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The� Nevada� County�Transportation�Commission� (NCTC),�as� the� Regional� Transportation� Planning�
Agency�(RTPA)�for�Nevada�County,�has�updated�the�Nevada�County�Regional�Transportation�Plan�
(RTP)�in�accordance�with�federal�and�state�law.�NCTC�has�prepared�a�Draft�Supplemental�EIR�(Draft�
EIR)� for� the� 2010� RTP.� The� Draft� EIR� focuses� on� the� environmental� effects� from� air� quality,�
greenhouse�gas�emissions,�and�transportation.��

�
� ��	�����
��	����

The� proposed� project� is� the� adoption� and� implementation� of� the� 2010� Regional� Transportation�
Plan�(2010�RTP�or�proposed�project)�for�Nevada�County.�The�2010�RTP�embodies�three�elements:�
Policy�Element,�Action�Element,�and�Financial�Element.�The�2010�RTP� is�a�program�level�regional�
planning� document� that� addresses� long�term� goals� and� objectives� for� all� transportation� modes�
(highways,� local� roads,� bridges,� transit,� bicycle,� aviation,� and� rail).� Refer� to� Chapter� 2.0� Project�
Description� of� the� Draft� EIR� for� a� complete� description� of� the� 2010� RTP.� The� full� 2010� RTP� is�
available�for�review�at�the�NCTC�website�(www.nctc.ca.gov).�

��	�
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The�CEQA�Guidelines�require�an�EIR�to�describe�a�reasonable�range�of�alternatives�to�the�project�or�
to� the� location�of� the�project�which� would� reduce�or�avoid� significant� impacts,�and�which�could�
feasibly�accomplish�the�basic�objectives�of�the�proposed�project.�The�alternatives�analyzed�in�this�
EIR�include�the�following�four�alternatives�which�includes�the�proposed�project:�

� No�Project�Alternative�
� Financially�Constrained�Alternative�(Proposed�Project)�
� Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�
� Transit�Enhanced�Alternative�

Alternatives�are�described�in�detail�in�the�Draft�EIR�including�a�comparison�of�the�alternatives�using�
a� qualitative� matrix� that� quantifies� the� impacts� of� each� alternative� relative� to� the� other�
alternatives.�The�Financially�Unconstrained�and�Transit�Enhanced�Alternatives�tied�for�the�lowest�
overall�impact.�The�Financially�Constrained�Alternative�ranks�third,�and�the�No�Project�Alternative�
ranks�last.�

The� feasibility� of� the� environmentally� superior� alternative(s)� is/are� based� on� the� funding�
availability�over�the�planning�horizon.�At� this� time� funding� is�programmed�for�a�portion�of� these�
alternatives� (constrained� project� list),� while� funding� is� not� programmed� for� the� unconstrained�
project� list,�or�enhancement�of� transit.�The�NCTC�will�need�to�consider�the�costs�and�benefits�of�
additional�regional�roadway�projects�from�the�unconstrained�list�of�projects�vs.�the�enhancement�
of�transit�service�for�the�region�as�additional�funds�become�available�in�the�future.�
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The�Draft�EIR�addressed�environmental� impacts�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�that�are�known�to�
NCTC,�were�raised�during�the�Notice�of�Preparation�(NOP)�process,�or�raised�during�preparation�of�
the� Draft� EIR.� The� Draft� EIR� discussed� potentially� significant� impacts� associated� with� air� quality,�
greenhouse�gas�emissions�and�climate�change,�and�transportation/circulation.��

NOP�Comments�
During�the�NOP�process,�the�NCTC�received�the�following�comments:��

California�Department�of� Transportation,�Division�of�Aeronautics� (CTDA).�The� CTDA� noted� that�
the� regional� transportation� planning� process� should� address� regional� aviation� issues� and� needs.�
The� CTDA� noted� that� within� Nevada� County� there� are� two� public� use� airports:� Nevada� County�
Airport� and� Truckee�Tahoe� Airport.� The� CTDA� also� noted� that� the� protection� of� airports� from�
incompatible�land�use�encroachment�is�vital�to�the�safety�of�airport�operations�and�the�well�being�
of�the�communities�around�airports�and�that�coordinating�the�RTP�with�Airport�staff,�Airport�Land�
Use� Commissions� (ALUC)� and� airport� land� use� compatibility� plans� should� help� to� relieve� future�
conflicts� between� an� airport� and� its� neighbors.� The� comment� letter� acknowledged� the� role� that�
aviation� plays� in� California’s� transportation� system,� the� economic� benefits,� job� opportunities,�
public�health�and�safety,�tourism,�and�recreation.�

Lahontan� Regional�Water� Quality� Control� Board� (RWQCB).� The� RWQCB� describes� their� role� in�
protecting�water�quality�in�the�eastern�portion�of�Nevada�County,�east�of�the�Sierra�crest.��

Native�American�Heritage�Commission�(NAHC).�NAHC�identified�steps�to�determine�the�potential�
for� the� project� to� impact� an� archaeological� resource,� including� contacting� the� appropriate�
information�center,�information�that�should�be�included�in�a�final�professional�report,�appropriate�
Native�American�contacts,�and�measures� to�mitigate�potential� impacts� in� the�event�an�unknown�
resource�is�discovered�during�project�implementation.��

Draft�EIR�Comments�
During� the�Draft�EIR� review�process,�NCTC�received� five� (5)�comment� letters� from�the� following:�
Nevada� County� Planning� Department,� City� of� Grass� Valley� Engineering� Division,� Regional� Water�
Quality� Control� Board,� California� Department� of� Transportation,� and� Cassandra� Pitts� (Nevada�
County�resident).�Additionally,�prior�to�the�public�review�period,�NCTC�received�one�(1)�comment�
from�the�following:�Cassandra�Pitts�(Nevada�County�resident).��

Acting� as� lead� agency,� the� NCTC� has� prepared� a� response� to� the� Draft� EIR� comments.� The�
responses�to�the�comments�are�provided� in�this�Final�EIR� in�Section�2.0,�Comments�on�Draft�EIR�
and� Responses,� and� all� changes� to� the� text� of� the� EIR� is� summarized� in� Section� 3.0,� Errata.�
Responses�to�comments�received�during�the�comment�period�do�not� involve�any�new�significant�
impacts�or�“significant�new�information”�that�would�require�recirculation�of�the�Draft�EIR�pursuant�
to�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15088.5.�
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The� Nevada� County� Transportation� Commission� (NCTC)� is� the� Regional� Transportation� Planning�
Agency�(RTPA)�for�Nevada�County,�which�includes�the�Cities�of�Grass�Valley�and�Nevada�City,�the�
Town�of�Truckee,�and�the�County�of�Nevada.�As�the�RTPA,�California�State�law�requires�the�NCTC�
to� prepare,� adopt,� and� submit� an� updated� Regional� Transportation� Plan� (RTP)� to� the� California�
Transportation�Commission�(CTC)�and�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�every�
five�years.��

The� purpose� of� the� RTP� is� to� document� the� short�term� (2010�2020)� and� long�term� (2020�2030)�
regional� transportation� needs� covering� the� RTP� horizon� and� set� forth� an� effective,� cost�feasible�
action� plan� to� meet� these� needs.� The� RTP� documents� the� policy� direction,� actions,� and� funding�
strategies� designed� to� maintain� and� improve� the� regional� transportation� system.� The� RTP�
promotes� a� continuous,� comprehensive,� and� cooperative� transportation� planning� process� that�
facilitates� the� efficient� development� and� implementation� of� projects� while� maintaining� Nevada�
County’s�commitment�to�public�health�and�environmental�quality.�

The�NCTC�prepared�a�Program�EIR�in�1999�to�address�the�environmental�impacts�associated�with�
the� Nevada� County� RTP.� An� amendment� to� the� Program� EIR� was� prepared� in� 2001� and� 2005� to�
address�changes�that�NCTC�made�to�the�Nevada�County�RTP�at�that�time.�NCTC�has�prepared�this�
Supplemental�EIR�to�address�“new�information�of�substantial� importance�that�was�not�known�or�
could�not�have�been�known�at�the�time�the�previous�EIR�was�certified”�under�[CEQA�Guidelines�Sec�
15162(c)].�The�supplemental�level�analysis�focuses�on�the�environmental�effects�from�air�quality,�
greenhouse�gas�emissions,�and�transportation.��
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This�Final�Supplemental�Environmental�Impact�Report�(FEIR)�for�the�2010�RTP�has�been�prepared�
in� accordance� with� the� California� Environmental� Quality� Act� (CEQA)� and� State� CEQA� Guidelines.�
State�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15132�requires�that�an�FEIR�consist�of�the�following:��

� the�Draft�Supplemental�Environmental�Impact�Report�(Draft�EIR)�or�a�revision�of�the�draft;��
� 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� responses� of� the� lead� agency� to� significant� environmental� concerns� raised� in� the�

review�and�consultation�process;�and��
� any�other�information�added�by�the�lead�agency.��

In� accordance� with� State� CEQA� Guidelines� Section� 15132(a),� the� Draft� EIR� is� incorporated� by�
reference�into�this�Final�EIR.��

An� EIR� must� disclose� the� expected� environmental� impacts,� including� impacts� that� cannot� be�
avoided,�growth�inducing�effects,� impacts� found�not� to�be�significant,�and�significant�cumulative�
impacts,� as� well� as� identify� mitigation� measures� and� alternatives� to� the� proposed� project� that�
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could�reduce�or�avoid�its�adverse�environmental�impacts.�CEQA�requires�government�agencies�to�
consider�and,�where�feasible,�minimize�environmental�impacts�of�proposed�development,�and�an�
obligation�to�balance�a�variety�of�public�objectives,�including�economic,�environmental,�and�social�
factors.��

��
�������������

The�NCTC,�as� the� lead�agency,�has�prepared� this�FEIR� to�provide� the�public�and� responsible�and�
trustee�agencies�with�an�objective�analysis�of�the�potential�environmental�impacts�resulting�from�
adoption� of� the� proposed� 2010� RTP,� including� implementation� of� individual� RTP� projects.�
Responsible�and�trustee�agencies� that�may�use� the�Draft�EIR�are� identified� in�Chapter�1.0�of� the�
Draft�EIR.�

The�environmental�review�process�enables�interested�parties�to�evaluate�the�2010�RTP�in�terms�of�
its� environmental� consequences,� to� examine� and� recommend� methods� to� eliminate� or� reduce�
potential�adverse�impacts,�and�to�consider�a�reasonable�range�of�alternatives�to�the�project.�While�
CEQA� requires� that� consideration� be� given� to� avoiding� adverse� environmental� effects,� the� lead�
agency�must�balance�adverse�environmental�effects�against�other�public�objectives,�including�the�
economic�and�social�benefits�of�a�project,�in�determining�whether�a�project�should�be�approved.�

This�document�and�the�Draft�EIR,�as�amended�herein,�constitute�the�FEIR,�which�will�be�used�as�the�
primary� environmental� document� to� evaluate� all� subsequent� planning� and� permitting� actions�
associated�with�the�2010�RTP.�Subsequent�actions�that�may�be�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�are�
identified�in�Chapter�2.0,�Project�Description,�of�the�Draft�EIR.�

�;�� ����
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The�review�and�certification�process�for�the�EIR�has�involved,�or�will�involve,�the�following�general�
procedural�steps:�

��	�������
���
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The�NCTC�circulated�a�Notice�of�Preparation�(NOP)�of�an�EIR�for�the�proposed�project�on�June�25,�
2010� to� trustee� and� responsible� agencies,� the� State� Clearinghouse� (SCH#� 1999072038),� and� the�
public.�The�NOP�and�comments�are�presented�in�Appendix�A�of�the�Draft�EIR.��

��	������������7���	�������
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The�NCTC�published�a�public�Notice�of�Availability�(NOA)�for�the�Draft�EIR�on�May�17,�2011,�inviting�
comment�from�the�general�public,�agencies,�organizations,�and�other�interested�parties.�The�NOA�
was� filed� with� the� State� Clearinghouse� (SCH� #� 1999072038)� and� the� County� Clerk,� and� was�
published� in� a� regional� newspaper� pursuant� to� the� public� noticing� requirements� of� CEQA.� The�
Draft� EIR� was� available� for� public� review� from� May� 17� through� June� 30,� 2011.� The� Draft� EIR�
contains� a� description� of� the� project,� description� of� the� environmental� setting,� identification� of�
project�impacts,�and�mitigation�measures�for�impacts�found�to�be�significant,�as�well�as�an�analysis�
of� project� alternatives,� identification� of� significant� irreversible� environmental� changes,� growth�
inducing� impacts,�and�cumulative� impacts.�The�Draft�EIR� identifies� issues�determined�to�have�no�
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impact� or� a� less� than� significant� impact,� and� provides� detailed� analysis� of� potentially� significant�
and�significant�impacts.�Comments�received�in�response�to�the�NOP�were�considered�in�preparing�
the�analysis�in�the�Draft�EIR.��
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The�NCTC�received�five�(5)�comment�letters�during�the�Draft�EIR�public�review�period,�and�one�(1)�
comment�letter�prior�to�the�Draft�EIR�public�period.�No�additional�oral�or�written�comments�were�
received.�In�accordance�with�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15088,�this�Final�EIR�responds�to�the�written�
comments�received.�The�Final�EIR�also�contains�minor�edits�to�the�Draft�EIR,�which�are�included�in�
Section�3.0,�Errata.�This�document�and�the�Draft�EIR,�as�amended�herein,�constitute�the�Final�EIR.�
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The�NCTC�will�review�and�consider�the�Final�EIR.�If�the�NCTC�finds�that�the�Final�EIR�is�"adequate�
and�complete",�the�NCTC�may�certify�the�Final�EIR�in�accordance�with�CEQA.�The�rule�of�adequacy�
generally�holds�that�an�EIR�can�be�certified�if:�

1) The�EIR�shows�a�good�faith�effort�at�full�disclosure�of�environmental�information;�and��

2) The�EIR�provides�sufficient�analysis�to�allow�decisions�to�be�made�regarding�the�proposed�
project�in�contemplation�of�environmental�considerations.�

Upon�review�and�consideration�of�the�Final�EIR,�the�NCTC�may�take�action�to�approve,�revise,�or�
reject� the� project.� A� decision� to� approve� the� 2010� RTP,� for� which� this� EIR� identifies� significant�
environmental�effects,�must�be�accompanied�by�written� findings� in�accordance�with�State�CEQA�
Guidelines� Sections� 15091� and� 15093.� A� Mitigation� Monitoring� and� Reporting� Program,� as�
described� below,� would� also� be� adopted� in� accordance� with� Public� Resources� Code� Section�
21081.6(a)� and� CEQA� Guidelines� Section� 15097� for� mitigation� measures� that� have� been�
incorporated� into� or� imposed� upon� the� project� to� reduce� or� avoid� significant� effects� on� the�
environment.�This�Mitigation�Monitoring�and�Reporting�Program�will�be�designed�to�ensure�that�
these�measures�are�carried�out�during�project�implementation,�in�a�manner�that�is�consistent�with�
the�EIR.�

�;�� �
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This� Final� EIR� has� been� prepared� consistent� with� Section� 15132� of� the� State� CEQA� Guidelines,�
which�identifies�the�content�requirements�for�Final�EIRs.�This�Final�EIR�is�organized�in�the�following�
manner:�

����	�
��;��:���	
����	����

Chapter� 1.0� briefly� describes� the� purpose� of� the� environmental� evaluation,� identifies� the� lead,�
agency,� summarizes� the� process� associated� with� preparation� and� certification� of� an� EIR,� and�
identifies�the�content�requirements�and�organization�of�the�Final�EIR.��
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Chapter� 2.0� provides� a� list� of� commentors,� copies� of� written� comments� made� on� the� Draft� EIR�
(coded�for�reference),�and�responses�to�those�written�comments.�

����	�
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Chapter�3.0�consists�of�minor�revisions�to�the�Draft�EIR�in�response�to�comments�on�the�Draft�EIR,�

as�well�as�minor�staff�edits.�The�revisions�to�the�Draft�EIR�do�not�change�the�intent�or�content�of�

the�analysis�or�mitigation.�

����	�
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Chapter�4.0�consists�of�a�Mitigation�Monitoring�and�Reporting�Program�(MMRP).�The�MMRP�is�

presented�in�a�tabular�format�that�presents�the�impacts,�mitigation�measure,�and�responsibility,�

timing,�and�verification�of�monitoring.��



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES  2.0 
 

Final Supplemental EIR – 2010 Nevada County RTP  2.0‐1 
 

2.1  INTRODUCTION  
The NCTC received five (5) comment letters during the Draft EIR 45‐day public review period, and 
one  (1)  comment  letter prior  to  the public  review period.   Acting as  lead agency,  the NCTC has 
prepared  a  response  to  the Draft  EIR  comments.   Responses  to  comments  received during  the 
comment period do not involve any new significant  impacts or “significant new information” that 
would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

2.2  LIST OF COMMENTORS 
Table  2‐1  lists  the  comments on  the Draft  EIR  that were  submitted  to  the NCTC.  The  assigned 
comment  letter number,  letter date,  letter author, and affiliation,  if presented  in  the  comment 
letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed.  

TABLE 2‐1 LIST OF COMMENTORS 
RESPONSE 
LETTER/ 
NUMBER 

INDIVIDUAL OR 
SIGNATORY  AFFILIATION  DATE 

A  Brian Foss  Nevada County, Planning Department  06‐13‐2011 

B  Timothy M. Kiser  City of Grass Valley, Engineering Division  06‐15‐2011 

C  Genevieve Sparks  Regional Water Quality Control Board  06‐23‐2010 

D  Richard Helman  California Department of Transportation  06‐27‐2011 

E  Cassandra Pitts  Nevada County Resident  06‐30‐2011 

Comment provided prior to 45‐day public review period for the Draft EIR 

F  Cassandra Pitts  Nevada County Resident  02‐15‐2011 

2.3  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments 
on  the Draft EIR  that  consider an environmental  issue.   The written  response must address  the 
significant environmental  issue  raised and provide a detailed  response, especially when  specific 
comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted.  In addition, the 
written  response must be a good  faith and  reasoned analysis.   However,  lead agencies need  to 
only respond  to significant environmental  issues associated with  the project and do not need  to 
provide  all  the  information  requested  by  the  commentor,  as  long  as  a  good  faith  effort  at  full 
disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15204  recommends  that  commentors provide detailed  comments  that 
focus on  the sufficiency of  the Draft EIR  in  identifying and analyzing  the possible environmental 
impacts of the project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that 
commentors provide evidence supporting their comments.   Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines  Section 15088  also  recommends  that  revisions  to  the Draft EIR be noted  as  a 
revision  in  the Draft EIR or as a  separate  section of  the Final EIR.   Chapter 3.0 of  this Final EIR 
identifies all revisions to the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system 
is used: 

• Those  comments  received  from government agencies are  represented by a  lettered 
response while  comments  received  by  individual  or  private  firms  or  individuals  are 
represented by a numbered response. 

• Each letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A) and each comment within each letter is numbered 
(i.e., comment A‐1, comment A‐2). 

Where  changes  to  the Draft EIR  text  result  from  the  response  to  comments,  those  changes are 
included in the response and identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for 
deleted text). 
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Response to Letter A    Brian Foss, Nevada County, Planning Department 
Response A‐1:  The commentor noted that the Nevada County Planning Department  is  in receipt 

of  the Draft 2010 Nevada County Regional Transportation Plan  (RTP)  and  its  associated 

Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SEIR).  The  commentor  provides  five 

comments on the RTP, and notes that his agency has no comments on the SEIR. The NCTC 

has noted  these  comments on  the RTP and will  consider  them as  they  finalize  the RTP. 

There are no new  significant  impacts or  “significant new  information”  that needs  to be 

addressed in the SEIR; therefore, no response is required herein. 
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B‐1

B‐2

B‐3
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Response to Letter B:  Timothy M. Kiser, City of Grass Valley Engineering 
Division 

Response B‐1:   The  commentor  provides  five  comments  on  the  Draft  2010  Nevada  County 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The NCTC has noted these comments on the RTP and 

will  consider  them  as  they  finalize  the  RTP.  There  are  no  new  significant  impacts  or 

“significant new information” that needs to be addressed in the SEIR by these comments; 

therefore, no response is required herein. 

Response  B‐2:    The  commentor  indicates  that  Mitigation  Measures  3.2‐1  and  3.2‐5  are  not 

enforceable  since  they  rely  on  local  land  use  agencies  to  implement.  The  commentor 

further notes that a Blueprint is required for MPOs, not rural areas. Lastly, the commentor 

suggests that, while the Draft EIR acknowledges that NCTC is not a planning agency, these 

mitigation  measures  allow  them  to  potentially  engage  in  the  planning  process  and 

influence outcomes.  

  The intent of Mitigation Measure 3.2‐1 and 3.2‐5 are to address the requirements of AB 32 

(the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) within the transportation planning functions of 

NCTC. As noted in the Draft EIR, AB 32 was set into law almost five years ago, and prior to 

the  last  Nevada  County  RTP  Update.  This  law  requires  the  reduction  of  California's 

greenhouse  gas  emissions  (GHG)  to  1990  levels by  2020,  representing  a  25%  reduction 

statewide.  

  The transportation related GHG emissions in Nevada County were modeled and show that 

CO2  emissions  (the  most  prominent  GHG  source  from  the  transportation  sector)  are 

projected to increase by 1,400 tons per day from 2010 through the 2030 planning horizon. 

CO2  emissions  were  1,570  tons  per  day  in  the  AB32  threshold  date  of  1990  and  are 

projected to be 4,610 tons per day by the AB 32 attainment date of 2020. These 2020 GHG 

levels are almost 300 percent higher than the 1990 levels, which is in conflict with AB 32. 

The Draft EIR notes that the CO2 emissions are related to a projected increase in VMT as a 

result of projected growth in region.  

  As described in the Draft EIR, NCTC does not have land use authority within the County or 

the incorporated cities; therefore, NCTC’s ability to control CO2 emissions and mitigate for 

climate change impacts is largely limited to coordination with local land use agencies and 

transportation  funding  decisions  that may  result  in  decreases  in  VMT  throughout  the 

County.  

  It is the federal, state, and NCTC's policy to pursue efforts to reduce per capita VMT levels 

to assist  in meeting the stated goals of AB 32. Given that GHG emissions are a state and 

regional issue and no jurisdiction in Nevada County has yet embarked on a planning effort 
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to reduce GHG emissions regionally, or locally, since AB 32 was passed into law almost five 

years  ago,  these mitigation measures  direct  NCTC  to  take  the  lead  in  pursuing  grant 

funding that could fund a coordinated regional effort to address GHG emissions in Nevada 

County.  

  VMT per  capita  is  affected by both  local  land use decisions  and  regional  transportation 

planning  decisions,  therefore,  it  is  important  for  NCTC,  as  a  state‐designated  Regional 

Transportation  Planning  Agency,  to  coordinate with  local  land  use  agencies  to  develop 

ways  to  achieve  VMT  per  capita  reductions  of  GHG  emissions.  As  with most  regional 

planning documents, they are voluntary. These mitigation measures are intended to assist 

any agencies that are willing to participate  in such voluntary efforts, but not to mandate 

that an agency must participate.  

Response B‐3:    The commentor notes that sentence after "Impacts and Mitigation Measures" on 

page 1.0‐9 needs to be reworded. 

Page 1.0‐9 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Identification of the thresholds of significant by which impacts 
are determined, a description of project‐related impacts associated with the environmental topic, 
identification of appropriate mitigation measures, and a conclusion as to the significance of each 
impact.  This section identifies the thresholds of significance, project‐related impacts, appropriate 
mitigation measures, and an impact conclusion. The following environmental topics are addressed 
in this section: 

• Air Quality 
• Green House Gases/Climate Change 
• Transportation and Circulation 

Response B‐4:  The commentor notes that the final sentence of the third paragraph on page 3.1‐15 

should have the first "is" deleted.  

Page 3.1‐15 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

Implementation of the 2010 RTP will not conflict with the Air Quality Plan, cause a violation of Air 
Quality  Standards,  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  air  quality  violation,  or  result  in  a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant in a nonattainment area. Therefore, 
this is impact is considered less than significant. 

Response B‐5:  The  commentor  notes  that  on  page  3.2‐2  under  population  projections,  the 

document should acknowledge the reality of the County's population. The commentor notes that 

there was  very  little  population  growth  from  2005  to  2009  (<.02%)  plus  at  least  two  years  of 

declining growth.  

We have reviewed page 3.2‐2 and there is no such discussion of population projections. The Draft 

EIR does, however, provide a discussion on population trends in Nevada County. Specifically, Table 

4.1‐1 of the Draft EIR on page 4.0‐1 (provided below) shows recent population change  in Nevada 

County from 2005 through 2009. The table clearly shows very little population from 2005 through 
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2009,  including two years of declining growth. This  is consistent with the comment provided. No 

additional response is required herein. 

TABLE 4.1‐1: RECENT POPULATION CHANGE BY LOCATION 

LOCATION  2005 
POP. 

% CHANGE 
2005‐06 

2006 
POP. 

% CHANGE 
2006‐07 

2007 
POP. 

% CHANGE 
2007‐08 

2008 
POP. 

% CHANGE 
2008‐09 

2009
POP. 

Grass Valley  12,944  ‐0.12%  12,929  0.14%  12,947  ‐0.43%  12,891  ‐0.58%  12,817 

Nevada City  3,037  0.85%  3,063  0.07%  3,065  0.00%  3,065  ‐0.72%  3,043 

Truckee  15,578  1.31%  15,784  0.97%  15,939  1.08%  16,113  0.19%  16,241 

Unincorporated  66,905  0.86%  67,484  ‐0.25%  67,314  ‐0.76%  66,805  ‐0.28%  66,617 

County Total  98,464  0.80%  99,260  0.01%  99,265  ‐0.40%  98,874  ‐0.16%  98,718 

SOURCE: STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, E‐4 POPULATION ESTIMATES  FOR CITIES, COUNTIES, AND STATE, 

2001‐2009, WITH 2000 BENCHMARK. SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA, MAY 2009.  

Response B‐6:   The  commentor  notes  the  following  statement  from  the  second  paragraph  on 

page  4.0‐6,  "Without  the  2010  RTP  improvements,  the  use  of  alternative  modes  of 

transportation including transit, bicycle, and pedestrian, would be limited" and asserts that 

the statement does not have merit because there are limited bicycle projects listed in the 

RTP. The commentor further asserts that there are no funded or unfunded transit related 

projects in Nevada County.  

  We direct  the commentor  to pages 2.0‐11 and 2.0‐12 of  the Draft EIR, which shows  the 

transit  revenues  in  Nevada  County  are  estimated  at  $86,114,000  over  the  planning 

horizon. These funds  include LTF, CTS, STA, FTA 5311, and transit fares. While there may 

not be  specific new projects  listed,  this  is a  significant  source of  transit  funding  for  the 

operations and maintenance of the existing transit system in Nevada County. Much of the 

funding sources in this transit revenue estimate (with the exception of fares) would not be 

available  to  NCTC  without  an  adopted  RTP.  Additionally,  the  RTP  identifies  significant 

funding  sources  that  can  be  used  for  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities,  including  LTF 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  funds,  Surface  Transportation  Program  (RSTP),  Congestion 

Mitigation  Air  Quality  (CMAQ),  and  State  grant  programs,  such  as  the  State  Bicycle 

Transportation Account.  It  should be noted here  that  the  transportation mode  splits  to 

work in Nevada County include 0.7 percent of people using public transportation, and 0.3 

percent of people using bicycle, which  is considered  low  in the transportation sector, but 

typical  of  a  rural  RTPA.  As  the  demand  for  transit,  bicycle,  and  pedestrian  facilities 

increases,  it will be the responsibility of NCTC and  the  local  land use agencies  in Nevada 

County  to  coordinate  efforts  to  increase  these  transportation  services  and  facilities  to 

accommodate the increased demand.  

Response B‐7:  The commentor notes that a space should be added between the words "12,940" 

and "by" in first sentence of the paragraph on page 4.0‐8. 

  Page 4.0‐8 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
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Population Growth 

The population in the RTP area is expected to grow from 98,680 in 2010 to 123,940 by 2030. This 
represents a population  increase of approximately 25 percent over  twenty years. The 2010 RTP 
has been planned to accommodate anticipated levels of growth, including growth associated with 
adopted general plans. NCTC does not have the authority to make local land use decisions.  

Response B‐8:  The commentor notes the following statement from the fourth paragraph on page 

4.0‐8,  "The  2010  RTP  also  includes  provisions  for  alternative modes  of  transportation, 

(transit, bicycle, and pedestrian), which would be  increased at a rate that maintains pace 

with  population  growth."  The  commentor  concludes  "Based  on  the  anticipated  25% 

growth rate over the next 20 years, the few bicycle and transit related projects outlined in 

the RTP do not seem to provide sufficient support for this statement." 

  For  clarification,  the  California  Department  of  Finance  estimates  the  growth  rate  in 

Nevada  County  to  be  approximately  1.6  percent  per  year,  which  is  approximately  25 

percent total growth over the next 20 years.  

  We direct the commentor to pages 2.0‐11 and 2.0‐12 of the Draft EIR, which indicates that 

the  transit  revenues  in Nevada County  are  estimated  at $86,114,000 over  the planning 

horizon. As previously noted in Response B‐6, these funds include LTF, CTS, STA, FTA 5311, 

and  transit  fares.  This  is  a  significant  source  of  transit  revenues,  which  are  entirely 

reinvested  into  the  transit  system.  As  also  noted  in  Response  B‐6,  the  RTP  identifies 

additional significant funding sources that can be used for bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

including  LTF  Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  funds,  Surface  Transportation  Program  (RSTP), 

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality  (CMAQ),  and  State  grant programs,  such  as  the  State 

Bicycle Transportation Account. As the demand for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities 

increases,  it will  be  the  responsibility  of NCTC,  in  coordination with  the  local  land  use 

agencies in Nevada County, to pursue funding to accommodate the increased demand for 

these services and facilities. 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES  2.0 
 

Final Supplemental EIR – 2010 Nevada County RTP  2.0‐11 
 

 

C‐1

C‐2



2.0  COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0‐12  Final Supplemental EIR – 2010 Nevada County RTP 
 

 

C‐2 Cont'd

C‐4

C‐3

C‐5

C‐6



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES  2.0 
 

Final Supplemental EIR – 2010 Nevada County RTP  2.0‐13 
 

C‐6 cont.



2.0  COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0‐14  Final Supplemental EIR – 2010 Nevada County RTP 
 

 

Response to Letter C:  Genevieve Sparks, Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Response C‐1:  The commentor notes  the Construction Storm Water General Plan  requirements 

and provides a  link  to access additional  information  regarding  the permit  requirements. 

This  comment  is  noted.  There  are  no  new  significant  impacts  or  “significant  new 

information”  that needs  to be addressed  in  the SEIR;  therefore, no  response  is  required 

herein. 

Response C‐2:  The commentor notes the Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

(MS4) Permit requirements and provides a link to access additional information regarding 

the permit requirements. This comment is noted. The NCTC has noted these comments on 

the  RTP  and will  consider  them  as  they  finalize  the  RTP.  There  are  no  new  significant 

impacts or “significant new information” that needs to be addressed in the SEIR; therefore, 

no response is required herein. 

Response C‐3: The commentor notes the Industrial Storm Water General Permit requirements and 

provides a  link  to access additional  information  regarding  the permit  requirements. This 

comment  is  noted.  The NCTC has noted  these  comments on  the RTP  and will  consider 

them as  they  finalize  the RTP. There are no new  significant  impacts or  “significant new 

information”  that needs  to be addressed  in  the SEIR;  therefore, no  response  is  required 

herein. 

Response C‐4: The commentor notes  the Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit requirements and 

provides a USACE phone number  to obtain additional  information. The  commentor also 

notes  the Streambed Alternation Agreement  requirements. This  comment  is noted. The 

NCTC has noted  these comments on  the RTP and will consider  them as  they  finalize  the 

RTP. There are no new significant  impacts or “significant new  information” that needs to 

be addressed in the SEIR; therefore, no response is required herein. 

Response C‐5: The commentor notes the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

requirements. This comment  is noted. The NCTC has noted  these comments on  the RTP 

and will consider  them as  they  finalize  the RTP. There are no new significant  impacts or 

“significant  new  information”  that  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  SEIR;  therefore,  no 

response is required herein. 

Response C‐6: The  commentor notes  the Waste Discharge  requirements  and provides  a  link  to 

access additional information regarding the permit requirements. This comment is noted. 

The NCTC has noted these comments on the RTP and will consider them as  they  finalize 

the RTP. There are no new significant impacts or “significant new information” that needs 

to be addressed in the SEIR; therefore, no response is required herein. 
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Response to Letter D:  Richard Helman, California Department of 
Transportation 

Response D‐1:  The  commentor  commends  NCTC  for  their  efforts  on  the  Draft  2010  Nevada 

County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP).  The  commentor  provides  several  general 

comments,  and  numerous  specific  comments  on  the  RTP.  The  NCTC  has  noted  these 

comments on the RTP and will consider them as they finalize the RTP. There are no new 

significant  impacts  or  “significant  new  information”  that  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the 

SEIR; therefore, no response is required herein. 
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Response to Letter E:  Cassandra Pitts, Nevada County Resident 
Response D‐1:  The commentor notes that she  is a resident of Nevada County and commutes to 

Yuba  County  on  a  daily  basis.  The  commentor  provides  several  comments  on  the  RTP 

regarding  transit  service.  The  NCTC  has  noted  these  comments  on  the  RTP  and  will 

consider them as they finalize the RTP. There are no new significant impacts or “significant 

new  information”  that  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  SEIR;  therefore,  no  response  is 

required herein. 
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Response to Letter F:  Cassandra Pitts, Nevada County Resident 
Response D‐1:  This comment letter was provided prior to the 45‐day public review period for the 

Draft EIR. The commentor notes that she is a resident of Nevada County and commutes to 

Yuba County on a daily basis. The commentor provides several comments regarding transit 

service  in Nevada County. These comments are directed  toward  the policy and  financial 

decisions  that are made by NCTC with  regards  to  transit  service  in Nevada County. The 

NCTC has noted these comments and will consider them in the policy, financial, and action 

elements of the RTP. There are no new significant impacts or “significant new information” 

that needs to be addressed in the SEIR; therefore, no response is required herein. 
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Revisions�made�to�the�Draft�EIR�are�identified�below.��None�of�the�revisions�identify�new�significant�
environmental� impacts,� nor� does� any� of� the� revisions� result� in� substantive� changes� to� the� Draft�
EIR.�No�mitigation�measures�have�been�added�or�deleted.��
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Page�1.0�9�of�the�Draft�EIR�is�amended�as�follows:�

Impacts�and�Mitigation�Measures.�Identification�of�the�thresholds�of�significant�by�which�impacts�
are�determined,�a�description�of�project�related�impacts�associated�with�the�environmental�topic,�
identification�of�appropriate�mitigation�measures,�and�a�conclusion�as�to�the�significance�of�each�
impact.��This�section�identifies�the�thresholds�of�significance,�project�related�impacts,�appropriate�
mitigation�measures,�and�an�impact�conclusion.�The�following�environmental�topics�are�addressed�
in�this�section:�

� Air�Quality�
� Green�House�Gases/Climate�Change�
� Transportation�and�Circulation�

���	�����;����
�<����	��

Page�3.1�15�of�the�Draft�EIR�is�amended�as�follows:�

Implementation�of�the�2010�RTP�will�not�conflict�with�the�Air�Quality�Plan,�cause�a�violation�of�Air�
Quality� Standards,� contribute� substantially� to� an� existing� air� quality� violation,� or� result� in� a�
cumulatively�considerable�net�increase�of�a�criteria�pollutant�in�a�nonattainment�area.�Therefore,�
this�is�impact�is�considered�less�than�significant.�

���	����6;���	��
���<�3
�<��
���	������

Page�4.0�8�of�the�Draft�EIR�is�amended�as�follows:�

Population�Growth�

The�population�in�the�RTP�area�is�expected�to�grow�from�98,680�in�2010�to�123,940�by�2030.�This�
represents�a�population� increase�of�approximately�25�percent�over� twenty�years.�The�2010�RTP�
has�been�planned�to�accommodate�anticipated�levels�of�growth,�including�growth�associated�with�
adopted�general�plans.�NCTC�does�not�have�the�authority�to�make�local�land�use�decisions.��
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This�document� is� the�Final�Mitigation�Monitoring�and�Reporting�Program�(FMMRP)� for� the�2010�
RTP.� This� FMMRP� has� been� prepared� pursuant� to� Section� 21081.6� of� the� California� Public�
Resources�Code,�which�requires�public�agencies�to�“adopt�a�reporting�and�monitoring�program�for�
the�changes�made�to�the�project�or�conditions�of�project�approval,�adopted�in�order�to�mitigate�or�
avoid� significant� effects� on� the� environment.”� � A� FMMRP� is� required� for� the� proposed� project�
because�the�EIR�has�identified�significant�adverse�impacts,�and�measures�have�been�identified�to�
mitigate�those�impacts.�

The�numbering�of�the�individual�mitigation�measures�follows�the�numbering�sequence�as�found�in�
the�Draft�EIR..�All�revisions�to�mitigation�measures�that�were�necessary�as�a�result�of�responding�to�
public� comments� and� incorporating� staff�initiated� revisions� have� been� incorporated� into� this�
FMMRP.�

6;����	���	��������	�
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The� FMMRP,� as� outlined� in� the� following� table,� describes� mitigation� timing,� monitoring�
responsibilities,�and�compliance�verification�responsibility�for�all�mitigation�measures�identified�in�
this�Final�EIR.�Agencies�considering�approval�of�subsequent�activities�under�the�2010�RTP�project�
would� utilize� this� EIR� as� the� basis� in� determining� potential� environmental� effects� and� the�
appropriate�level�of�environmental�review�of�a�subsequent�activity.��

The�agencies�responsible�for�implementing�the�mitigation�measures�(implementing�agency)�will�be�
the�lead�agency�for�the�individual�RTP�project.�The�implementing�agency�for�individual�projects�will�
vary�by�individual�project,�but�will�involve�one�of�the�following:�Caltrans�District�3,�Nevada�County,�
City�of�Grass�Valley,�City�of�Nevada�City,�and�the�Town�of�Truckee.��The�implementing�agency�will�
be� responsible� to� monitor� mitigation� measures� that� are� required� to� be� implemented� during� the�
operation�of�the�project.�

The�FMMRP�is�presented�in�tabular�form�on�the�following�pages.�The�components�of�the�FMMRP�
are�described�briefly�below:�

� Mitigation�Measures:� � The� mitigation� measures� are� taken� from� the� Draft� EIR� and� Initial�
Study,�in�the�same�order�that�they�appear�in�the�Draft�EIR�and�Initial�Study.���

� Mitigation�Timing:��Identifies�at�which�stage�of�the�project�mitigation�must�be�completed.�
� Monitoring� Responsibility:� � Identifies� the� agency� that� is� responsible� for� mitigation�

monitoring.�
� Compliance�Verification:��This�is�a�space�that�is�available�for�the�monitor�to�date�and�initial�

when�the�monitoring�took�place.��

� �
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