Dorsey Marketplace EIR
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C-2, CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

LEGEND:

C-2
(Central Business District)

14.5 Acres

R-3
(Multi-Family
Residential)

12.3 Acres
R-3, MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

NG-2, NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL 2

LEGEND:

CBP
(Corporate Business Park)

M-1, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

R-2A, MEDIUM DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL

R-2A, MEDIUM
DENSITY

RESIDENTIAL

C-2, CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

LEGEND:

R-2A, MEDIUM DENSITY RESDENTIAL

R-3, MULTI FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

M-1, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

C-2
(Central Business District)

26.8 Acres

22.7 Acres

R-3
(Multi-Family
Residential)

4.1 Acres

R-3, MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Zoning Amendments
Dorsey Marketplace EIR

FIGURE 3-2SOURCE: SCO 2019
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan 







  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 



Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A  



Alternative B  



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Report E-1: Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, 
and the State January 1, 2017 and 2018

Report E-5: Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, 
Counties, and the State, January 1, 2011–2018, with 2010 Benchmark

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact 
Report

2014–2019 Housing Element

2019-2027 Housing Element.





Pinus 
ponderosa



Key Viewpoint 1: Looking North from Terminus of Spring Hill Drive 

Key Viewpoint 2: Looking South from Dorsey Drive at Springhill Gardens Apartments 

Key Viewpoint 3: Looking East from SR 20/49 south of Dorsey Drive 

Key Viewpoint 4: Looking East from Terminus of Glasson Way 



Key Viewpoint 5: Looking Southwest from Terminus of Grass Valley Terrace Apartments 

 

Key Viewpoint 6: Looking West from Grass Valley Senior Apartments on Dorsey Drive 

Viewpoint 7: Looking Northeast from 470 Idaho Maryland Road 

Viewpoint 8: Looking Northwest from Idaho Maryland Road at Spring Hill Drive 

Viewpoint 9: Looking East from Southbound SR 20/49 north of Dorsey Drive 

Viewpoint 10: Looking East from Dorsey Drive at Comstock Court  



California Department of Transportation Scenic Highway System 

Grass Valley Community Design Guidelines  





Grass Valley 2020 General Plan  





  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 5a Mitigation Measure 5a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 







  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 5a Mitigation Measure 5a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 









  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 







City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley Community Design Guidelines
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KEY SITE PLAN

APARTMENT ELEVATION (2 BEDROOM UNITS) - SIDE2

APARTMENT ELEVATION (2 BEDROOM UNITS) - FRONT1

14 2

2 510

554 10

REVISIONS
# DATE CITY REVIEW COMMENTS B
1 3/23/2016 CITY REVIEW COMMENTS D
2 10/25/2016 DESIGN REVIEW COMMENTS D

K
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MAJOR 4 - WEST ELEVATION5
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MAJOR 4
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Alternative A Building Elevations 1
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PAD 4 - NORTH ELEVATION3
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PAD 3 - EAST ELEVATION2

104

Alternative A Building Elevations 2
Dorsey Marketplace EIR
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MAJOR 2

MAJOR 2 - NORTH ELEVATION3

1 216 1069 11

8 7

MAJOR 1, SHOP B, SHOP A, SHOP F - WEST ELEVATION6

61023

A

A
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SHOP A MAJOR 1

11 45 101016296

Alternative A Building Elevations 3
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APARTMENT CLUBHOUSE - NORTH ELEVATION4
SCALE: 1/8” = 1’-0”

0 2’ 4’ 8’

10 6

FITNESS
CENTER

APARTMENT CLUBHOUSE - SOUTH ELEVATION2
SCALE: 1/8” = 1’-0”

0 2’ 4’ 8’

GATHERING 
ROOM

APARTMENT ELEVATION (3 BED / 1 BED UNITS) - BACK1
SCALE: 1/8” = 1’-0”

0 2’ 4’ 8’

142 5 4 10

MIXED USE ELEVATION - BACK3

1010514
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Alternative B Building Elevations 1
Dorsey Marketplace EIR

FIGURE 5-7SOURCE: Williams + Paddon 2016
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PAD 3 - NORTH ELEVATION3
SCALE: 1/8” = 1’-0”
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2 1616
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Alternative B Building Elevations 2
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FIGURE 5-8SOURCE: Williams + Paddon 2016
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report 

Biological Technical Report



A Manual of California Vegetation

Arctostaphylos manzanita glaucescens)
Hesperocyparis macnabiana

Pinus ponderosa Populus fremonti



Alliance Vegetation Type Acres 
Arctostaphylos viscida shrubland California chaparral 11.10 
(NA) Developed 0.64 
(NA) Disturbed/Ruderal 4.94 
Populous fremontii Cottonwood forest 0.62 
Pinus ponderosa forest Mixed coniferous forest 6.25 
Callitropsis macnabiana forest McNabb Cypress Woodland 3.15 

Total 26.80* 
*  Acreage total is off by 0.01 due to rounding 

Whiteleaf Manzanita Chaparral 

Quercus berberidifolia and Q. durata) Ceanothus cuneatus

Galium aparine

McNab Cypress Woodland 



Ponderosa Pine Forest 

Heteromeles arbutifolia
Arbutus menziesii

Cottonwood Forest 

Rubus 
armeniacus

Ruderal/Developed 





Special-Status Plant Species 



Scientific Name Common Name Status (Federal/State/CRPR) 
Calystegia stebbinsii Stebbins’ morning-glory FE/CE/1B.1 
Monardella follettii Follett’s monardella None/None/1B.2 
Poa sierrae Sierra blue grass None/None/1B.3 

Status Legend: 
FE: Federally endangered, CE: California endangered 
CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank 1B: Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere 
.1 Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 
.2 Moderately endangered in California (20%–80% occurrences threatened/moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 
.3 Not very endangered in California (less than 20% occurrences threatened or no current threats known) 

Calystegia stebbinsii

adenostoma fasciculatum), Archtostaphylos 
Pinus sabiniana)

Monardella follettii



Poa sierrae

Special-status Animal Species 

Rana 
draytonii Rana boylii Actinemys marmorata

Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus Vulpes vulpes 
necator Pekania pennant

Desmocerus californicus dimorphus

Phrynosoma blainvillii
Accipiter gentilis





Federal Endangered Species Act 



Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 



Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

California Endangered Species Act 



Nesting Birds, Raptors, and Migratory Birds 



Fully Protected Species 

Streambed Alteration Agreements 

California Native Plant Protection Act 



Grass Valley General Plan 



Tree Protection and Preservation Ordinance  





  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6a through 6d Mitigation Measures 6a through 6d 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 

Calystegia stebbinsii
Monardella follettii Poa sierrae

Accipiter 
gentilis



Alternative B 

Calystegia 
stebbinsii Monardella follettii Poa sierrae



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Significant Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 6e Mitigation Measure 6e 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Significant Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 6f Mitigation Measure 6f 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B

















City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report.

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Grass Valley General Plan Update Background Report

Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the Dorsey Marketplace Project Grass Valley, 
Nevada County



Martis Complex (3000 BC to AD 500) 

Kings Beach Complex (AD 500 – Historic Contact) 



Spanish Period (1769-1822) 

Mexican Period (1822-1848) 



American Period (Post 1848) 

A Historical Context and Archaeological Research 
Design for Mining Properties in California



Previous Research 



Historical Map Review 

Geoarchaeological Information 



Current Research Results 

Instructions 
for Recording Historical Resources





National Historic Preservation Act 



California Register of Historical Resources  



California Environmental Quality Act  



Senate Bill 18 

Senate Bill 297  



Assembly Bill 52  

California Health and Safety Code 

Grass Valley 2020 General Plan  



Cultural Resources Inventory Report 
for the Dorsey Marketplace Project Grass Valley, Nevada County



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 7a Mitigation Measure 7a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 

Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 



Alternative B 

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 









Historic Context for 
Empire Mine Historic District, Nevada County, California.

Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Draft Environmental Impact report for the Proposed Grass Valley 
Redevelopment Plan Fourth Amendment

Grass Valley General Plan Update Background Report













LOS Signalized Intersection 
Unsignalized 
Intersection Roadway Conditions 

A Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a 
single-signal cycle. 
Delay < 10.0 sec 

Little or no delay. 
Delay < 10 sec/veh 

Completely free flow. 

B Uncongested operations, all queues clear in a 
single cycle. 
Delay > 10.0 sec and < 20.0 sec 

Short traffic delays. 
Delay > 10 sec/veh and 
< 15 sec/veh 

Free flow, presence of other 
vehicles noticeable. 

C Light congestion, occasional backups on critical 
approaches. 
Delay > 20.0 sec and < 35.0 sec 

Average traffic delays. 
Delay > 15 sec/veh and  
< 25 sec/veh 

Ability to maneuver and 
select operating speed 
affected. 

D Significant congestion of critical approaches but 
intersection functional. Cars required to wait 
through more than one cycle during short peaks. 
No long queues formed. Delay > 35.0 sec and < 
55.0 sec 

Long traffic delays. 
Delay > 25 sec/veh and 
< 35 sec/veh 

Unstable flow, speeds and 
ability to maneuver 
restricted. 

E Severe congestion with some long standing 
queues on critical approaches. Blockage of 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not 
provide for protected turning movements. Traffic 
queue may block nearby intersection(s) upstream 
of critical approach(es). 
Delay > 55.0 sec and < 80.0 sec 

Very long traffic delays, 
failure, extreme 
congestion. 
Delay > 35 sec/veh and 
< 50 sec/veh 

At or near capacity, flow 
quite unstable. 

F Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation. 
Delay > 80.0 sec 

Intersection blocked by 
external causes. 
Delay > 50 sec/veh 

Forced flow, breakdown. 

Source: TRB 2000. 
Notes: LOS = level of service; sec = seconds; sec/veh = seconds per vehicle. 
Overall LOS for unsignalized intersections is weighted average of delays experienced by all motorists yielding the right of way, excluding through traffic. 



# Intersection 
Control 

Type 
Target 
LOS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Delay LOS 
Warrant 

Met Delay LOS 
Warrant 

Met 
1 Brunswick Rd/Olympia Dr & Nevada 

City Hwy 
Signal D 35.6 D - 39.1 D - 

2 Brunswick Rd & SR 20/49 SB/WB Off 
Ramp/Maltman Dr 

Signal D 33.1 C - 36.3 D - 

3 Brunswick Rd & SR 20/49 NB/EB 
Ramps 

Signal D 14.4 B - 12.5 B - 

4 Brunswick Rd & Sutton Way Signal D 29.4 C - 40.6 D - 
5 Dorsey Dr & Main St Signal D 18.2 B - 22.5 C - 
6 Dorsey Dr & Catherine Lane TWSC D 16.6 C - 19.7 C - 
7 Dorsey Dr & SR 20/49 SB/EB On-

Ramp/Joerschke Dr 
Signal D 8.3 A - 11.5 B - 

8 Dorsey Dr & SR 20/49 NB/WB Ramps Signal D 16.5 B - 15.0 B - 
9 Dorsey Dr & Apartment Driveway TWSC D 10.6 B - 11.8 B - 
10 Dorsey Dr & Sutton Way AWSC D 10.0 A - 13.1 B - 
11 Idaho Maryland Rd & Sutton Way AWSC D 9.3 A - 11.1 B - 
12 Idaho Maryland Rd & Brunswick Rd TWSC D 16.4 C - 122.1 F NO 
13 Idaho Maryland Rd & Spring Hill Dr TWSC D 11.8 B - 15.2 C - 
14 Idaho Maryland Rd & Centennial Dr TWSC D 12.2 B - 16.8 C - 
15 Idaho Maryland Rd/Main St & SR 

20/49 SB/EB 
Ramps/Main St 

RNDBT D 7.8 A - 9.9 A - 

16 Idaho Maryland Rd & SR 20/49 NB 
Ramps 

AWSC D 14.5 B - 29.4 D - 

17 Bennett St & SR 20/49 SB Off-
Ramp/Tinloy St 

TWSC D 14.5 B - 17.8 C - 

18 Bennett St & SR 20/49 On-
Ramp/Hansen Way 

AWSC D 14.9 B - 14.0 B - 

Source: Appendix G 



# Interchange Location 
Segment 

Type 
Target 
LOS 

# of 
Lanes 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Volume Density LOS Volume Density LOS 

1 North of Brunswick NB Freeway D 2 991 9.3 A 1,762 16.4 B 
2 Brunswick On-Ramp NB Merge D 1 219 11.9 B 397 18.9 B 
3 Brunswick Loop On-

Ramp NB 
Merge D 1 87 9.7 A 138 16.4 B 

4 Dorsey to Brunswick NB Weave D 1 - 10.1 B - 12.3 B 
5 Idaho Maryland to Dorsey 

NB 
Weave D 1 - 14.2 B - 14.8 B 

6 Bennett to Idaho 
Maryland NB 

Weave D 1 - 24.1 C - 18.0 B 

7 South of Bennett NB Freeway D 2 1,648 16.3 B 1,626 16.0 B 
8 North of Brunswick SB Freeway D 2 1,625 16.0 B 1,242 12.3 B 
9 Brunswick Off-Ramp SB Diverge D 1 385 14.1 B 521 4.8 B 

10 Brunswick Loop On-
Ramp SB 

Merge D 1 208 15.9 B 411 16.5 B 

11 Brunswick to Dorsey SB Weave D 1 - 10.2 B - 9.9 A 
12 Dorsey to Idaho Maryland 

SB 
Weave D 1 - 11.8 B - 14.4 B 

13 Idaho Maryland to 
Bennett SB 

Weave D 1 - 14.4 B - 18.4 B 

14 South of Bennett SB Freeway D 2 1,379 13.6 B 1,811 17.9 B 
Source: Appendix G 



Transportation Concept Report  

Transportation Concept Report for State Route 20

Transportation Concept Report for State Route 49

Caltrans Traffic Study Guidelines  

Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies  
  

 
 

. 

Western Nevada County Regional Transportation Mitigation Fee 



Nevada County Bicycle Master Plan 

Nevada County Bicycle Master Plan

Nevada County Pedestrian Improvement Plan 

Nevada County Pedestrian Improvement Plan

City of Grass Valley Traffic Impact Fee 

Grass Valley Parks and Recreation Master Plan 

Grass Valley Parks and Recreation Master Plan



City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan 



Trip Generation 



Land Use Category (ITE Category) Unit 
AM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit PM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit 

Total In % Out % Total In % Out % 
Apartment (220) DU 0.51 20 80 0.62 65 35 
Shopping Center (820) ksf 2.80 62 38 6.63 48 52 

Project NameComponent Quantity 
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Total In Out Total In Out 
Multifamily Residential 90 46 9 37 56 36 20 

To Shopping Center  -1 0 -1 -21 -11 -10 
Market Place 181.9 510 316 194 1,207 579 627 

To Residential  -1 -1 0 -21 -10 -11 
Project Trips  554 324 230 1,220 594 626 

Shopping Center Pass-by (15% 
for AM, 30% for PM reduction) 

 -76 -47 -29 -356 -171 -185 

Net New Project Trips  478 277 200 865 424 441 
Notes: ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers; DU = dwelling unit; ksf = thousand square feet. 
Source: Appendix G 

Land Use Category (ITE Category) Unit 
AM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit PM Peak Hour Trip Rate/Unit 

Total In % Out % Total In % Out % 
Apartment (220) DU 0.46 23 77 0.56 63 37 
Shopping Center (820) ksf 2.80 62 38 6.63 48 52 
Office (710) ksf 4.06 86 14 1.29 16 84 

Project NameComponent Quantity 
AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

Total In Out Total In Out 
Multifamily Residential 171172 79 18 61 9596 6061 35 

To Shopping Center  0 0 0 -36 -18 -18 
To Office  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Market Place 104.4 293 181 111 692 332 360 
To Residential  0 0 0 -36 -18 -18 
To Office  -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 0 

General Office 8.5 34 30 5 11 2 9 



To Shopping Center  -2 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 
To Residential  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Project Trips  402 227 175 724 357 367 
Shopping Center Pass-by (15% for 
AM, 30% for PM reduction) 

 -44 -27 -17 -197 -94 -103 

Net New Project Trips  358 200 158 5287 2643 264 
Notes: Institute of Transportation Engineers; DU = dwelling unit; ksf = thousand square feet. 
Source: Appendix G 



Impact Analysis 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A 
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Alternative B 
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Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant 

Mitigation measures: 8a and 8b 8a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A 
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Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A  

Alternative B  



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Significant Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 8a through 8g Mitigation Measures 8a, 8b, 8e, and 8h 
Significance after mitigation: Significant and unavoidable Less than significant 

Alternative A  
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Transportation Concept Report for 
State Route 49

Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies. 

Transportation Concept Report for State Route 20

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley City Council Agenda Action Sheet for Council 
Meeting Date October 11, 2016.

Trip Generation Manual. 

Trip Generation Handbook.



Western Nevada County Transit Development Plan 
Update

Nevada County Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan

Nevada County Bicycle Master Plan Update
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Fundamentals of Acoustics 





Exterior Noise Distance Attenuation 

Structural Noise Attenuation 



Building Type Open Windows Closed Windows 
Residences 17 25 
Schools 17 25 
Churches 20 30 
Hospitals/Offices/Hotels 17 25 
Theaters 17 25 

Source: TRB 2013 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dB) Common Indoor Activities 
— 110 Rock band 
Jet fly over at 300 meters (1,000 feet) 100 — 
Gas lawn mower at 1 meter (3 feet) 90 — 
Diesel truck at 15 meters (50 feet), at 80 
kilometers per hour (50 miles per hour) 

80 Food blender at 1 meter (3 feet); garbage disposal at 1 
meter (3 feet) 

Noisy urban area, daytime; gas lawn 
mower at 30 meters (100 feet) 

70 Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters (10 feet) 



Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dB) Common Indoor Activities 
Commercial area; heavy traffic at 90 
meters (300 feet) 

60 Normal speech at 1 meter (3 feet) 

Quite urban, daytime 50 Large business office; dishwasher next room 
Quite urban, nighttime 40 Theater; large conference room (background) 
Quite suburban, nighttime 30 Library 
Quite rural, nighttime 20 Bedroom at night; concert hall (background) 
— 10 Broadcast/recording studio 
Lowest threshold of human hearing 0 Lowest threshold of human hearing 

Source: Caltrans 2013 



Existing General Ambient Noise Environment 

Location 
Distance to  

Roadway Edge 
Observed  

Noise Sources Leq1 Cars MT HT2 MC1 
ST1: Spring Hill Drive 10 feet Traffic, Aircraft  27 1 0 0 
ST2: Dorsey Drive 9 feet Traffic,  111 0 0 1 
ST3: State Route 20/49 80 feet Traffic  453 3 9 2 

Notes: 
1 Equivalent Continuous Sound Level (Time-Average Sound Level)  
2 Medium Trucks  
3 Heavy Trucks  
4 Motorcycles 
* Environmental Weather Conditions: Temperature:  68°F, partly cloudy, 3 miles-per-hour light/gusty northeast wind 

Site/ 
Instrument # Location Description 

(dBA) 
CNEL Ldn 

LT1 Northeast of Site at adjacent residences 51 51 
LT2 South of Site near Industrial Area 55 55 

 



ID Existing  Existing + Project 2035 2035  + Project 
Dorsey Drive over SR 20/49 1040 1289 1470 1689 
Dorsey Drive north of project site 542 947 1108 1467 
Dorsey Drive from Springhill Garden 
Apartments to Sutton Way 

528 558 1093 1149 

SR 20/49* 2935041,000 2935042,000 2935056,000 2935057,000 
Source: Appendix G 
* Source: Caltrans 2016  

Receiver Name 

Existing 
CNEL 
(dBA) 

M4_Existing Multifamily East of Site 52 
M5_Existing Single Family Near Highway 49 69 
M6_Existing Single Family on Mulberry 53 

Source: Appendix H 



Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Standards  

Federal Transit Administration and Federal Railroad Administration Standards  

Federal Interagency Committee on Noise  



Ambient Noise Level Without Project Significant Impact Occurs if the Project Increases Ambient Noise Levels by: 
<60 dBA + 5 dB or more 

<60–65 dBA + 3 dB or more 
>65 dBA + 1.5 dB or more 

Source: FICON 1992 

California Noise Control Act of 1973 

California Noise Insulation Standards (CCR Title 24) 



City of Grass Valley Municipal Code 

Decibels Time Zone 
45 dBA 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Residential 
55 dBA 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Residential 
65 dBA Anytime Commercial 
70 dBA Anytime All other zones 

Source: City of Grass Valley 2013 

City of Grass Valley General Plan  



Noise Level Descriptor Daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) Nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 
Hourly Leq dB 55 50 

Maximum level dB 75 65 
Note: Each of the noise levels specified above shall be lowered by five dB for simple tone noises, noises consisting of primarily speech or music, 
or for recurring impulsive noises (e.g., humming sounds, outdoor speakers systems, shooting ranges). These noise level standards do not apply 
to residential units established in conjunction with industrial or commercial uses (e.g., caretaker dwellings). 
Source: City of Grass Valley, 1999 

 

Land Use 
Ldn/CNEL, dB, at Outdoor 

Activity Areas 
Interior Spaces 

Ldn/CNEL dB Leq dB1 
Residential 602 45 -- 
Transient Lodging 603 45 -- 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 602 45 -- 
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls -- -- 35 
Churches, Meeting Halls 602 -- 40 
Office Buildings -- -- 45 



 

Land Use 
Ldn/CNEL, dB, at Outdoor 

Activity Areas 
Interior Spaces 

Ldn/CNEL dB Leq dB1 
Schools, Libraries, Museums  -- -- 45 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 -- -- 

Notes:  
1. As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use. 
2. Where it is not possible to reduce noise in outdoor activity areas to 60 dB Ldn/CNEL using a practical application of the best-available noise 

reduction measures, an exterior noise level of up to 65 dB Ldn/CNEL may be allowed provided that available exterior noise level reduction 
measures have been implemented and interior noise levels are in compliance with this table.  

3. In the case of hotel/motel facilities or other transient lodging, there may be no designated outdoor activity areas (e.g., pool areas). In such 
cases, only the interior noise level criterion will apply.  

Source: City of Grass Valley, 1999 





Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 9b Mitigation Measures 9a and 9b 
Significance after mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Modeled Receptor Future (dBA) 
M1_Proposed Multifamily Residential Adjacent to Spring Hill Drive 61 
M2_Existing Multifamily Residential 55 
M3_Proposed Multifamily Residential 56 
M7_Proposed Multifamily Residential East of Spring Hill Drive  56 
M8_Proposed Office/Multifamily Residential west of Spring Hill Drive (Alternative B Only) 61 

Source:  Appendix H 

Mitigation Measure 9a



Mitigation Measure 9a



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Equipment 
PPV at 25 Feet 

(Inches Per Second) 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 
Drill Rig / Auger 0.089 
Jackhammer 0.035 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 

Source: Federal Transit Authority 2006 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially Significant  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure  9c Mitigation Measure 9c 
Significance after mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant  

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Modeled Receptor 
Existing 

(dBA) 

Existing 
with 

Project 
(dBA) 

Difference 
(dBA) 

Future 
(dBA) 

Future 
with 

Project 
(dBA) 

Difference 
(dBA) 

M4_MultifamilyResidentialToEast 52 52 <1 52 53 <1 
M5_SingleFamNorthNextToHighway 69 69 <1 69 69 0 
M6_SingleFamMulberry 53 53 <1 54 54 <1 

Source: Appendix H 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially Significant  Potentially Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 9d Mitigation Measure 9d 
Significance after mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Equipment Description Impact Device? 
Acoustical Use Factor 

(%) 
Measured Lmax @50ft 

(dBA, slow) 
Auger Drill Rig No 20 84 
Backhoe No 40 78 
Compactor (ground) No 20 83 
Compressor (air) No 40 78 
Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 79 
Concrete Pump Truck No 20 81 
Crane No 16 81 
Dozer No 40 82 
Dump Truck No 40 76 
Excavator No 40 81 
Flat Bed Truck No 40 74 
Front End Loader No 40 79 
Generator No 50 81 
Man Lift No 20 75 
Paver No 50 77 
Pickup Truck No 40 75 
Pneumatic Tools No 50 85 
Roller No 20 80 
Warning Horn No 5 83 

Source: DOT 2006.  



Construction Phase Equipment # of Devices 
Laying Rock Base - General Dozer 3 

Tractor 2 
Loader 1 
Backhoe 1 

Site Preparation Tractor 2 
Backhoe 1 
Front End Loader 1 
Dozer 3 

Grading Excavator 2 
Dozer 1 
Scrapper 2 
Front End Loader 1 
Tractor 1 
Grader 1 
Trencher 1 

Building Construction Generator 1 
Crane 1 
Man Lift 3 
Tractor 1 
Front End Loader 1 
Backhoe 1 
Welder / Torch 1 

Paving Paver 2 
Roller 2 
All Other Equipment > 5 HP 2 

Architectural Coating Compressor (air) 1 
 



Construction Phase 
Leq (dBA) 

Nearest Receiver 30' Typical Receiver 100' 
Laying Rock Base 89 79 
Site Preparation 89 79 
Grading/Utilities 92 82 
Paving 83 74 
Building Construction 91 82 
Architectural Coating 78 68 

Notes:  Leq = equivalent continuous sound level; dBA = A-weighted decibels;  
Source: Appendix H 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less Than Significant Less Than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





Fundamentals and Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise. 

Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol



City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Transit Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment. 

Evaluating Pavement Strategies and Barriers for 
Noise Mitigation. 
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report



 



 



.



 

 



Concentration or Exceedances 
Ambient Air  

Quality Standard 2015 2016 2017 
Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.09 ppm (state) 0.101 0.101 0.108 
Number of days exceeding state standard (days) 4 6 13 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.070 ppm (state) 0.093 0.097 0.099 
0.070 ppm (federal) 0.092 0.097 0.099 

Number of days exceeding state standard (days) 30 46 85 
Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) 26 39 78 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration ( g/m3) 35 g/m3 (federal) 11.5 11.7 68.1 

Number of days exceeding federal standard (days) a 0 (0) 0 (0) 3.0 (1) 
12 g/m3 (state) 130.0 19.5 75.4 



Concentration or Exceedances 
Ambient Air  

Quality Standard 2015 2016 2017 
Annual concentration ( g/m3) 12.0 g/m3 (federal) 4.5 4.6 4.9 

Sources: CARB 2018. 
Notes: g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million. 
Data taken from California Air Resources Board (CARB) iADAM (http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam) represent the highest concentrations experienced 
over a given year.  
Daily exceedances for particulate matter are estimated days because PM2.5 is not monitored daily. There is no federal standard for 1-hour O3, 
nor is there a state 24-hour standard for PM2.5. 
Grass Valley – Litton Building Monitoring Station is located at 200 Litton Drive, Suite 230, Grass Valley, California, 95945. 
a Measurements of PM2.5 are usually collected every 1 to 3 days. Number of days exceeding the standards is a mathematical estimate of the 

number of days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had each day been monitored. The numbers in 
parentheses are the measured number of samples that exceeded the standard. 

Clean Air Act 



Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface 
Mining Operations

California Ambient Air Quality Standards  



Pollutant Averaging Time 
California Standardsa National Standardsb 

Concentration  Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 
O3 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 g/m3) — Same as Primary 

Standardf 8 hours 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 g/m3)f 
NO2g 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 g/m3) 0.100 ppm (188 g/m3) Same as Primary 

Standard Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.030 ppm (57 g/m3) 0.053 ppm (100 g/m3) 

CO 1 hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) None 
8 hours 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

SO2h 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 g/m3) 0.075 ppm (196 g/m3) — 
3 hours — — 0.5 ppm (1,300 

g/m3) 
24 hours 0.04 ppm (105 g/m3) 0.14 ppm (for certain 

areas)g 
— 

Annual — 0.030 ppm (for certain 
areas)g 

— 

PM10i 24 hours 50 g/m3 150 g/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard Annual Arithmetic 

Mean 
20 g/m3 — 

PM2.5i 24 hours — 35 g/m3 Same as Primary 
Standard 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

12 g/m3 12.0 g/m3 15.0 g/m3 

Leadj,k 30-day Average 1.5 g/m3 — — 
Calendar Quarter — 1.5 g/m3 (for certain 

areas)k 
Same as Primary 
Standard 

Rolling 3-Month 
Average 

— 0.15 g/m3 



Pollutant Averaging Time 
California Standardsa National Standardsb 

Concentration  Primaryc,d Secondaryc,e 
Hydrogen 
sulfide 

1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 g/m3) — — 

Vinyl 
chloridej 

24 hours 0.01 ppm (26 g/m3) — — 

Sulfates 24 hours 25 g/m3 — — 
Visibility 
reducing 
particles 

8 hour (10:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m. PST) 

Insufficient amount to 
produce an extinction 
coefficient of 0.23 per 
kilometer due to the number 
of particles when the relative 
humidity is less than 70% 

— — 

Source: CARB 2016. 
Notes: g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; CO = carbon monoxide; mg/m3= milligrams per cubic meter; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; O3 = ozone; 
PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter 
less than or equal to 2.5 microns; ppm = parts per million by volume; SO2 = sulfur dioxide. 
a California standards for O3, CO, SO2 (1-hour and 24-hour), NO2, suspended particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5), and visibility-reducing 

particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. CAAQS are listed in the Table of 
Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

b National standards (other than O3, NO2, SO2, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic mean) are not 
to be exceeded more than once per year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each 
site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected 
number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration greater 150 g/m3 is equal to or less than 1. For PM2.5, the 24-
hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.  

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference temperature 
of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a 
reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas. 

d National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 
e National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 

effects of a pollutant. 
f On October 1, 2015, the EPA Administrator signed the notice for the final rule to revise the primary and secondary NAAQS for O3. 

The EPA is revising the levels of both standards from 0.075 ppm to 0.070 ppm and retaining their indicators (O3), forms (fourth-highest 
daily maximum, averaged across 3 consecutive years) and averaging times (8 hours). The EPA is in the process of submitting the 
rule for publication in the Federal Register. The final rule will be effective 60 days after the date of publication in the Federal Register. 
The lowered national 8-hour standards are reflected in the table. 

g To attain the national 1-hour standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at 
each site must not exceed 100 parts per billion (ppb). Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of ppb. California standards are in 
units of ppm. To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards, the units can be converted from ppb to ppm. In 
this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm. 

h On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To 
attain the national 1-hour standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each 
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until 1 year after an area is designated 
for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment of the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until 
implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved. 

i On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 g/m3 to 12.0 g/m3. The existing national 24-
hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 g/m3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 g/m3. The existing 
24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 g/m3 were also retained. The form of the annual primary and secondary 
standards is the annual mean averaged over 3 years. 

j CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as TACs with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects determined. These 
actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

k The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 g/m3 as 
a quarterly average) remains in effect until 1 year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated 



nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 
standard are approved.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective

Sierra Club v County of Fresno 

Sierra Club v. County of Fresno



Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District  

Grass Valley General Plan 







Threshold Level 
ROG NOx PM10 

Pounds per Day 
Level A Thresholds <24 <24 <79
Level B Thresholds 24–136 24–136 79–136 
Level C Thresholds >136 >136 >136 

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gas; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns. 
Source: NSAQMD 2016. 

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 



Reasonably Available Control Technology 
(RACT) State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Western Nevada County 8-Hour Ozone Non-
Attainment Area

Alternative A 

Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 10a and 10b Mitigation Measures 10a and 10b 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 



Phase Type Start Date End Date 
Number of 
Days/Week Total Days 

Site Preparation 07/01/2019 2019/07/12 5 10 
Grading/Utilities 07/13/2019 2019/12/20 5 115 
Laying Rock Base 12/21/2019 2020/01/17 5 20 
Paving 01/18/2020 2020/01/31 5 10 
Building Construction (Non-Residential) 02/01/2020 2020/08/04 5 132 
Architectural Coating (Non-Residential) 06/01/2020 2020/08/04 5 47 
Building Construction (Residential) 08/05/2020 2021/02/04 5 132 
Architectural Coating (Residential) 12/01/2020 2021/02/04 5 48 

Source: Appendix I. 

Construction 
Phase 

Average Daily 
Worker One-

Way Trips 

Average Daily 
Vendor One-

Way Trips 
Total Haul Truck 
One-Way Trips Equipment Quantity 

Site Preparation 18 0 0 Rubber-Tired Dozers 3 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 

Grading/Utilities 24 0 300 Excavators 2 
Graders 1 
Rubber-Tired Dozers 1 
Scrapers 2 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 
Trenchers 1 

Laying Rock 
Base 

18 0 0 Rubber-Tired Dozers 3 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 



Construction 
Phase 

Average Daily 
Worker One-

Way Trips 

Average Daily 
Vendor One-

Way Trips 
Total Haul Truck 
One-Way Trips Equipment Quantity 

Paving 16 0 0 Pavers 2 
Paving Equipment 2 
Rollers 2 

Building 
construction 
(Non-Residential) 

216 92 0 Cranes 1 
Forklifts 3 
Generator Sets 1 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 
Welders 1 

Architectural 
coating (Non-
Residential) 

44 0 0 Air Compressors 1 

Building 
construction 
(Residential) 

66 0 0 Cranes 1 
Forklifts 3 
Generator Sets 1 
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 
Welders 1 

Architectural 
coating 
(Residential) 

14 0 0 Air Compressors 1 

Source: Appendix I 



Year 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10a PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 
2019 5.4 59.5 37.9 <0.1 10.8 6.7 
2020 56.6 42.6 38.6 <0.1 10.6 6.6 
2021 37.8 20.6 23.3 <0.1 2.1 1.3 

Maximum Daily Emissions  56.6 59.5 38.6 <0.1 10.8 6.7 
NSAQMD Significance Threshold Levelb Level B Level B NA NA Level A NA 

Significant (Yes/No or Potentially)?c Potentially Potentially No No Potentially No 
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns; NSAQMD = Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District. 
a A control efficiency of 55% was included when calculating the emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 to account for the fugitive dust and particulate 

matter emission controls in Rule 226. 
b The NSAQMD Threshold Levels are shown in Table 2. 
c Significance is based on Table 2 thresholds. For Level A or B criteria, they are considered potentially significant. If the emissions exceed 

the Level C threshold, they are considered significant. 
Source: Appendix I 

Area Sources 



Energy Sources 



Vehicle Traffic 

Source 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 
Area Sources 9.4 1.4 8.1 <0.1 0.2 0.2 
Energy 0.1 0.6 0.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 
Motor Vehicles 23.4 103.0 185.7 0.4 24.7 6.9 

Total Emissions 32.9 105.0 194.2 0.4 24.9 7.1 
NSAQMD Significance Threshold Level1 Level B Level B NA NA Level A NA 

Significant (Yes/No or Potentially)?2 Potentially Potentially No No Potentially No 
Source: Appendix I.  
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns; NSAQMD = Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District. 
1 The NSAQMD Threshold Levels are shown in Table 10-2. 
2 Significance is based on Table 10-2 thresholds. For Level A or B criteria, they are considered potentially significant. If the emissions exceed 

the Level C threshold, they are considered significant. 
These estimates reflect implementation of Rule 218, which limits the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural 
coatings to 100 g/L.  





Alternative B 



Year 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10a PM2.5a 

Pounds per Day 
2019 5.4 59.5 37.9 <0.1 10.8 6.7 
2020 70.6 42.6 38.2 <0.1 10.6 6.6 
2021 70.3 20.6 23.3 <0.1 2.1 1.3 

Maximum Daily Emissions  70.6 59.5 38.2 <0.1 10.8 6.7 
NSAQMD Significance Threshold Levelb Level B Level B NA NA Level A NA 

Significant (Yes/No or Potentially)?c Potentially Potentially No No Potentially No 
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns; NSAQMD = Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District. 
a A control efficiency of 55% was included when calculating the emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 to account for the fugitive dust and particulate 

matter emission controls in Rule 226. 
b The NSAQMD Threshold Levels are shown in Table 2. 
c Significance is based on Table 2 thresholds. For Level A or B criteria, they are considered potentially significant. If the emissions exceed 

the Level C threshold, they are considered significant. 
Source: Appendix I 



Sources 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 
Area Sources 10.7 2.7 15.3 <0.1 0.3 0.3 
Energy 0.1 0.7 0.4 <0.1 0.1 0.1 
Motor Vehicles 25.0 111.0 201.1 0.4 27.4 7.6 

Total Emissions 35.8 1114.4 216.8 0.4 27.8 8.0 
NSAQMD Significance Threshold Level1 Level B Level B NA NA Level A NA 

Significant (Yes/No or Potentially)?2 Potentially Potentially No No Potentially No 
Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter with an 
aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 
2.5 microns; NSAQMD = Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District. 

1 The NSAQMD Threshold Levels are shown in Table 10-2. 
2 Significance is based on Table 10-2 thresholds. For Level A or B criteria, they are considered potentially significant. If the emissions 

exceed the Level C threshold, they are considered significant. 
These estimates reflect implementation of Rule 218, which limits the volatile organic compound (VOC) content of architectural 
coatings to 100 g/L.  

Source: Appendix I  

 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Asbestos 
Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations

Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Surfacing 
Applications

Transportation Project-Level Carbon 
Monoxide Protocol



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 







Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol

California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) User’s Guide Version 2016.3.2

Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A 
Community Health Perspective

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact 
Report.

2014–2019 Housing Element

Report E-1: Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, 
and the State January 1, 2017 and 2018

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report

Guidelines for Assessing 
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts of Land Use Projects

Sierra Club v. County of Fresno



City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report



Greenhouse Gases 







Global Warming Potential 

.



.

Source Category Annual GHG Emissions (MMT CO2e)  Percent of Totala 
Transportation  169.38 39% 
Industrial usesb 89.61 21% 
Electricity generationc 68.58 16% 
Residential and commercial uses 39.36 9% 
Agriculture 33.84 8% 
High GWP substances 19.78 5% 
Recycling and waste 8.81 2% 

Totals 429.40 100% 
Source: CARB 2018. 
Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; MMT CO2e = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; GWP = global warming potential. 
Emissions reflect 2016 California GHG inventory. 
a Percentage of total has been rounded and total may not sum due to rounding. 
b The Aliso Canyon natural gas leak event released 1.96 MMT CO2e of unanticipated emissions in 2015 and 0.53 MMT CO2e in 2016. These 

leak emissions will be fully mitigated according to legal settlement and are tracked separately from routine inventory emissions. 
c Includes emissions associated with imported electricity, which account for 26.28 MMT CO2e. 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Synthesis Report





Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk







Massachusetts v. EPA



  

 

 



 

 



State Climate Change Targets  

 



 

 



 



 

 
 



Building Energy 
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Renewable Energy and Energy Procurement  

 

 



Mobile Sources 
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Solid Waste 

 

Water 



Other State Regulations and Goals 



 

 
 

2015 State of the State Address.

Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District  



City of Grass Valley General Plan



City of Grass Valley Energy Action Plan





  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation measure 11a Mitigation measure 11a 
Significance after mitigation: Significant and unavoidable Significant and unavoidable 

Alternative A 

Year 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 
2019 396.0 0.1 0.0 398.9 
2020 368.8 0.1 0.0 701.3 
2021 46.1 <0.1 0.0 46.3 

Total 810.9 0.2 0.0 1,146.5 



Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.  
Source:  Appendix I 



 

 

Emission Source 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 
Area  64.9 <0.1 <0.1 65.3 
Energy (natural gas and electricity)  804.0 <0.1 <0.1 808.1 
Reduction from meeting 2019 Title 24 
Standards 

(275.5) (<0.1) (<0.1) (276.9) 

Mobile  5,410.4 0.4 0.0 5,420.7 
Reduction from EV charging — — — (203.7) 
Solid waste 11.8 0.7 0.0 29.2 
Water supply and wastewater  31.4 0.5 <0.1 47.7 
Construction (amortized over 30 years) — — — 38.2 

Total Project Emissions 6,409.25,928.6 
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrogen dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 
Project GHG emissions are based on the “mitigated” CalEEMod outputs which includes meeting the 2019 Title 24 standards, installation of EV 
charging for 1.5% of all parking spaces (per Mitigation Measure 11a), incorporation of water reduction consistent with CALGreen, and a 75% 
diversion of solid waste per Assembly Bill 341.  
Source:  Appendix I 



Alternative B 

Year 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 
2019 396.0 0.1 0.0 398.9 
2020 698.8 0.1 0.0 701.3 
2021 46.1 <0.1 0.0 46.3 



Total 1,140.9 0.2 0.0 1,146.5 
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.  
Source:  Appendix I. 

Emission Source 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Metric Tons per Year 
Area  123.3 <0.1 <0.1 124.1 
Energy (natural gas and electricity)  702.7 <0.1 <0.1 706.4 
Reduction from meeting 2019 Title 24 
Standards (275.9) (<0.1) (<0.1) (277.4) 

Mobile  5,993.2 0.4 0.0 6,004.4 
Reduction from EV charging — — — (210.6) 
Solid waste 11.8 0.7 0.0 29.2 
Water supply and wastewater  31.4 0.5 <0.1 47.7 
Construction (amortized over 30 
years) — — — 38.2 

Total Project Emissions 6,950.06,462.0 
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrogen dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent. 
Project GHG emissions are based on the “mitigated” CalEEMod outputs which includes meeting the 2019 Title 24 standards, installation of EV 
charging for 1.5% of all parking spaces, incorporation of water reduction consistent with CALGreen, and a 75% diversion of solid waste per 
Assembly Bill 341.  



Source: Appendix I 

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

2015–2035 
Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan 





 

 All residential buildings shall: 



All non-residential buildings shall: 





California Environmental 
Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.

Climate Change Scoping Plan: A Framework for 
Change

Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent Document

Facts About the Advanced Clean Cars Program

First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework 
Pursuant to AB 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006

The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update: The Proposed Strategy for 
Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target

California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000–2016 by Category as Defined in 
the 2008 Scoping Plan. 

Climate Action Team Report to Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the Legislature

Climate Action Team Biennial Report



Our Changing Climate 2012: Vulnerability & 
Adaptation to the Increasing Risks from Climate Change in California

2015 Integrated Energy Policy Report. 

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact 
Report

2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy: A 
Report to the Governor of the State of California in Response to Executive Order S-13-2008

Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk: An Update to the 2009 
California Climate Adaptation Strategy.

Safeguarding California: Implementation Action Plans

Draft Report Safeguarding California Plan: 2017 Update.



Carbon Pollution Standards for Cars and Light Trucks to Remain Unchanged 
Through 2025

Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990–2016.

Regulations and Standards: Heavy-Duty. EPA and DOT Finalize 
Greenhouse Gas and Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines 
and Vehicles

IPCC Second Assessment Synthesis 
of Scientific-Technical Information Relevant to Interpreting Article 2 of the U.N. 
Framework Convention on Climate Change

Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science 
Basis



Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis Contribution of Working Group 
I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report

2015–2035 Nevada County 
Regional Transportation Plan

Technical Advisory – 
CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review.

Final US Emissions Estimates for 2018.  

Justification for 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds of Significance



City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

City of Grass Valley General Plan Mineral Management Element 

Grass Valley General Plan Update Background Report

Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Report for Former Spring Hill Mine Property
APNs 35-260-62, 63 and 64 Grass Valley, California

Regional Setting 



Project Site Conditions 

Regional Setting 

Project Site Conditions 



Regional Setting 

Project Site Conditions 



Regional Setting 

Project Site Conditions 



Regional Setting 

Project Site Conditions 

Landslides



Erosion 

Seiche

Subsidence

Naturally-occurring Asbestos 



Surface rupture 

Groundshaking 





Building Codes and Standards 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 



Other State Regulations 

Grass Valley General Plan 



City of Grass Valley Grading Ordinance  



o

o
o

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B  



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B  



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially Significant Potentially Significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 12a Mitigation Measure 12a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B  



2013 California Building Code



City of Grass Valley General Plan Mineral Management Element

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

2015 International Building Code

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Background Report
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City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report 



Regional Groundwater 

Regional Surface Hydrology 



Project Site Surface Hydrology 

Local Flooding 

Regional Surface Water Quality 

Clean Water Act 



NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits 



Federal Antidegradation Policy  

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 



Basin Planning  

Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Valley



State Nondegradation Antidegradation Policy 

City of Grass Valley Stormwater Management Program 



City of Grass Valley Grading Ordinance 

City of Grass Valley General Plan 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 









Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required  
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None None 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Water Quality 
Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Central Valley. 

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact 
Report

City of Grass Valley Stormwater Management Program Planning 
Document



Grass Valley General Plan Background Report. 



City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report 

Grass Valley Wastewater Master Plan (Stantec 2016)

Sewer Capacity Analysis 





Source 

Projected Water Supplies in Normal Years 
2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
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Watershed 
Runoff  

221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 221,500 

Carryover 
Storage 

129,400 201,985 129,400 201,985 129,400 201,985 129,400 201,985 129,400 201,985 

Contract 
Purchase 
(PG&E) 

8,000 54,361 8,000 54,361 8,000 54,361 8,000 54,361 8,000 54,361 

Recycled 
water 

1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 

Supply Total 360,800 479,746 360,800 479,746 360,800 479,746 360,800 479,746 360,800 479,746 
Demand 

Total 
178,919  187,960  196,076  203,080  209,521  

Difference 
(supply 

minus 
demand) 

181,881  172,840  164,724  157,720  151,279  

Source: Brown and Caldwell 2016  



Year Demand Multiple Dry, 1st Year  Multiple Dry 2nd Year Multiple Dry 3rd Year Multiple Dry 4th Year  
and Single Dry 

Supply Difference Supply Difference Supply Difference Supply Difference 
2020 178,918 

368,161 

189,242 

233,225 

54,306 

253,185 

74,266 

202,611 

23,692 
2025 187,960 180,201 45,265 65,225 14,651 
2030 196,076 172,085 37,149 57,109 6,535 
2035 203,080 165,081 30,145 50,105 -469 
2040 209,521 158,640 23,704 43,664 -6,910 

Source: Brown and Caldwell 2016  

. 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
Treated Water 50 50 50 50 50 
Raw Water 1,300 1,300 1,350 1,350 1,350 

Note: All amounts are in acre/feet/year. 
Source: Brown and Caldwell 2016 
 

Surface Water 



Groundwater 



Electricity and Natural Gas 

Schools 



Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 



Law Enforcement 

Library Services 

Solid Waste 



Parks and Recreation Facilities 

.



Federal Regulations 



State Regulations 

Local Regulations 



Federal Regulations 

State Regulations 



Local Regulations 



Federal Regulations 

State Regulations 

Local Regulations 

Federal Regulations 

State Regulations 



 

Local Regulations 

Federal Regulations 



State Regulations 



Local Regulations 



Federal Regulations 

State Regulations 

Local Regulations 



Federal Regulations 

State Regulations 





Local Regulations 

State Regulations 



Local Regulations 

Recreation Element 

Park Type 
Standard 

(acres/1,000) Recreation Facility 
Standard 

(per population) 
Urban Plaza None Baseball/Softball Fields 1 per 4,800 
Pocket Parks 0.25–0.5 Soccer Field 1 per 4,100 
Neighborhood Park 1–2 Football Field 1 per 15,000 
Community Park 5–8 Outdoor Basketball 1 per 5,600 
 Tennis Courts 1 per 2,400 

Volleyball 1 per 7,900 
Swimming Pools 21,100 

Source: City of Grass Valley 2001 



Water Supply 

Proposed Use a Demand Factor Proposed Project (acres) Total Demand (gpd/AFY) 
Alternative A 

Commercial  1,100 gpd/ac 21.04 23,144 gpd/25.94 AFY 
Multi-Family Residential 1,900 gpd/ac 5.7 10,830 gpd/12.14 AFY 

Total 38.08 AFY 
Alternative B 

Commercial 1,100 gpd/ac 13.7 15,070 gpd/16.89 AFY 
Multi-Family Residential 1,900 gpd/ac 12 22,800 gpd/25.56 AFY 
Office  1 1,100 gpd/1.23 AFY 

Total 43.68 AFY 
Notes: gpd = gallons per day; AFY = acre-feet per year; ac = acre. 
a  Stantec 2016b 

Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment 



Proposed Use SF/Units 
Generation Rate 
(gpd/ac or unit) 

Average Dry Weather 
Wastewater (gpd) 

Safety 
Factor = 2 

Peak Flow (gpd) 
(Peaking Factor = 4.8)1 

Alternative A 
Commercial 181,900  

(22.6 ac) 
850 19,210 38,420 184,416 

High Density 
Residential 

90 (4.15 ac) 135 12,150 24,300 116,640 

Total 31,360 gpd/0.031 mgd 62,720 gpd 301,056 gpd 
Alternative B 

Commercial 104,350  
(14.2 ac) 

850 12,108 24,216 116,237 

High Density 
Residential 

1721 units 135 23,220085 46,440170 221,616222,912 

Total 31,36035,328 
gpd/0.0351 mgd 

70,656386 
gpd 

323,343339,149 gpd 

Notes: SF = square feet; gpd = gallons per day; ac = acre; mgd = million gallons per day. 
Source: Appendix L 

Solid Waste 

 Proposed Project Waste Generated Total Waste 
Alternative A 

Commercial/Retail 178,960 sf 0.046 lb/square feet/day 8,232 lb/day 
Multifamily Residential 90 du 5.31 lb/du/day 477.9 lb/day 

Total 8,709.9 
Alternative B 

Commercial/Retail 104,350 sf 0.046 lb/sf/day 4,800 lb/day 
Office 8,500 sf 0.006 lb/sf/day 51 lb/day 
Multifamily Residential 1721 du 5.31 lb/du/day 909.72913.32 lb/day 

Total 5,764.320.72 lb/day 
Notes: sf = square feet; lb = pound; du = dwelling unit. 
Source: CalRecycle 2016 



Water Supply 

Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment 

Electricity and Natural Gas 



Schools, Libraries, and Recreation 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services  



Law Enforcement  

Solid Waste  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required  
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative



Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required  None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required  None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact  

Alternative A and Alternative B 
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Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A 



Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 
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Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
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Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A 

Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A



Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 
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Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 
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Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
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Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 
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Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report

Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Report for Former Spring Hill Mine Property 
APNs 35-260-62, 63, and 64 Grass Valley, California

Preliminary Endangerment Assessment for Former Spring Hill Mine Property APNs 35-
260-62, 63, and 64 Grass Valley, California

Removal Action Work Plan for Spring Hill Property APNs 35-260-62, 63, and 64 Grass 
Valley, California













Toxic Release Inventory 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)

Asbestos Regulations 

Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface 
Mining Operations



California Hazardous Waste Control Law 

California Code of Regulations Title 27 

California Health and Safety Code  





California Human Health Screening Levels 

Cortese List 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

 



Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

State Water Resources Control Board 

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan 



Local Hazard Mitigation Plan for Nevada County 2011-2016  

Nevada County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  





Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 15a Mitigation Measure 15a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 







Alternative B 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 15a Mitigation Measure 15a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A 



Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 15a Mitigation Measure 15a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 
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Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 
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Alternative B 

  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant 

Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 15a Mitigation Measure 15a 
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



  

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: No impact No impact 

Mitigation measures: None required None required 
Significance after mitigation: No impact  No impact 

Alternative A and Alternative B 





Sites Identified With Waste 
Constituents Above Hazardous Waste Levels Outside The Waste Management Unit. 

. CDOCAO List

Local Responsibility 
Area. 

Household Waste County 
Summary Data

Geotracker.

City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan

City of Grass Valley General Plan Update Environmental Impact 
Report

Hazardous Waste And 
Substances Site List. 



Nevada County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

Nevada County Public Works Recycling Facilities

Grass Valley General Plan Background Report. 

Envirofacts

CERCLIS

Toxic Resources Inventory.



Spring Hill Mine Site Plan
Dorsey Marketplace EIR

FIGURE 15-1SOURCE: Holdredge & Kull 2007
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Electricity 

Natural Gas 



California Environmental Quality Act 

Global Warming Solutions Act 

California Energy Commission 



Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Energy Efficiency Standards 

State of California Energy Plan 

Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act  



California’s Energy Storage Law 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 

Equipment Description Hours 
345 CAT Excavator  480 
320 CAT Excavator  480 
314 CAT Excavator  360 
308 CAT Excavator  360 
120 CAT Motor Grader  200 
140 CAT Motor Grader  200 
633 CAT Scrapers  720 
D10 CAT Dozers  600 
D8 CAT Dozers  600 
750 John Deere Dozer  420 



Equipment Description Hours 
815 CAT Compactors  600 
563 CAT Compactor -  600 
433 CAT Compactor  400 
950 CAT Loader  400 
938 CAT Loader  400 
924 CAT Loader  400 
430 CAT Backhoes  400 
210 John Deere Skip Loaders  400 
Kenworth Water Trucks 2000-4000 gal  680 
345 CAT Excavator  480 

Source: Appendix I. 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A 







Alternative B 



 



Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B 
Significance before mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Mitigation measures: None Required None Required 
Significance after mitigation: Less than Significant Less than Significant 

Alternative A and Alternative B 



Electricity Consumption by County

Annual Energy Outlook 2013 with Projections 
to 2040
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Colaptes 
auratus Junco hyemalis Psaltriparus 
minimus Procyon lotor

Arctostaphylos viscida Hesperocyparis macnabiana
Pinus 

ponderosa Populus fremonti

Alliance Vegetation Type Acres 

Arctostaphylos viscida shrubland California chaparral 11.76 
(NA) Developed 0.69 
(NA) Disturbed/Ruderal 5.22 
Populous fremontii Cottonwood forest 0.65 
Pinus ponderosa forest Mixed coniferous forest 6.62 
Callitropsis macnabiana forest McNabb Cypress Woodland 3.33 

Total 28.28 

Quercus berberidifolia  Q. durata Ceanothus cuneatus

Galium aparine



Heteromeles arbutifolia
Arbutus menzesii

Populus 
fremontii

Rubus armeniacus Baccharis pilularis





Calystegia stebbinsi
Monardella follettii Poa sierrae

Common Name Scientific Name Status (Federal/State/CNPS) 

Stebbins' morning-glory Calystegia stebbinsii FE/ CE/ 1B.1 

Dubious peaFollett’s monardella Lathyrus sulphureus var. 
argillaceusMonardella follettii None/ None/ 1B.23 

Sierra blue grass Poa sierrae None/ None/ 1B.3 

Stebbins’ Morning-glory 

Calystegia stebbinsii

Adenostoma fasciculatum
Arctostaphylos Pinus sabiniana

Dubious PeaFollett’s Monardella 



Lathyrus sulphureus
argillaceus

Lathyrus latifolius
Lathyrus 

Sierra Blue Grass 

Poa sierrae

Poa

Rana draytonii Rana 
boylii Actinemys marmorata Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus Vulpes vulpes necator



Pekania pennant Desmocerus californicus 
dimpophus

Phrynosoma blainvillii Accipiter gentilis

Common Name Scientific Name Status (Federal/State) 

Birds 

Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis (nesting) None/ SSC 

Reptiles 

Blainville's horned lizard Phrynosoma blainvillii None/ SSC 

Northern Goshawk 

Blainville’s Horned Lizard 





Feature ID Cowardin Code Potential Jurisdiction Acres Linear Feet 
Drainages 

Cement-lined drainage None None 0.05 750.00 
Ephemeral Drainage – 01   None 0.016 350.50 
Intermittent Drainage – 01   ACOE/RWQCB 0.011 118.00 

Total 0.077 1,218.50 
Wetlands 

Seasonal Wetland – 01   ACOE/RWQCB 0.065 N/A 
Total 0.065 N/A 

Drainages 
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APPENDIX A 
Representative Photos 







APPENDIX B 
Plant Species Observed 







APPENDIX C 
Special-status Species Potential to Occur 










