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1 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with §15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the Judicial 
Council of California - Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments 
received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the New Ukiah Courthouse and has prepared 
this Final EIR, which includes written responses to the comments received. 
 
On October 31, 2011, the AOC as the lead agency released for public review the Draft EIR for the New Ukiah 
Courthouse. The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies. At the request 
of the community, the AOC extended the Draft EIR public review period and State Clearinghouse review period 
through January 31, 2012. As required by CEQA Guidelines §15088(b), the AOC provided each public agency that 
submitted written comments on the Draft EIR with proposed written responses to that public agency’s 
comments at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. 
 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR consists of the written comments received on the Draft EIR, and presents responses to 
environmental issues raised in the comments (as required by the State CEQA Guidelines §15132). The focus of 
the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in the 
comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided 
to comments on the merits of the proposed project that do not raise significant environmental issues. However, 
when a comment is not directed to significant environmental issues, the response indicates that the comment 
has been noted and that no further response is necessary. 
 
Each comment letter has been reproduced and is followed by the responses to the comments in order of 
occurrence. For example, the response to the second comment of the second letter would be indicated as 
Response to Comment 2‐2. In some instances, responses to comments may warrant clarifications of the text of 
the Draft EIR. In those cases, the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3, 
Clarifications and Revisions to the Draft EIR. The text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions 
are shown in double underline (double underline). 
 
This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR, which will be considered by the AOC prior to a 
decision on whether to approve the proposed project. Before deciding whether to approve the proposed 
project, the AOC, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15090, will certify that the Final EIR was completed in 
compliance with CEQA’s requirements, was reviewed and considered by the AOC’s decision‐makers, and reflects 
the AOC’s independent judgment and analysis. The AOC will also adopt findings of fact on the disposition of each 
significant environmental impact, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15091(a); a statement of overriding 
considerations for any significant unavoidable impacts, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15093; and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, as required by CEQA Guidelines §15091(d). 
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

This section of the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) contains comment letters received during the 
public review period for the Draft EIR, which concluded on January 31, 2012. As previously stated, at the request 
of the community, the AOC extended the Draft EIR public review period and State Clearinghouse review period 
through January 31, 2012.  This section also addresses comments received during the public hearing for the 
Draft EIR (held on November 30, 2011) to receive comments on the Draft EIR.  In conformance with State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the 
Draft EIR were prepared. 
 

2.1  LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Comments received on the Draft EIR include the following: 
 

 An email from Hardy Schmidbauer dated November 30, 2011. 
 An email from Granville and Melanie Pool dated November 30, 2011. 
 A letter from the County of Mendocino Department of Planning and Building Services dated December 

6, 2011. 
 An email from Granville and Melanie Pool dated December 7, 2011. 
 An email from the Mendocino County Library Advisory Board dated December 8, 2011. 
 An email from Kent Porter dated December 8, 2011. 
 A letter from the California Public Utilities Commission dated December 12, 2011. 
 An email from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board dated December 12, 2011.  A hard 

copy of the letter followed in U.S. mail dated December 13, 2011 (identical in content). 
 An email from Carole Aleshire dated December 16, 2011. 
 An email from Jack Cox dated January 30, 2012. 
 An email from Daniel Thomas dated January 30, 2012. 
 An email from James Connerton, Jr., dated January 31, 2012. 
 An email from Californians for Alternatives to Toxics dated January 31, 2012. 
 An email from Friends of Gibson Creek dated January 31, 2012.  A hard copy of the email followed in 

U.S. mail (identical in content; however, scanned hard copy has signature). 
 A letter from the State of California Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 

Planning Unit dated February 1, 2012. 
 An email from the City of Ukiah Paths, Open Space, and Creeks Commission dated February 8, 2012. 

 

2.2 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

ORAL COMMENTS 
 
Oral comments were received during the public hearing for the Draft EIR held on November 30, 2011. The 
commenters asked questions related to both potential project sites (the Library Site and the Railroad Depot 
Site), which were answered by the AOC CEQA Project Manager at the meeting. A summary of public hearing 
questions/comments, in addition to responses, are noted below. 
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Aesthetics 
 

Comment: The EIR doesn’t seem to understand the strong aesthetics value on the Valley Floor.  A three-story 
building would be seen from a lot of views. 
Response:  The Valley Floor does allow for more expansive views, particularly along Highway 101.  However, due 
to the urban nature of the proposed project area, the existing structures and mature trees significantly limit the 
views of the proposed project sites from more distant public areas.  In many cases, the three story structure could 
be visible, but large intervening trees screen these views. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, in the Draft EIR, addresses 
impacts on public views and views from surrounding motorists and pedestrians, and presents appropriate impact 
avoidance/minimization (mitigation) measures.  No additional measures are necessary to preclude significant 
impacts to aesthetics, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   
 
Comment: In mitigation measure(s), express lighting needs in terms of lumens.   
Response: A footcandle is equal to one lumen per square foot.  As part of the Final EIR, Mitigation Measure  
4.1-4b has been clarified as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-4b – Railroad Depot Site 

 The final courthouse design shall ensure that any exterior lighting does not spill over onto the adjacent 
uses.  The architect shall prepare and submit an Outdoor Lighting Plan to the Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) for review and approval, prior to construction related ground disturbing activities, that 
includes a footcandle map illustrating the amount of no light from the Project site at spills over onto 
adjacent light sensitive receptors.  All exterior light fixtures (including street lighting) shall be shielded or 
directed away from adjoining uses. Landscape lighting levels shall respond to the type, intensity, and 
location of use.  Safety and security for pedestrians and vehicular movements shall be anticipated. 

No further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Comment: There are wildlife habitats and species that were not addressed in the EIR (i.e. deer come within 
two blocks of the existing courthouse, and you can see bluebirds downtown). 
Response:  A number of wildlife species are expected to utilize habitats on either proposed project site.  Deer are 
known to occur very close to the proposed project sites, and could browse on vegetation in the open grassland or 
along Gibson Creek.  Riparian vegetation along Gibson Creek also provides shade for resting during summer.  
Raccoons and opossums may also inhabit riparian vegetation along Gibson Creek.  Pacific treefrogs and fish are 
present in Gibson Creek, and are likely preyed upon by garter snakes.  A variety of migratory birds are observed 
each spring and summer in downtown Ukiah, and many of these birds could potentially nest in vegetation (e.g., 
western bluebird, American crow, northern mockingbird, and white-crowned sparrow) or on buildings (e.g., 
pigeon) on either proposed project site.  In addition, various species of waterfowl (e.g., mallard, common 
merganser, and Canada goose) may forage in Gibson Creek and nest in adjacent riparian vegetation.   
 
The proposed project is considered to be in-fill development.  By confining development to existing urbanized 
areas, intact wildlife habitat on the fringes of the city can be maintained.  The net result of infill development for 
wildlife in general is positive.  Nonetheless, courthouse construction would alter the existing wildlife habitat on 
the site and thus alter wildlife usage of the site.  Some of the wildlife currently utilizing the Library or Railroad 
Depot Sites would be displaced to other habitats or, if other habitats are not available, may be eliminated.  
Project implementation may have no effect on other species, such as certain migratory birds that will continue to 
nest on either proposed project site in landscape plantings, or could even have a positive benefit for those species 
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best adapted to urban environments (some of which may be considered as nuisance species).  Even though the 
overall effect of the project on individual animals may be negative, project implementation would not jeopardize 
the continued existence of these species.  Therefore, for the purposes of CEQA, impacts on “non-status” (i.e., 
relatively common) wildlife species are not considered significant.  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, in the Draft 
EIR addresses impacts on sensitive wildlife species as well as other protected wildlife, such as nesting migratory 
birds, and presents appropriate impact avoidance/minimization (mitigation) measures.  No additional measures 
are necessary to preclude significant impacts to wildlife species, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   
 
Comment: The EIR mentions to bring in a biologist if work has to be done during the wet season.  I would say 
a biologist needs to be present during the dry season too, especially for frogs.  Bring in a biologist for an 
assessment before work is started. 
Response: Gibson Creek is a seasonal stream that generally flows from late fall to late spring or early summer.  
When water is present, the stream has a high value to wildlife, and can support special-status species such as 
foothill yellow-legged frog, western pond turtle, and salmonids.  As the stream dries, the fish move downstream 
(or become stranded and die); frogs and turtles may disperse along the stream corridor, or may move overland 
to other water bodies.  In any case, once the stream is dry, the concentration of wildlife it supports in the wet 
season is no longer present.  In recognition of the high value of the stream for fish and wildlife during the wet 
season, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR calls for a biologist to be present if any in-
water work is proposed.  However, once the stream is dry, water-dependent wildlife will no longer be present, so 
there is no need for a monitoring biologist.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   
 
Comment: I would like to see protection of the existing vegetation along Gibson Creek (along the restoration 
area). 
Response: Vegetation on both the Library Site and the Railroad Depot Site has been previously altered from its 
native condition as a result of prior development; however, as noted on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, final 
courthouse design will be based on existing site constraints such as Gibson Creek.  At this point in the project 
development process, a final site design has not been determined.  However, the existing vegetation along the 
Creek will be maintained to the greatest extent feasible based on project design.  Should this vegetation be 
altered, it does not represent a significant impact since, as stated above, the native condition has been previously 
altered.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   
 
Comment: Impact 4.3-3: The 20-foot setback from Gibson Creek is grossly inadequate.  I think CDFG will 
require at least a 100-foot setback. 
Response:  The mitigation measure mentioning a 20-foot setback from Gibson Creek on page 2-13 (Executive 
Summary) of the Draft EIR was an error.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR does not 
reflect a specific setback requirement.  As applicable, the AOC will respect minimum setback requirements from 
the Creek, as recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the work anticipated.  This Final EIR 
provides revised language to the biological resources section, as related to Gibson Creek, in Section 3, Corrections 
and Revisions to the Draft EIR.  The new, corrected language reflects the AOC’s commitment to agency 
recommended setbacks. 
 
Comment: The EIR states that if the proposed project were to be built at the Library Site, approximately 300 
feet of the existing underground portion of Gibson Creek within the Library Site would be “day-lighted” and 
enhanced. Although this is considered a long-term project benefit, approximately 0.4 acre of Gibson Creek 
would be temporarily impacted by the restoration activities. Please explain this distance, are we talking 
width, length?  Exactly what 0.4 acre of the creek would be affected if it is “day-lighted”? 
Response:  Please refer to the illustration on the following page.  The 0.4 acre of disturbance of Gibson Creek 
would result in approximately 300 linear feet of daylighting. Note, the approximate 300 linear feet of daylighting 
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excludes Smith Street, as the existing Gibson Creek culvert under Smith Street is anticipated to remain for 
vehicular access.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
 
Comment: Sudden oak death is a huge problem in Sonoma County.  Please consider sudden oak death 
protection measures for all the trucks traveling to/from the construction site. 
Response: Sudden oak death (SOD) is a concern in cool, moist climates, such as that of coastal California.  
Although SOD is known to occur in Mendocino County, its presence has not been confirmed in the Ukiah Valley; 
the warmer, drier climate of the valley may discourage entry/spread of SOD locally.  Nonetheless, there is a 
significant potential for SOD to become established in the Ukiah Valley.  Long-distance transport of the pathogen 
responsible for SOD can occur if vehicles or equipment used in an infested area move mud or vegetative debris 
containing the pathogen to uninfested areas.  This is particularly of concern during the rainy season, when the 
pathogen is actively producing spores.   
 
In response to the comment, and based on discussions with CalFire and Mendocino County Department of 
Agriculture specialists, additional detail/clarification has been incorporated into Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 (on 
page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR), as a means to reduce the potential for the spread of SOD into the Ukiah Valley. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on special-status animal 
species: 

 Construction activities within the bed and/or banks of Gibson Creek shall be restricted to the dry-season 
when the channel is dry to avoid impacts to the foothill yellow-legged frog, western pond turtle, and 
salmonids. If work cannot be restricted to the dry season, immediately prior to on-site, in-water 
construction activities, the AOC, or its project contractor, shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
focused surveys of aquatic sites for these species.  If such species are found to be present at the time of the 
survey, salmonids, turtles, frogs, tadpoles, and/or egg masses shall be relocated to a safe location 
upstream or downstream to avoid direct impacts.  

 Should construction fleet vehicles and/or equipment necessary for courthouse construction be procured 
outside of the Ukiah Valley, the following provision shall be included on all final construction documents: 
 
-  All construction vehicles and equipment shall be thoroughly washed at a commercial wash facility 

prior to entering the Ukiah Valley. Particular care shall be taken to remove mud and debris from the 
wheel wells, undercarriage, and other areas at which mud and debris may accumulate. 

 
The additional detail/clarification would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact, nor does it change the impact’s significance level.  No further revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  
 
Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

 
Comment: It is my understanding that the Depot Site is contaminated.  Does a Phase I or Phase II need to be 
prepared? 
Response: Yes, the contamination at the Depot Site is a known issue.  The city of Ukiah completed an Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration in July of 2011 and a Remedial Action Plan in August 2011 for the cleanup 
of the Depot Site, and continues to move forward with cleanup/remediation, which is anticipated to start in late 
spring 2012.  A Phase I was already prepared for both potential project sites.  The AOC will also be obtaining a 
Phase II for both sites.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Comment: Impact 4.7-4: Regarding stormwater runoff, this is a potentially significant impact with no 
mitigation.  I’m concerned about drainage. 
Response: This was an error in the environmental document, as it should have been labeled a less than 
significant impact (with no mitigation).  The AOC is required by state law to ensure that any runoff is equal to or 
less than the current/existing runoff at the site. The project will also be constructed to Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standards, and implement best management practices (BMPs) to ensure 
drainage impacts are less than significant.  The less than significant impact (with no mitigation) is reflected in 
Section 3 of this Final EIR (Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR). 

 

Noise 
 
Comment:  I’m concerned about noise because construction starts early in the morning.   
Response:  The AOC, as a state entity, is not subject to local land use controls, including the city’s noise 
ordinance.  However, the AOC will make every effort to use the city’s noise ordinance as a guide during 
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construction, where construction would be allowed between 7am and 7pm, Monday through Friday, with 
discretionary review required for construction on Saturday, and no construction on Sunday.  No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

 

Comment: Regarding noise mitigation, infrastructure for the building should be constructed/placed according 
to the city’s noise ordinance and not “as feasible” (i.e. mechanical equipment).   

Response: As discussed in Section 4.9, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the AOC considers local policies and utilizes them 
(as applicable) for the development of mitigation measures; however, as a state entity, the AOC is not subject to 
local land use controls, including the city’s noise ordinance.  The AOC will make every effort to use the city’s noise 
ordinance as a guide during construction, and as a guide regarding the placement of on-site infrastructure.  The 
impact remains as originally analyzed, including the proposed mitigation measures.  No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required. 

Traffic/Circulation 
 

Comment: Traffic will not only be affected by the moving of the courthouse, but by reuse of the former 
courthouse, the potential moving of the library, and in particular, the relocation of the main post office to 
South Orchard Avenue.  The intersection of Perkins Street and Highway 101 is a horrible situation.  The 
courthouse project may cause the intersection to be deemed so congested that it would prevent other 
projects from being approved, such as a low-income housing development along Brush Street.  I don’t see 
how this has been addressed in the EIR. 
Response: A traffic impact analysis was prepared for the proposed project that assessed existing and 
future/cumulative conditions (year 2030).  The AOC is aware of the problems with the intersection of Perkins 
Street and Highway 101.  There have been discussions between Caltrans and the city about improvements to the 
intersection, and if those improvements move forward, the AOC would pay its fair share of those improvements.  
Should the library be relocated, the county would provide a separate CEQA document, including a traffic analysis 
and proposed mitigation.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment: The only hospital is one block away from either proposed site.  If there is total gridlock, how are 
we going to access the hospital? 
Response:  A traffic impact analysis was prepared for the proposed project that assessed existing and 
future/cumulative conditions (year 2030).  According to the traffic impact analysis, and as discussed in Section 
4.10, Traffic and Circulation, in the Draft EIR, the Hospital Drive/Perkins Street intersection currently operates at 
a Level of Service (LOS) A under existing A.M. peak hour intersection operations.  At the Library Site, the Hospital 
Drive/Perkins Street intersection would operate at a LOS A under existing plus project A.M. peak hour 
intersection operations.  At the Railroad Depot Site, the Hospital Drive/Perkins Street intersection would operate 
at a LOS A under existing plus project A.M. peak hour intersection operations.  The proposed project will not 
specifically create an increase in traffic; however, traffic patterns will change.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

Comment: As branch manager for the Ukiah library, I want to have the library stay where it is.  And regarding 
traffic, I don’t understand how the project increases traffic. 
Response: Thank you for your comment regarding the location of the library.  In terms of traffic, a traffic impact 
analysis was prepared for the proposed project that calculated existing and future/cumulative conditions (year 
2030).  The proposed project will not specifically generate an increase in traffic; however, traffic patterns will 
change with the new location of the courthouse.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Comment:  As a mitigation recommendation to alleviate traffic, I think it is important to look where the 
employees are coming from (most likely the Willits/Booneville area in particular), and maybe offer a park and 
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ride to see how many employees would take it up.  It would also be nice to investigate whether the 
courthouse would offer a daycare center. 
Response:  The AOC fully supports alternative modes of transportation such as existing or planned pedestrian 
facilities, bicycle facilities, and bus transit facilities. The Library Site and Railroad Depot Site are primarily served 
by the MTA Routes 7 and 9, which provide a stop at Standley Street/Main Street. This bus stop is located directly 
across from the Library Site, and it is approximately 1,200 feet to the Railroad Depot Site (at the Hospital 
Drive/Perkins Street intersection).  Also refer to Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation, (specifically Mitigation 
Measures 4.10-4a through 4.10-4c regarding pedestrian facilities, and Mitigation Measures 4.10-5a and 4.10-5b 
regarding bicycle facilities).  According to the Superior Court of California, County of Mendocino, New Ukiah 
Courthouse Project Feasibility Report (prepared in November 2009 and revised in January 2011), the new 
courthouse would include a children’s waiting room and play area, though not a regular daycare center for 
children of court employees and/or members of the public.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Impact 4.10-4, specifically for mitigation measure 4.10-4a, I would like the word “unobstructed” added so that 
it states: “For either proposed project site, continuous unobstructed sidewalks along the project frontage shall 
be maintained or provided.” I would like the sidewalks to be 6 to 10 feet in width. 
Response: At this point in the project development process, a final site design has not been determined.  
Therefore, it is unknown whether or not unobstructed sidewalks can be provided.  The AOC will comply with the 
mitigation requirement to provide continuous sidewalks, but whether or not the sidewalks will be unobstructed 
and the width of the sidewalks will need to be determined after a final site plan is complete, including identified 
ingress and egress points and consultation with the city of Ukiah.  The mitigation measures already in the draft 
EIR ensure the impact remains less than significant.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
I would like to see mitigation for wide sidewalks that are walkable and shaded (to make walking habitable).   
I would also like to see pedestrian access in four directions at the Depot Site. 
Response: As previously stated, at this point in the project development process, a final site design has not been 
determined.  The AOC will comply with the mitigation requirement to provide continuous sidewalks, which would 
include pedestrian access points and landscaping, after a final site plan is complete and after consultation with 
the city of Ukiah.  Given these mitigation measures, the impact remains less than significant.  No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required. 

 
Potential Library Relocation/Site Selection 
 
Background: If the Library Site is chosen, the library would most likely have to be relocated as well.  However, the 
AOC does not have the power to force the library to move; therefore, there is no way the proposed project can 
force the abandonment of the library.  Relocation benefits are determined by California Government Code 
Section 7260-7277, case law interpreting those provisions, and relevant interpretive material such as opinions of 
the Attorney General.  How much the state will pay is yet to be determined, as each relocation will be evaluated 
by an outside relocation specialist applying California Government Code Section 7260-7277.  The state must pay 
and can only pay what is authorized under the law.   It is unknown at this time whether or not the state 
relocation benefits will cover all of the costs of relocating the potentially affected business.   
  
Comment: I like the project and think it’s very exciting.  I only like the old/historical part of the existing 
courthouse.  Has a study looked at what will happen to the existing building?  What if the library were to 
move to the existing courthouse site?   
Response:  The court does not occupy the entire existing courthouse.  It occupies only about 67% of the existing 
courthouse building.  This portion of the courthouse will be vacated after the new courthouse opens.  Unless 
otherwise disposed of, the AOC will retain its equity in the existing courthouse structure, but will pursue options 
for occupancy of the vacated space including: 
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 Offering the vacated court space to the county; i.e. would the county want to purchase the AOC’s equity 
in the existing building for county administrative space; 

 The AOC may also offer the county the opportunity to lease all of part of the court space, if an equity 
buyout is not feasible; 

 If the county is unable to purchase or lease the vacated space, the AOC may then sell or lease the court 
space to a third party.   
 

From the AOC’s perspective, a discussion would need to be started with the county regarding building reuse 
potential; however, it is not known at this time if the library would use/be relocated to the existing courthouse 
building.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Comment: This is the first meeting I’ve attended.  Are you tearing down the library, Curry’s Furniture, etc.?   
Response: The existing buildings would be demolished if the Library Site is ultimately chosen.  However, there is 
one potential design for the site that has the courthouse being constructed without removing the library (a 
possible though not ideal configuration).  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Comment: The EIR should clearly identify what state law requirements are regarding relocation benefits, and 
how much that the state would pay, in addition to what the city and county would pay. 
Response: The AOC recognizes that this is not a CEQA-related item, but will address this comment.  Relocation 
benefits are determined by California Government Code Section 7260-7277, case law interpreting those 
provisions, and relevant interpretive material such as opinions of the Attorney General.  How much the state will 
pay is yet to be determined, as each relocation will be evaluated by an outside relocation specialist applying 
California Government Code Section 7260-7277.  The state must pay and can only pay what is authorized under 
state law.   It is unknown at this time whether or not the state relocation benefits will cover all of the costs of 
relocating the potentially affected business.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Comment: Does the cost of demolition and relocation factor into the decision of which site the AOC selects?  
Do you have a project budget? 
Response: The AOC recognizes that this is not a CEQA-related item, but will address this comment.   A feasibility 
study was prepared for the proposed project and can be found on-line at http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-
mendocino.htm.  The factors that go into the decision of which site the proposed project will be built on are 
varied, and include local input through the Project Advisory Group, cost and constructability, along with other 
factors.  In addition, a project budget has been established and approved by the state legislature, and the AOC 
needs to stay within the project budget.  The project is funded through Senate Bill 1407, using court fees and 
fines to pay for the costs of this capital program.  The State’s General Fund will not be used as a project funding 
source.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Draft EIR Comment Period Extension  

 
Comment:  Please extend the deadline for the Draft EIR comment period (December 14th), by at least another 
month, given that this time is such a busy season.  Also, could the EIR be made easier for people with only 
dial-up internet service to download? 
Response: At the request of the community, the AOC project team extended the Draft EIR review and comment 
period through January 31, 2012 (an additional 48 days).  Also, additional printed and electronic copies of the 
Draft EIR were sent to both the public library and the City of Ukiah Planning and Community Development 
Department. 
 

http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-
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Comment: The library branch manager said a copy was available at the library, and that she would be happy 
to check CDs out to people if more were given to her. 
Response: On December 8, 2011, twenty CDs of the New Ukiah Courthouse Draft EIR and Appendices, and five 
hard copies of the Draft EIR were sent via FedEx to the library branch manager. 
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Miscellaneous 
 

Comment: I’m concerned about the CEQA process since the state is the lead agency.  Who checks on what 
“you” are doing?  If it’s a state project, legally, you can do what you want. 
Response:  Like any other project undergoing a CEQA review, the state is required to evaluate and disclose 
anticipated environmental effects in accordance with CEQA, similar to any other proposed local agency or private 
development project. Governmental entities with discretionary approval authority of some aspect of the 
proposed project (i.e. a “Responsible Agency”) have a prominent role in reviewing the AOC’s CEQA review of the 
proposed project.  The public, both individuals and non-governmental entities, have the ability to actively 
participate in the CEQA review process including the original scoping meeting, the public meeting held during 
circulation of the Draft EIR, and the public comment and response process of which this is a part. With respect to 
the proposed project in general, the AOC is advised by a Project Advisory group, made up of local 
representatives. . For CEQA purposes, this project is being analyzed under a “maximum” project scenario for the 
purpose of capturing worst case project impacts.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS 
 
The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided below. 
Each written comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the letter. Where 
a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying 
number in the margin of the comment letter. 

  



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-11 

Comment Letter 1 

 
 
 

  

1-1 
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Comment Letter 1 Response 
Hardy Schmidbauer, Resident 
November 30, 2011 
 
1-1 The commenter provides opinions regarding the Railroad Depot Site.  The contamination at the Railroad 

Depot Site is a known issue.  The city of Ukiah is moving forward with cleanup/remediation of the 
Railroad Depot Site which is anticipated to start in late spring 2012.  These comments do not identify a 
deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
 

  



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-13 

Comment Letter 2 
 

 

 

 
  

2-1 
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Comment Letter 2 Response 
Granville & Melanie Pool, Residents 
November 30, 2011 

 

2-1 The commenters express their support for the AOC’s selection of the Library Site for the proposed 
courthouse.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental 
impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 3 

 
 

 

3-1 

3-2 
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3-2, Cont. 

3-3 

 

3-4 

3-5 
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3-8 
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3-6 
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Comment Letter 3 Response 
County of Mendocino Planning and Building Services 
Ignacio Gonzalez, AICP, Planning and Building Services Director 
December 6, 2011  

 

3-1 The commenter states there is no mention of how the existing library is to be replaced if it is displaced 
by the new courthouse.  As discussed on page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR, the AOC will provide relocation 
assistance if the Library Site is ultimately chosen and the library needs to be relocated, as authorized by 
state law, in accordance with California Government Code Section 7260-7277.  

 
 The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not address how the existing courthouse is to be 

utilized when vacated.  The court occupies about 67% of the existing courthouse and will vacate its 
portion.  The AOC will retain its equity in the building, but will pursue options for its re-use.  The County 
of Mendocino will continue to occupy the remaining space in the existing courthouse.  Please also see 
response given during public meeting, above.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
3-2 The commenter recommends that mitigation measures be specified in the EIR to address impacts 

associated with construction debris and runoff instead of relying on BMPs.  Pages 3-18 through 3-19 of 
the Draft EIR provide a list of BMPs that the AOC will use for the proposed project, as part of the project 
description.  Please refer to Responses to Comments 8-2 and 8-7, below, for a discussion regarding the 
appropriate permits and preparing the appropriate plans, such as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP).  Prior to any direct impacts to waters, all required USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG permits and 
authorizations shall be obtained.  All terms and conditions of the required permits and authorizations 
shall be implemented.  In addition, the proposed project would comply with state and federal 
requirements and would include the implementation of BMPs and LID measures to reduce potential 
effects of construction and/or long-term operation of the proposed project.  Therefore, with permit 
regulations and BMPs and LID measures incorporated into the proposed project description, no 
mitigation measures are required for stormwater runoff.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
3-3 The commenter recommends clearly illustrating the footprint of the proposed structures in relation to 

the 100-year floodplain boundaries.  The proposed project layouts for either the Library Site or the 
Railroad Depot Site are not confirmed at this time.  As stated on pages 4.7-20 and 4.7-21 of the Draft 
EIR, building structures and post construction BMPs would be located outside of the floodplain.  Figures 
3-6a, 3-6b, 3-7a, and 3-7b of the Draft EIR are test fit diagrams which illustrate an up to 3-story 
courthouse facility outside of the 100-year floodplain on both the Library Site and the Railroad Depot 
Site.  As noted on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, final courthouse design will be based on existing site 
constraints such as Gibson Creek.  Due to the state’s funding process, the AOC’s design team cannot 
begin more detailed and site-specific design of the courthouse until after the AOC completes preliminary 
due diligence, decides whether or not to approve the proposed project, and after a site is selected and 
acquired.  Therefore, even though no detailed and site-specific design and planning has yet been done, 
based on the preliminary feasibility studies referenced above, it would be possible to construct the 
proposed project structures outside of the 100-year floodplain, and the AOC is committed to do so. 
Impact 4.7-8 remains less than significant.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
3-4 The commenter notes that the city of Ukiah’s drainage system may not have sufficient capacity because 

over the years, during heavy rains, flooding occurs along both sides of E. Perkins Street, easterly of both 
of the proposed project sites; therefore, the significance level for Impact 4.7-5 should be further 
evaluated.  Page 4.7-3 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the existing storm drain system.  As 
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discussed in the Draft EIR, the Library Site drains through the site and enters the city’s existing storm 
drain system along Mason Street, prior to being discharged into Gibson Creek.  The existing storm drain 
system along Mason Street generally consists of seven inlets varying in size.  These inlets are connected 
via storm drain pipes that convey runoff to Gibson Creek via gravity flow.  The Railroad Depot Site slopes 
from southwest to northeast toward Gibson Creek, which traverses the northern edge of the site.  All 
storm runoff flows to Gibson Creek.  No visible signs of storm drainage structures are visible onsite.   

 
Pre- and post-project discharge calculations for the Library Site are provided in the hydrology report, 
provided in Appendix G, as well as Impact 4.7-4, and Tables 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 on page 4.7-15 of the Draft 
EIR.  The discharge rates at the Library Site are anticipated to be the same pre- and post-construction.   
 
Pre- and post-project discharge calculations for the Railroad Depot Site are also provided in the 
hydrology report, provided in Appendix G, as well as Impact 4.7-4, and Tables 4.7-3 and 4.7-4 on page 
4.7-16 of the Draft EIR.  The post-project peak discharge flow rates are anticipated to be higher than the 
pre-project discharge.  This indicates that additional storm drain infrastructure improvements and 
stormwater retention to prevent peak discharge increases would be necessary as part of the proposed 
project at the Railroad Depot Site.  As stated on page 4.7-17 of the Draft EIR, the Railroad Depot Site 
would include additional storm drain improvements and/or onsite stormwater retention to prevent 
peak discharge increases.  The Railroad Depot Site would be designed consistent with AOC standards 
and would comply with the requirements of the NPDES permit to ensure that stormwater quantities are 
effectively reduced.   
 
Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial effect on the city’s existing stormwater 
drainage system at either the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site, and impacts remain less than 
significant.  In addition, any flooding mentioned by the commenter on East Perkins Street is an existing 
condition and because the proposed project would not add to the existing condition, the proposed 
project is not required to mitigate for existing conditions. With NPDES and proposed project design 
elements, the AOC would ensure that increase runoff from either the Library Site or the Railroad Depot 
Site would not occur, and therefore, the proposed project would not increase runoff.  Impacts are 
considered less than significant and the existing stormwater drainage system would continue to operate 
as it does currently.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
3-5 The commenter requests that the EIR analyze proposed project consistency with the Ukiah Valley Area 

Plan adopted in August 2011.  As stated on page 1-6 of the August 2011 Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP), 
the city of Ukiah is within the Ukiah Valley Area Plan (UVAP); however, lands within the incorporated 
city boundaries of the city of Ukiah are governed by the Ukiah City Council, while the UVAP has legal 
land use authority over the unincorporated lands in the Planning Area governed by the Mendocino 
County Board of Supervisors.1 As stated in the Ukiah Area Valley Plan Draft EIR, Mendocino County has 
established the UVAP as an area plan that sets policy guidelines that will guide future Mendocino County 
land use decisions for the unincorporated Ukiah Valley.2,3  This excludes the city of Ukiah, which is 

                                                             
1 Mendocino County Planning and Building Services.  2011. Ukiah Valley Area Plan.  Adopted August 2, 2011.  

Accessible at:  http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm.  Accessed on January 17, 2012. 
2  Mendocino County Planning and Building Services.  2011.  Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Revised Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2003072038.  Prepared by Leonard Charles and Associates.  January 2011.  
Accessible at:  http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm.  Accessed on January 17, 2012. 

3  Mendocino County Planning and Building Services.  2011.  Draft 2007 Ukiah Valley Area Plan Final Program 
Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2003072038.  Prepared by Leonard Charles and Associates.  July 2011.  
Accessible at:  http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm.  Accessed on January 17, 2012. 

http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/planning/UVAP.htm
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governed by the Ukiah City Council, and the adopted city’s General Plan, City Code (which includes the 
zoning code), and the City Downtown Master Plan.  As stated on page 4.1-1 of the Draft EIR, it should be 
noted that the Ukiah Valley Area Plan only applies to unincorporated Mendocino county lands, which do 
not include the potential project sites.  Therefore, the New Ukiah Courthouse Draft EIR acknowledges 
the UVAP but it is not required to analyze consistency, because the UVAP does not include the two 
proposed sites located in the city.  However, minor corrections to the Draft EIR text are relevant and are 
described below:  

 
On page 4.7-2 of the Draft EIR, under the heading, “Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or 
Dam”, the text has been revised to reflect the August 2011 UVAP, as follows. 

 
According to the Draft Ukiah Valley Area Plan (December, 2010 August, 2011) Health 
and Safety Section, hypothetically, in the event of a total dam failure when Lake 
Mendocino is filled to capacity, water would flow north up the Russian River channel to 
a point north of Highway 20. Between Highway 20 and Calpella, the topography of the 
channel would keep the water confined between the bluffs and North State Street.  

 
On page 4.7-21, Impact 4.7-9, second paragraph, the text has been revised to reflect the August 2011 
UVAP, as follows: 

 
The USACE resource documents associated with Coyote Dam do not indicate the current 
level of risk associated with a potential dam failure. According to the Draft Ukiah Valley 
Area Plan (December, 2010August, 2011) Health and Safety Section, in the hypothetical 
event of a total dam failure when Lake Mendocino is filled to capacity, water would flow 
north up the Russian River channel to a point north of Highway 20. 

 
No further revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

 
3-6 The commenter notes that the traffic analysis does not appear to consider traffic impacts between the 

existing county jail and the two projects sites being considered.  The trip generation for the project 
includes all visitors to the courthouse building, including, but not limited to defendants, family 
members, friends, accusers, jury members, judges, attorneys, security staff, court administrative staff, 
police officers, prisoners, wardens, and support staff to the court operations and services. The Traffic 
Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project (included under Appendix H of the Draft EIR) states 
all visitors to the courthouse are included in the trip generation, including defendants coming from the 
county jail, which, as noted above, have been considered.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
3-7 The commenter notes that the EIR should analyze whether the future and existing Mendocino Council of 

Governments (MCOG)/City of Ukiah project (a $2 million +/- project that would place traffic signals at 
the Southbound and Northbound Ramp intersections, sidewalk, pedestrian ramps and signal 
coordination with the existing traffic signal at Orchard Avenue) was considered in the analysis.  Section 
4.4.2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (included under Appendix H of the Draft EIR) did analyze all the 
improvements identified by the City, the MCOG and Caltrans at the ramp terminals of Perkins Street/US-
101, and at Orchard Street/Perkins Street. The analysis indicates that the intersections would operate at 
acceptable conditions with implementation of the improvements.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required.   

 
3-8 The commenter requests that the Draft EIR identify specific BMPs and NPDES requirements as 

mitigation measures regarding cumulative impacts and stormwater runoff, specifically Impact 4.7-11 (on 
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page 5-6 of the Draft EIR).  Please refer to Response to Comment 8-2, below, regarding BMPs, LID 
measures, and mitigation measures.  In response to potential pollutants, the Draft EIR recognizes state 
and federal programs require BMPs to be implemented by developers, property owners, and public 
agencies engaged in new development or redevelopment activities. Pages 3-18 through 3-19 of the 
Draft EIR provide a list of BMPs that the AOC will use for the proposed project, as part of the project 
description.  In addition, the proposed project would be consistent with the requirements of the 
NCRWQCB by implementing the use of LID measures to treat and retain stormwater runoff on either 
potential project site.  The LID measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of integrated 
stormwater retention and detention areas, reduction of impervious surfaces, lengthening of flow paths 
and runoff time, or use of natural vegetation and soil to filter runoff.  The proposed project must meet 
all state and federal requirements that include implementation of BMPs and LID measures that are best 
suited to maximize reduction of the pollutant of concern.  These requirements are specifically designed 
to protect downstream beneficial uses. 

 
Prior to any direct impacts to waters, all required USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG permits and authorizations 
shall be obtained.  All terms and conditions of the required permits and authorizations shall be 
implemented (as discussed throughout the Draft EIR and required in Mitigation Measure 4.3-3).  These 
permits and authorizations include a 401 water quality certification and NPDES permit, General 
Construction Storm Water Permit, Department of the Army Permit from the USACE, Water Quality 
Certification from the RWQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG for any work 
proposed along the bed and/or bank of Gibson Creek.  The General Construction Storm Water Permit 
requires preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. Therefore, with permit regulations and BMPs and 
LID measures incorporated into the proposed project description, no mitigation measures are required 
for stormwater runoff and water quality.  

 
The stormwater runoff and water quality impacts are considered less than significant.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not combine with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects to provide 
a cumulative impact to stormwater runoff or degrade water quality.  Cumulative impacts remain less 
than significant and no mitigation is required.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
3-9 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should address potential cumulative traffic patterns for 

prisoner transports from the existing jail to the proposed courthouse sites.  All visitors to the courthouse 
are included in the trip generation (including in-custody detainees), and analyzed in Section 4.10, Traffic 
and Circulation in the Draft EIR.  Traffic from the county jail along State Street is thus included in the 
analysis. State Street is anticipated to be the shortest route to the proposed project sites. Intersections 
where trip generation is anticipated to be significant have been identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(included under Appendix H of the Draft EIR). In addition, the study intersections analyzed in the Traffic 
Impact Analysis have been identified in collaboration with City of Ukiah staff.  No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required.  

 
3-10 The commenter requests that the Draft EIR address the relocation of the courthouse, the relocation of 

the downtown post office, and the potential relocation of the existing county library. The following 
responses address the anticipated future use of the existing courthouse facility, the project’s urban 
decay potential associated with the courthouse relocation, and the potential relocations of the county 
library and downtown post office. 
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 Ultimate Disposition of the Existing Courthouse 
 

The court only occupies about 67% of the existing courthouse building.  The county occupies the rest.  
The court’s portion of the courthouse will be vacated after the new courthouse opens.  Unless otherwise 
disposed of, the AOC will retain its equity in the existing courthouse structure, but will pursue options 
for occupancy including: 

 
 Offering the vacated court space to the county; i.e. would the county want to purchase the AOC’s 

equity in the existing building for county administrative space; 
 The AOC may also offer the county the opportunity to lease all of part of the court space, if an 

equity buyout is not feasible; 
 If the county is unable to purchase or lease the vacated space, the AOC may then sell or lease the 

court space to a third party.   
 

From the AOC’s perspective, a discussion needs to be initiated with the county regarding building reuse 
potential; however, it is not known at this time if the library would use/be relocated to the existing 
courthouse building.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
 Economic Activity / Urban Decay 
 

The AOC acknowledges the relocation of court staff, jurors and court visitors could potentially reduce 
the economic activity of the immediately adjacent businesses and potentially impair occupancy levels in 
that area.  However, various factors counteract the impact to the area immediately surrounding the 
courthouse, including: 

 
 The existing courthouse will continue to be owned by the county and house county employees; 
 Substantial numbers of county employees, city employees, state of California employees, and others 

will remain in offices near the existing Mendocino County courthouse;  
 Both the Library Site and the Railroad Depot Site are located within a less-than-five minute walk to 

the existing Mendocino County courthouse and the adjacent businesses; 
 Due to the close proximity of either site to the existing Mendocino County courthouse, court staff, 

jurors, and visitors will continue to patronize nearby businesses; and 
 All roadway improvements along the project frontage would be designed to ensure adequate access 

to either site for bicyclists and continuous sidewalks for pedestrians. 
 

The Ukiah Redevelopment Agency’s (URA) Five-Year Implementation Plan, July 2007 to July 2012, (Plan) 
describes the URA’s focus with regards to enhancing the quality of life for the entire Ukiah community. 
The URA, along with all redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012 by 
AB1X 26, the constitutionality of which was affirmed by the California Supreme Court in California 
Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos (December 29, 2011).  Thereafter, the city of Ukiah, 
Successor Agency to the URA, now manages and leads redevelopment efforts within areas overseen by 
the former URA. It is important to note however, programs identified within the Plan were proposed in 
part to assist in the alleviation of blight existing in the former Redevelopment Area.  Some of the specific 
projects identified within the Plan period (July 2007 to July 2012) include the following:  

 
 Enhancement of downtown public parking.  
 Downtown revitalization improvements along the State Street corridor.  
 Revitalization of the Palace Hotel property.  
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 Retention of the Mendocino County courthouse in the Redevelopment Area.  
 Development of the E. Perkins Street Depot property.  
 Redwood Business Park Economic Revitalization Project.  
 Open space, riparian, and recreational facility development.  

 
As noted in Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, relocation of the existing courthouse to 
either the Library Site or Railroad Depot Site would result in the county’s courthouse remaining within 
the URA’s previously established Redevelopment Area which, depending on the final site selection, 
satisfies up to two specific undertakings identified in the current Ukiah Redevelopment Project Five-Year 
Implementation Plan, July 2007 to July 2012: 1) retention of the Mendocino County courthouse in the 
Redevelopment Project Area, and 2) development of the E. Perkins Street Depot property. While 
redevelopment agencies may no longer exist as legal entities in the State of California, the successor 
agencies identified by each agency, in this case the city of Ukiah, will be pursuing those original goals.  
Based on the strong relationship and consistency between the Ukiah Redevelopment Project Five-Year 
Implementation Plan, July 2007 to July 2012, and the factors stated above, most notably, that the new 
courthouse will be located within a less-than-five minute walk from the existing courthouse site, the 
AOC does not consider relocation of the existing Mendocino County courthouse to either the Library Site 
or Railroad Depot Site to cause urban decay within downtown Ukiah. Further, the AOC considers the 
courthouse relocation, as proposed, to be consistent with the vision of downtown Ukiah, embraces and 
fulfills the goals, objectives, and strategies of the city’s General Plan, and will continue to contribute to 
the economic growth and vitality of the downtown core.   
 
Relocation of the Existing Library 
 
With respect to the relocation of the county library, should the Library Site be chosen, as discussed on 
page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR, the AOC recognizes the importance of the existing library as a public 
service, and if such relocation efforts are required, the AOC will provide relocation assistance to the 
extent authorized by state law.  This would include negotiations with the county of Mendocino for 
relocation benefits.  Relocation benefits are determined by California Government Code Section 7260-
7277, case law interpreting those provisions, and relevant interpretive material such as opinions of the 
Attorney General.  How much the state will pay is yet to be determined, as each relocation will be 
evaluated by an outside relocation specialist.  The state must pay and can only pay what is authorized 
under state law.   It is unknown at this time whether or not the state relocation benefits will cover all of 
the costs of relocating the potentially affected business.  In addition, the physical relocation of the 
library would be subject to a separate environmental review led by the county to determine any 
potential environmental impacts.  This review cannot be undertaken until a site is chosen, if necessary. 

Oak Street U.S. Post Office 
 
With respect to the potential relocation of the U.S. post office on Oak Street to the facilities on Orchard 
Street, this is not part of the proposed project nor is it a result of the proposed project.  The relocation 
of the post office is not contingent on the approval of this proposed project.  Therefore, the post office 
relocation is outside of the scope of this proposed project and no analysis is required under this EIR.  No 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
3-11 The commenter requests that the existing underground storage tank (UST) at the existing courthouse 

facility be addressed as part of the courthouse “abandonment.”  Please note: the courthouse will not be 
abandoned, as it will continue to be owned by the county and will continue to house county functions. 
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In addition, the UST has already been identified as discussed on page 4.6-8 of the Draft EIR, as well as in 
the Phase I Environmental Site Assessments prepared for the Library Site and the Railroad Depot Site 
(Appendix F). The existing courthouse property, 100 North State Street, is listed on the following 
databases:  CA FID UST, SWEEPS UST, HIST CORTESE, and LUST.  The property is identified as having an 
active release impacting groundwater.  According to an interview with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), the case is “open-inactive”, meaning more work needs to be completed at the 
site.  A Phase II report was prepared for the case in May 2009.  The site is identified on the databases as 
the Mendocino County Courthouse or the MCDPW Ukiah Courthouse.  As previously mentioned, the 
courthouse will not be abandoned, as it will continue to be owned by the county and will continue to 
house county functions.  In addition, there will not be any demolition, construction, or other physical 
impacts to the existing courthouse site as part of this proposed project.  As such, the proposed project is 
not responsible for the existing UST. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
3-12 The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to address the future locations of the District Attorney, 

Court Collections, Victim Witness Services, the Public Defender and the Alternate Public Defender as 
uses that would either be relocated into the new courthouse or remain in existing facilities.  The 
commenter expressed concerns regarding traffic and parking impacts.  Per CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G 
as amended March 2010), parking capacity is no longer included as a review topic under the CEQA 
checklist.  In terms of traffic, the location of these services are reviewed below: 

 
 The District Attorney will not move to the new courthouse.  Any traffic impacts have been 

identified as the District Attorney is included in the “court visitors” category of the traffic 
analysis included in the Draft EIR. 

 Court Collections is expected to move to the new courthouse.  This change in traffic was 
included in the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR.  

 Victim Witness Services will not move to the new courthouse.  Any traffic impacts have been 
identified as Victim Witness Services is included in the “court visitors” category of the traffic 
analysis. 

 The Public Defender will not move to the new courthouse.  Any traffic impacts have been 
identified as Public Defender is included in the “court visitors” category of the traffic analysis. 

 The Alternate Public Defender will not move to the new courthouse.  Any traffic impacts have 
been identified as the Alternate Public Defender is included in the “court visitors” category of 
the traffic analysis. 
 

The trip generation for the courthouse (analyzed in the Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation in the Draft 
EIR) includes all facilities that will be provided at the new location.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
3-13 The commenter notes that if any potential impacts are identified to have changed in significance level, 

that this would then change the cumulative impacts and thus be a burden on future developers in the 
unincorporated county and within the city of Ukiah.  The AOC has reviewed the Draft EIR and addressed 
public comments, as provided in this Final EIR.  Impact conclusions remain the same in this Final EIR as 
they do in the Draft EIR, thus no changes in impact significance levels have occurred.  Therefore, no 
changes to cumulative impacts have occurred as a result of the public comment period, and no revisions 
to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 4 
 

 
  

4-1 
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Comment Letter 4 Response 
Granville & Melanie Pool, Residents 
December 7, 2011 

 

4-1 The commenters express their support for the AOC’s selection of the Library Site for the proposed 
courthouse. The commenters also provide recommendations as to where the existing library could be 
relocated, if the Library Site is ultimately chosen to house the new courthouse.  Should the Library Site 
be chosen for development of the new courthouse, it is unknown at this time if the library would use/be 
relocated to the existing courthouse building.  The AOC would need to discuss relocation/reuse potential 
with the county.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental 
impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 5 
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Comment Letter 5 Response 
Mendocino County Library Advisory Board 
Lori Hubbart, Vice-Chair 
December 8, 2011 

 

5-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding potential relocation of the existing library.  As discussed on 
page 4.11-19 of the Draft EIR, the AOC recognizes the importance of the existing library as a public 
service, and if such relocation efforts are required, the AOC will provide relocation assistance.  This 
would include negotiations with the county of Mendocino for such relocation benefits as may be 
authorized by state law.  In addition, the physical relocation of the library would be subject to a separate 
environmental review led by the county to determine any potential environmental impacts and would 
include library design standards.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of 
environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 6 
 

 

 

 
 

6-1 

6-2 

6-3 
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Comment Letter 6 Response 
Kent Porter, Resident 
December 8, 2011 
 
6-1 The commenter expresses support for the proposed project as well as support for the AOC’s selection of 

the Library Site for the proposed courthouse.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s 
analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
6-2 The commenter expresses opposition to the November 30, 2011 public meeting comments suggesting 

that the courthouse would require mitigation; however, the commenter expresses support of 
exposing/day-lighting Gibson Creek.  Biological impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources.  In addition, this Final EIR provides revised language to the biological resources 
section, as related to Gibson Creek, in Section 3, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR.  As discussed 
on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR, approximately 300 feet of the existing underground portion of Gibson 
Creek within the Library Site would be “day-lighted” and enhanced.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
6-3 The commenter provides recommendations as to what should happen to the existing courthouse 

building upon the completion of the proposed project.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in 
the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  Please 
note, the county will remain the owner of the existing courthouse and will continue to use it for 
administrative/office space. 

 
6-4 The commenter expresses concern for the level of service at both US-101 ramp intersections with 

Perkins Street.  These intersections are analyzed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation, as 
well as within the Traffic Impact Analysis, provided in Appendix H of the Draft EIR.  The Ukiah Ramps 
Improvement Project on US-101 Project Study Report prepared by Caltrans in September 2008, identifies 
traffic signals and signal interconnect at the US-101/Perkins Street ramp intersections. In addition, the 
US-101 southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection satisfies the peak-hour signal warrant. The AOC 
expects to participate in the improvement through the contribution of fair share payments toward the 
signalization and roadway improvements of the US-101 northbound/Perkins Street intersection and the 
US-101/southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection (fair share percentages are estimated at 4.5% for 
the Library Site or 5.1% for the Railroad Depot Site) (refer to Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 on page 4.10-34 
of the Draft EIR).  Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 7 
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Comment Letter 7 Response 
State of California Public Utilities Commission 
Moses Stites, Rail Corridor Safety Specialist 
December 12, 2011 

 

7-1  The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) concurs with the mitigation measures identified in the 
Draft EIR, which adequately address the CPUC safety concerns for railroad crossings in the project area.  
These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, 
no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 8 
Email followed by hard copy received in U.S. Mail (identical in content). 
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  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-41 

8-1 

8-2 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-42 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

 

8-3 

8-4 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-43 

 

8-5 

8-6 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-44 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

 

8-6, Cont. 
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Comment Letter 8 Response 
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Mona Dougherty, P.E., Senior Water Resource Control Engineer 
December 12, 2011 (email) / December 13, 2011 (hard copy).  Content is identical. 

 

8-1 The commenter, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB), provides a 
summary of the proposed project and concurs that the NCRWQCB is a responsible agency, with 
jurisdiction over ground and surface waters.  This comment does not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s 
analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
8-2 The NCRWQCB acknowledges that they are already working with the lead agency regarding the known 

contamination issues on the Railroad Depot Site.  Please note, the AOC is not the lead agency for the 
referenced “contamination project;” however, the AOC is the lead agency for the New Ukiah Courthouse 
Project and EIR.  The NCRWQCB emphasizes that the proposed project should include the use of Low 
Impact Development (LID) to mitigate potential impacts to water quality.  The NCRWQCB also identifies 
permits that may be required for the proposed project.  Page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR discusses LID 
measures to treat and retain stormwater runoff on either potential project site.  The proposed project 
must meet state and federal requirements that include implementation of BMPs (structural and non-
structural) and LID measures that are best suited to protect downstream beneficial uses.   

 
Page 1-3 of the Draft EIR identifies the responsible agencies and permits required, including a 401 water 
quality certification and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Page 4.3-11 of 
the Draft EIR identifies that requirement for the General Construction Storm Water Permit.  Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-3, on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, identifies that all required permits and authorizations 
from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG), and NCRWQCB shall be obtained prior to any direct impacts to jurisdictional waters.  Therefore, 
no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
8-3 The NCRWQCB recommends a 100-foot buffer zone between the proposed project and surface water, as 

well as a minimum setback of 100 feet from the top of bank of a stream, watercourse or the edge of a 
wetland, and the proposed project.  As provided in Impact 4.3-3 and Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (on pages 
4.3-22 and 4.3-23, respectively, of the Draft EIR), the AOC shall develop the proposed project to the best 
extent feasible to avoid direct impacts to the on-site portion of Gibson Creek, and/or any streams, 
wetlands, or riparian habitat outside of the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site.  The mitigation 
measure mentioning a 20-foot setback from Gibson Creek on page 2-13 (Executive Summary) of the 
Draft EIR was an error.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR does not reflect a 
specific setback requirement.  As applicable, the AOC will respect minimum setback requirements from 
the Creek, as recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the work anticipated.  This 
Final EIR provides revised language to the biological resources section, as related to Gibson Creek, in 
Section 3, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

 
8-4 The NCRWQCB advises that any adverse impacts to, or loss of, natural or constructed wetlands and their 

beneficial uses due to the proposed project must be fully permitted and mitigated, and that the EIR 
should always acknowledge not only federal waters but state waters as well.  Pages 4.3-11 and 4.3-12 of 
the Draft EIR provide the existing setting for wetlands at both the Library Site and the Railroad Depot 
Site.  As discussed, no wetlands were identified on the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site.  Gibson 
Creek, contained by a culvert on the Library Site, is subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE, NCRWQCB, 
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and CDFG. The Library Site supports Urban and Riverine habitat.  The Railroad Depot Site contains 
Gibson Creek, a seasonal creek, and several shallow depressions that pond water seasonally.   

 
Impact 4.3-3, on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR, discusses wetlands and waters in detail, and states that 
Gibson Creek is subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE, NCRWQCB, and CDFG. The required permits 
may include a Department of the Army Permit from the USACE, Water Quality Certification from the 
NCRWQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG for any work proposed along the bed 
and/or bank of Gibson Creek. Additionally, the shallow depressions on the Railroad Depot Site may 
require a permit from the NCRWQCB and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. As for any project involving 
more than one acre of surface disturbance, a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit must be 
obtained from the State Water Resources Control Board, which requires preparation and 
implementation of a SWPPP.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
8-5 The NCRWQCB is concerned with the waste materials from demolition and the disposal of these 

materials, especially if considered hazardous.  The NCRWQCB requests that appropriate preparation and 
permitting be completed for the proposed project.  As stated on page 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR, demolition 
activities would be subject to all applicable federal and state regulations to minimize potential risks to 
human health and the environment, and worker and public safeguards would be included in the 
demolition contract.  In addition, the proposed project is subject to the regulatory framework in place 
that governs the removal and disposal of hazardous items once identified.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (on 
page 4.6-19 of the Draft EIR) includes provisions that require ACMs and LBPs be abated and any 
remaining hazardous substances and/or waste be removed in compliance with applicable state laws and 
regulations.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 (on page 4.6-22 of the Draft EIR) requires the AOC to prepare a 
Phase II ESA for the chosen site, either the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site, prior to acquisition 
and to develop a Hazardous Material Removal and/or Management Plan, prepared by a qualified 
contractor, accordingly.  Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
8-6 The NCRWQCB requires the use of LID and BMPs for the proposed project.  Please refer to Response to 

Comment 8-2, above.  The proposed project would comply with state and federal requirements and 
would include the implementation of BMPs and LID measures to reduce potential effects of construction 
and/or long-term operation of the proposed project.  The LID strategies for the proposed project may 
include the use of integrated stormwater retention and detention areas, reduction of impervious 
surfaces, lengthening of flow paths and runoff time, or use of natural vegetation and soil to filter runoff, 
among other methods.  Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
8-7 The NCRWQCB identifies permits that may be required for the proposed project.  As stated on page  

4.3-22 of the Draft EIR, the required permits may include a Department of the Army Permit from the 
USACE, Water Quality Certification from the NCRWQCB, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from 
the CDFG for any work proposed along the bed and/or bank of Gibson Creek. Additionally, the shallow 
depressions on the Railroad Depot Site may require a permit from the NCRWQCB and the USACE. As for 
any project involving more than one acre of surface disturbance, a General Construction Activity Storm 
Water Permit must be obtained from the State Water Resources Control Board, which requires 
preparation and implementation of a SWPPP.  The proposed project would comply with state and 
federal requirements and would include the implementation of BMPs and LID measures to reduce 
potential effects of construction and/or long-term operation of the proposed project.  Prior to any direct 
impacts to waters of the United States, all required USACE, NCRWQCB, and CDFG permits and 
authorizations shall be obtained. All terms and conditions of the required permits and authorizations 
shall be implemented.  The AOC is currently working with the NCRWQCB on this proposed project and 
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will obtain all necessary permits for the proposed project.  These comments do not identify a deficiency 
in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 9 

 
  

9-1 
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Comment Letter 9 Response 
Carole Aleshire, Resident 
December 19, 2011 

 

9-1 The commenter expresses support for the AOC’s selection of the Railroad Depot Site for the proposed 
courthouse and opposition to the AOC’s selection of the Library Site.  The commenter also expresses 
concern regarding potential relocation of the existing library.  Please refer to Response to Comment 5-1, 
above, regarding the potential relocation of the existing library facilities.  No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required. 
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Comment Letter 10 
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10-4, Cont. 
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Comment Letter 10 Response 
Jack Cox, Resident 
January 30, 2012 

 

10-1 The commenter states that he spoke at the Draft EIR adequacy hearing in November, is a lifelong 
resident of Mendocino County, and is an owner of property in the Brush Street Triangle.  This comment 
does not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required.   

 
10-2 The commenter states that, based on his review and understanding of the traffic study under the EIR, 

that no credible study has been made with regard to all current and future traffic being considered.  The 
library traffic is currently on the street network and incorporated in all the traffic volumes for all the 
development scenarios within the Draft EIR. A new location of the existing library may redistribute some 
of the traffic, but the changes are not anticipated to be substantial. A new site for the library would 
require its own California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process, separate from this 
proposed courthouse project, which should include a traffic analysis appropriate for the site chosen to 
house the new library. 

 
With respect to the potential relocation of the U.S. post office on Oak Street to the facilities on Orchard 
Street, this is not part of the proposed project nor is it a result of the proposed project.  The relocation 
of the post office is not contingent on the approval of this proposed project.  The post office traffic is 
currently on the street network and incorporated in all the traffic volumes for all the development 
scenarios within the Draft EIR. A new location of the post office may redistribute some of the traffic, but 
the changes are not anticipated to be substantial. A new post office site would require its own CEQA  or 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process, separate from this proposed project. 

 
No trip credit was assumed for the relocation of the existing courthouse operations from its existing 
location. The Draft EIR Traffic Impact Analysis assumed that a similar government use may occupy the 
existing courthouse and the traffic to and from the existing courthouse will be replaced by the new 
facility. Thus, the trip generation for the new facility is assumed to be approximately the same 
compared to the courthouse for the AM peak hour; thus, there is no net addition of traffic added to and 
from the existing courthouse building.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
10-3 The commenter notes that the EIR only considers traffic between 7 and 8 a.m., not 12 noon to 1:30 

p.m., or 5 to 6 p.m.  CEQA requires that the worst case conditions be analyzed for the proposed project. 
The AM peak hour has the highest trip generation for the courthouse. All staff, visitors, attorneys, and 
in-custody defendants arrive during the AM peak hour. As hearings are completed during the day, 
courtrooms gradually empty and staff remains until the PM peak hour, when they go home. The AM 
peak hour analysis contained in Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation of the Draft EIR, presents the worst 
case for traffic conditions and all other potential impacts would be the same or less.   

The traffic analysis included in the Draft EIR indicates which intersections will operate at adverse Levels 
of Service at cumulative conditions. These include the US-101 interchange ramp terminals. The 
remainder of the intersections will operate at acceptable Levels of Service. Finally, Gobbi Street is not 
expected to be a primary route for access to the proposed project sites.  No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required. 
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10-4 The commenter is concerned about the future Rural Communities Housing Development Corporation 
(RCHDC) low cost housing development and traffic impacts.  The RCHDC low cost housing development 
is a separate project independent of the proposed courthouse project, and will require its own CEQA 
analysis. The cumulative analysis includes background trips from the city travel demand model, which 
would include projects similar to the RCHDC development.  Improvements have been identified by the 
city for the Perkins Street and Orchard Avenue intersection as indicated in the traffic study. These 
improvements would improve the operating conditions of identified intersections to an acceptable level.  
Finally, the commenter notes the state-wide termination of redevelopment agencies (districts) and the 
impact on the clean up of the sites considered and future traffic improvements. These comments do not 
identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 11 
Note: highlighting was part of original submittal 

 
       Monday January 30, 2012 
 
 
Ms. Laura Sainz 
Environmental Program Manager 
Office of Court Construction & Management 
Judicial Council of California – Administration of Courts 
2860 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 400 
Sacramento, California 95833 
(916) 263-7992 
Laura.sainz@jud.ca.gov 

 
In regards to the Environmental Impact Report dated October 2011 of the Ukiah, California Courthouse. 
Sent via Email this date Monday January 30, 2012 
 
Dear Ms. Sainz,  

 
Please find herewith my responses to the Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding the new courthouse 
proposed for Ukiah, California. 

 
Since I believe that the response period ends Tuesday January 31, 2012, please confirm receipt of this email. 

 
In evaluating the draft EIR, it becomes very apparent to me that there is a massive disconnect between the 
traffic impacts caused by the project, (specifically at the US 101 north and south bound ramps), and the 
mitigations proposed by the Administration of Courts (AOC). 

Page 4.10-16 of the EIR, basically, sums up my greatest concern.  “Table 4.10-7, Library Site Plus Project 
– AM Peak Hour Intersection Operations, summarizes intersection LOS results associated with the 
proposed project.  At the US 101 Northbound Ramp/Perkins Street Intersection, the off ramp is 
operating at a LOS F under Existing Conditions.  The additional project traffic would continue to 
exacerbate unacceptable operations and add 30 Additional seconds of overall delay.  At the US 101 
Southbound Ramp/ Perkins Street Intersection, the addition of project traffic is estimated to add 
approximately 20 seconds of delay to side street approaches that are already operating at 
unacceptable LOS. 

 In both location scenarios, the EIR states, that signalization at the US 101 / Perkins Intersections will mitigate 
the additional peak AM trips caused by the project as well as bringing up the LOS of both intersections to 
acceptable levels. 

In section 4.10-2, the EIR further states: “City of Ukiah staff has indicated that the city of Ukiah, 
Mendocino County, and Caltrans have agreed in principle to contribute 1/3 each towards the 
construction of signals at the US-101/Perkins Street ramp intersections; however, there is no current 
funding for this improvement nor any procedures, policies, or traffic impact fee established to collect 
funding. With an appropriate funding instrument in place, payment of fair share contributions towards 
these improvements would reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels. However, given the 
uncertainty of a funding mechanism, timing, and ultimate implementation of the improvements, the 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.”  
 
With this project taking 4 years to complete, costing 120 million dollars, being 3 stories high, 
encompassing close to 192,000 square feet, being occupied on a daily basis by a massive number 

11-1 

11-2 

11-3 

11-4 
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of people, and the only real mitigation required to completely satisfy all mitigations is simply some 
traffic lights at US 101 and Perkins Street, it seems responsible and reasonable for the you folks, to 
somehow, guarantee this signalization to be completed prior to occupancy. 

 
Surely there is enough time and money to fund and insure that the only mitigation that is left undone be 
completed. 

 
In another words, its’ your project, you are the lead agency, and it is your responsibility to see that 100% of all 
traffic mitigations are completed, whether with cooperation from other agencies or not. 

 
To that end, it would be reasonable and responsible to demand that the AOC fund 100% of all traffic 
mitigations and subsequently recover the fair share percentages from the 3 afore mentioned entities. In 
addition, I believe that the public be entitled to see the base data as to how your fair share of the traffic 
mitigations were calculated. 

 
I also have some questions as to the base traffic data and the methodology employed in accumulating it. 

 
Based on an analysis within the EIR, the traffic issues occur during the weekday peak AM hour at the 
intersections of Perkins Street US 101, and that 127 AM Peak trips will be added as a result of the project. 
 
In section 4.10.1 the EIR states that “For courthouses, traffic peaks in the morning with staff, lawyers, 
jurists and judges arriving during peak hours.  However, the schedule of court activities is such that 
traffic dissipates throughout the day as trial schedules vary and morning hearings conclude. A 
courthouse typically generates the highest number of trips during the weekday morning peak hour; 
therefore only the weekday peak hour was evaluated.”  With the LOS of Perkins and US101 Northbound 
currently at an unacceptable level of F, it seems to me that a study of the Peak PM hour should be evaluated 
also.  It seems that some hard data would be very appropriate to back up the assumption that only the 
peak AM hour should be the only peak period studied! 
 
In section 4.10-15 of the EIR, it is stated that an assumption is made that 15 % of all trips will be during the 
AM peak hour, and 25% of employees leave / return the courthouse once during the day. In addition, with 848 
total trips and total AM peak hour trips of 114, a simple departure from the 15% or 25% figures assumed 
would be significant.  Please provide backup for these fairly large assumptions of which only a small 
change could affect that total daily or AM peak trips. 
 
In summation I am a lifelong resident of this valley, and remember the construction of US 101. For 50 years 
Perkins Street, has been the gate way to our little town. It would be a terrible mistake to not SOLVE the traffic 
issues at the intersection of US 101 / Perkins Street. 

 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. For the record this is a good project! 
Sincerely, 

 
Daniel C. Thomas 
danthomas@pacific.net 
(707) 462-1425 

 
  

11-4, 
Cont. 
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Comment Letter 11 Response 
Daniel Thomas, Resident 
January 30, 2012 

 

11-1 The commenter submitted comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the new 
courthouse proposed for Ukiah, California, and wanted confirmation that the email was received.  This 
comment does not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
11-2 The commenter is concerned that there is a disconnect between the traffic impacts caused by the 

project (specifically, at the US-101 north- and southbound ramps) and the mitigations provided, as both 
US-101 north- and southbound ramps/Perkins Street intersection(s) currently operate at an 
unacceptable level of service (LOS).  These intersections are analyzed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, 
Traffic and Circulation, as well as within the Traffic Impact Analysis, provided in Appendix H of the Draft 
EIR.  The Ukiah Ramps Improvement Project on US-101 Project Study Report prepared by Caltrans in 
September 2008, identifies traffic signals and signal interconnect at the US-101/Perkins Street ramp 
intersections.  In addition, the US-101 southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection satisfies the peak-
hour signal warrant.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
The mitigations in the Draft EIR include the AOC paying its fair share contribution towards programmed 
improvements.  The AOC expects to participate in the improvement through the contribution of fair 
share payments toward the signalization and roadway improvements of the US-101 northbound/Perkins 
Street intersection and the US-101/southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection (fair share percentages 
are estimated at 4.5% for the Library Site or 5.1% for the Railroad Depot Site) (refer to Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-2 on page 4.10-34 of the Draft EIR).  Signalization at the US-101/Perkins Street 
intersections would mitigate the additional AM project-related traffic and improve the LOS of both 
intersections to acceptable levels.  Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
11-3 The commenter provides excerpts from Impact 4.10-2 (Section 4.10, Traffic and Circulation in the Draft 

EIR), regarding the fact that there is no current funding in place for improvements of the US-101 
northbound/Perkins Street intersection and the US-101/southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection.  
The Draft EIR considers this a significant and unavoidable impact, given the uncertainty of a funding 
mechanism, timing, and ultimate implementation of improvements.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
11-4 The commenter states that it seems “responsible and reasonable” for signalization to be guaranteed 

prior to occupancy, and that the AOC should fund 100% of all traffic mitigations.  The proposed project is 
not the sole cause of the adverse operating conditions; therefore, the AOC should not be responsible for 
100% of the costs.  When the improvements are made, the AOC will pay its fair share of the costs (fair 
share percentages are estimated at 4.5% for the Library Site or 5.1% for the Railroad Depot Site for 
signalization and roadway improvements of the US-101 northbound/Perkins Street intersection and the 
US-101/southbound ramp/Perkins Street intersection).  However, as mentioned in Response to 
Comment 11-3, above, there is currently no mechanism in place to collect fair share funding from the 
proposed project to mitigate its impacts at the study intersections; therefore, the impact is significant 
and unavoidable.   
 
The commenter also requests the public see the base traffic data as to how fair share mitigations were 
calculated.  Fair share calculations are based on the number of trips contributing to the impact.  The 
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number of trips can be found in the Traffic Impact Analysis, which was included as Appendix H to the 
Draft EIR.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 

11-5 The commenter has questions regarding the base traffic data and the methodology employed in 
accumulating the data.  Particularly, the commenter is concerned as to why only the peak AM hour was 
the only peak period studied in the Draft EIR.  CEQA requires the worst case conditions to be analyzed 
for the project. The AM peak hour has the highest trip generation for the courthouse. All staff, visitors, 
attorneys, and in-custody defendants arrive during the AM peak hour. As hearings are completed during 
the day, the courtrooms empty out except for staff which remain until the PM peak, when they go 
home.  The AM peak hour analysis presents the worst case for traffic conditions and all other potential 
impacts would be the same or less, since a courthouse typically generates the highest number of trips 
during the weekday morning peak hour.  Therefore, PM peak hour analysis was not included, and no 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
11-6 The commenter requests backup for the assumptions related to AM peak hour trip percentages.  These 

assumptions can be found in the analysis included in the Traffic Impact Analysis, which was included as 
Appendix H to the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
11-7 The commenter states that he is a lifelong resident of the Ukiah Valley and would like the traffic issues 

at the intersection of US-101/Perkins Street solved.  He also states that the proposed project is a good 
project.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; 
therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.   
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Comment Letter 12  

 

 

12-1 

12-2 

12-3 
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Comment Letter 12 Response 
James Connerton, Resident 
January 31, 2012 
 
12-1 The commenter is a long-term Ukiah resident, and gives some background regarding Gibson Creek and 

its neighboring creeks.  The commenter expresses his appeal to “free and feature” Gibson Creek as the 
center of the new judicial complex.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of 
environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
12-2 The commenter concurs with the project correspondence from Friends of Gibson Creek (FOGC), 

specifically FOGC’s May 24, 2011 and January 2012 letters.  The commenter further requests that the 
AOC consider three potential improvements along Gibson Creek: removal of existing box culverts, a 
provision for deeper setbacks along Gibson Creek, and maximizing Creek daylighting wherever possible. 
The AOC acknowledges that such improvements at pre-existing locations along Gibson Creek would 
provide long-term benefits related to improved water flows, water quality, and fish passage, and offers 
the following responses to these specific recommendations: 

 
 Daylighting Portions of Gibson Creek - Library Site 
 

The AOC recognizes that the Library Site has culverts that may impede migrating steelhead, as this is an 
existing condition.  As discussed on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR, daylighting would allow the Creek to 
flow generally unimpeded through the property within a natural channel, rather than through this man-
made element. With culvert removal, approximately 300 linear feet of daylighting would occur at the 
Library Site (but not the portion of Gibson Creek under Smith Street). Preliminary estimates indicate that 
the new daylighted width, including the creek bed, would be approximately 60 feet. This width could be 
potentially greater depending on final parking and building orientation.  Development of final design 
specifications including construction activities would be completed in strict adherence to conditions 
required by CDFG, USFWS, Corps, and/or NMFS through the resource agency permitting process (refer 
to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-29 and Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the Draft 
EIR). 
 
Removal of Existing Box Culverts - Railroad Depot Site 
 
With regards to the Railroad Depot Site and the existing downstream box culvert at Leslie Street, CEQA 
specifically requires mitigation that actually relates to and compensates for impacts caused by the 
project, but does not require creation of net environmental benefits not related to or compensating for 
the project.  The Leslie Street culvert crossing is considered an existing off-site condition not impacted 
by the proposed project and so while it may be worthy of consideration on its own merits, the AOC 
considers its removal to be a generalized public benefit that is unrelated to a specific impact of the 
project were it to be located at the Railroad Hospital Drive crossing which is mitigated through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR).  

 
Setbacks from Gibson Creek - Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

 
The AOC is requiring project development to be set back a minimum of 20 feet from the steam bank and 
full avoidance of the dripline of riparian vegetation along the stream bank. Per Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 
on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR, as applicable, the AOC will respect minimum setback requirements from 
the Creek, as recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the work anticipated.  
Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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 The AOC views the above suggested improvements as beneficial functional enhancements to Gibson 
Creek bringing value to the community.  The AOC is committed to working in a collaborative partnership 
with the city and other responsible resource agencies to ensure that impacts to Gibson Creek resulting 
from the proposed courthouse development are minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  

 
12-3 The commenter expresses his desire for the AOC to construct the proposed project in a way which will 

celebrate/help the plant and animal communities of Gibson Creek. These comments do not identify a 
deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 
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Comment Letter 13  

 

 
  

13-1 
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13-1, Cont. 

13-2 

13-3 

13-4 

13-5 
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13-7, Cont. 
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Attachment 1: 
 

 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-67 

 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-68 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

Attachment 2:  

  



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-69 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-70 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-71 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-72 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-73 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-74 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-75 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-76 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-77 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-78 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-79 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-80 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-81 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-82 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-83 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-84 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-85 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-86 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-87 

Attachment 3: 
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Attachment 4: 
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Attachment 5: 
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Comment Letter 13 Response 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 
Patricia Clary, Executive Director 
January 31, 2012 

 

13-1 The commenter expresses concerns regarding the Draft EIR for the New Ukiah Courthouse, on behalf of 
the membership of Californians for Alternatives to Toxics (CAT).  CAT is concerned about toxic chemicals 
in the environment of northern California due to its reliance on the environment for jobs, health, 
culture, education and other uses.  CAT is concerned that the Judicial Council has not prepared an EIR 
that adequately considers impacts relating to the clean-up of toxic material at the Railroad Depot Site.  
CAT also provided a PDF of an article published on AllBusiness.com, dated May 17, 2010, titled “Ukiah 
Moves a Step Closer on Courthouse Project” (refer to Attachment 1, above, provided by CAT).  CAT 
asserts that analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate because “the site will not undergo cleanup of toxic 
chemicals UNLESS, and only IF, the Judicial Council decides to buy the Railroad Depot site for the 
courthouse construction project.”  CAT’s position is noted.  As explained below, however, environmental 
review of the potential effects related to clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site was previously completed 
by the Ukiah Redevelopment Agency (refer to Response to Comment 13-6, below).  Clean-up of the site, 
moreover, is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the proposed courthouse project.  The clean-
up, rather, has “independent utility” from the proposed project because the Railroad Depot Site must be 
cleaned up to be used in the future for any viable institutional or commercial use.  Thus, the Draft EIR 
does not improperly “piecemeal” or “segment” its analysis under CEQA as alluded to by the commenter. 
(See Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 712, 
732-733 [upholding EIR that treated as the “project” at issue one freeway segment within a long-term, 
multi-segment regional plan to expand the freeway system throughout San Diego County because the 
segment would serve a viable purpose even if the later segments were never built, thus having 
“independent utility”]). 

 
The independent nature of the Railroad Depot Site clean-up was established as early as 2007 when the 
Ukiah Redevelopment Agency (URA) initiated clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site; long before the AOC 
considered the site as an option for the proposed project.  As stated in the Ukiah Redevelopment Project 
Five-Year Implementation Plan, July 2007 to July 2012 (adopted first in August 2007 and amended in 
August 2010), the “Retention of the Mendocino County Court House in the Project Area” and the 
“Development of the Perkins Street Depot Property” (Railroad Depot Site) are listed as independent 
projects (Ukiah Redevelopment Project Five-Year Implementation Plan, July 2007 to July 2012)4.  
Therefore, the retention of the courthouse in the downtown area of Ukiah is, and has been, 
contemplated and pursued independently of the remediation/development of the Railroad Depot Site.  
Stated differently, the proposed project does not cause the need for clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site, 
and is therefore not part of the “whole of the project.” 

 
In April 2009, the URA considered potential redevelopment projects and programs (refer to Attachment 
2, above, Ukiah Redevelopment Agency Agenda Summary Report, Attachment #2, Draft List of Potential 
Non-Housing Redevelopment Projects) for a potential bond issuance.  Again, the “Retention of the 
County Courthouse in the Project Area” and the “Development of the Perkins Street Depot property” 
are listed as two separate projects.5   

                                                             
4  Available at: 

http://www.cityofukiah.com/pdf/economic_development/URA%20Final%20Implementation%20Plan%20Augest%20
2007%20Amended%208-18-10.pdf 

5  Email correspondence with Mr. Sage Sangiacomo, Assistant City Manager for the City of Ukiah, February 8, 2012.   

http://www.cityofukiah.com/pdf/economic_development/URA%20Final%20Implementation%20Plan%20Augest%20
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Also, in a November 17, 2010, URA staff report (written to request authorization to bond), the two 
projects were listed separately as “Facilitate and support a downtown site for the relocation of the 
Mendocino County Courthouse” and “Remediation and development of the 11-acre Brownfield at the 
Perkins Street Rail property.”  The “Perkins Railroad Site Redevelopment Project” is separately 
referenced in the URA’s bond documents (refer to Attachment 3, above, Exhibit A, Part I of the 
Certificate Regarding Use of Proceeds) which does not mention the courthouse project.  Again, the 
remediation/clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site is an independent activity to the relocation of the 
courthouse, and the URA Board approved the bond issuance knowing these two were considered 
independent projects. 

 
Finally, in May 2011, the URA Board considered and approved an Option to Purchase the Railroad Depot 
Site (refer to Attachment 4, above, Option Agreement to Purchase Real Property, provided by CAT).  This 
Option between the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) and the URA identified the potential sale of 
the site to the URA for redevelopment purposes.  The Option was independent of any AOC action on a 
new courthouse and included property that was not part of the new courthouse project.  Since the 
independent efforts on these two projects began, the AOC approached the city of Ukiah to investigate 
the possibility of locating the new courthouse on the Railroad Depot Site. Although the potential to 
locate the courthouse on the Railroad Depot Site may have accelerated clean-up efforts, it did not start 
those efforts.   

 
In August 2011, a First Amendment to the Option Agreement went into effect that stated the following: 
“Recital C The initial goal of that agreement is to prepare a portion of the Property for sale to the 
Administrative Office of the Courts (“AOC”) as the site for a new courthouse for Mendocino County;” 
and “Recital D: The AOC takes the position that it will not purchase property for a courthouse site that 
has known contamination, such as the portion of the Property southeast of the depot building.”  
Therefore, the AOC acknowledges that since the initiation of the two separate projects, the potential for 
the AOC to purchase the property has accelerated clean-up efforts.  

 
The URA, along with all redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012 by 
AB1X 26, the constitutionality of which was affirmed by the California Supreme Court in California 
Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos (December 29, 2011).  Thereafter, the city of Ukiah, 
as the successor agency to the URA, is leading efforts to remediate the Railroad Depot Site. 

 
Finally, based on correspondence with the city of Ukiah on February 8, 2012,6 the city of Ukiah as the 
successor agency to the URA has, and will continue to, seek clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site with or 
without the new courthouse being located to this site.  It should be noted that, clean-up activities are 
anticipated to begin in late spring 2012, well before a final site is approved by the State Public Works 
Board for the new courthouse. 
 

 The remediation of the Railroad Depot Site has been and continues to be independent of the relocation 
of the courthouse.  The potential of the courthouse to be located on the Railroad Depot Site has 
accelerated and is being associated with the clean-up efforts, but the clean-up remains an independent 
project  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
13-2 The commenter discusses what is referred to as a “lease option agreement” between the North Coast 

Rail Authority (NCRA) and the Ukiah Redevelopment Agency, entered into in 2011, and provides a PDF 
copy of the agreement between NCRA and the Ukiah Redevelopment Agency (refer to Attachment 4, 

                                                             
6 Email correspondence with Mr. Sage Sangiacomo, Assistant City Manager for the City of Ukiah, February 8, 2012. 
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above, provided by CAT). The agreement discussed by the commenter and attached to its letter is 
actually entitled “Option Agreement to Purchase Real Property.” (See also First Amendment to Option 
Agreement.)  As explained in the Option Agreement and the First Amendment, the initial goal of the 
Option Agreement was to prepare a portion of the Railroad Depot Site for sale to the AOC by taking 
clean-up actions. The Option Agreement with the NCRA for the purchase of the Perkins Street Depot 
Property is not contingent on the development of the AOC courthouse at the Railroad Depot Site.   

 
As described in Response to Comment 13-1, above, the Option Agreement was originally approved by 
the URA and the city of Ukiah in May 2011.  Although development of the new courthouse on the 
Railroad Depot Site is referenced as a desirable outcome, exercising the option to purchase is not 
contingent on the State purchasing the Railroad Depot Site for the future courthouse.  Clean-up of the 
site and preparation of the Remedial Action Plan (RAP), not the AOC project, was the main reason for 
the contemplated expenditures memorialized in the Option Agreement and the First Amendment to the 
Option Agreement.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
13-3 The commenter would like additional description regarding the sale of the Railroad Depot Site to the 

URA (now City of Ukiah, as successor agency to the URA), the role of Weston Solutions, and the effect on 
the remediation of the Railroad Depot Site if the Library Site is chosen for the new courthouse.  The AOC 
notes the real estate negotiations between the NCRA, URA/city of Ukiah and Weston Solutions are not 
part of the AOC’s project description and therefore are not considered a CEQA issue for the proposed 
project, but will clarify the transaction based on existing documents.  As noted in Response to 
Comments 13-1 and 13-2 above, the URA/city of Ukiah and NCRA entered into an Option Agreement for 
the purchase of the Railroad Depot Site.   

 
In August 2010, the URA retained Weston Solutions, a company specializing in acquiring, cleaning-up 
and developing “brown fields” (refer to Attachment 4, above, provided by CAT).  Weston Solutions was 
retained by the URA to develop a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site.  
In addition, the URA approved the expenditure of approximately $1.2 million to develop the RAP and bid 
the clean-up of the site.  Finally, in August 2011, the URA amended the option agreement with NCRA to 
extend the agreement by two years (May 2014) and clarify the option remains in effect after 2014 
unless NCRA has another buyer for the property.  The commenter’s opinion that the series of events 
regarding the sale of the Railroad Depot site to the URA will only be triggered by the AOC’s decision to 
locate the new courthouse on the Railroad Depot Site is noted; however, there is no language in the 
Option Agreement suggesting clean-up is contingent on the AOC’s decision to locate the new 
courthouse.  In addition, the AOC has no knowledge about what might happen with clean-up of the 
Railroad Depot Site if the Library Site is chosen for the proposed project.  As demonstrated by the City 
Council’s approval of the Initial Draft of the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) (Resolution 
No. 2012-11), under ABX1 26, certain future activities related to the Railroad property reclamation and 
the NCRA Option and Weston’s efforts are included as part of the Draft ROPS, evidencing an intent not 
to abandon the clean-up efforts (refer to Attachment 5, above, Resolution No. 2012-11).  No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required. 

 
13-4 The commenter questions who is the responsible party for the cleanup of the Railroad Depot Site.  The 

AOC acknowledges that this comment is not CEQA related, but will attempt to clarify the issue based on 
public documents.  The option agreement between the NCRA and the URA/City of Ukiah references 
Union Pacific (UP) as the responsible party for the cleanup of the Railroad Depot Site.  The Draft EIR 
does not speak to the responsibility and liability of Union Pacific because that is not considered a CEQA 
issue for the purposes of the proposed project.  The naming of a “responsible party” does not require 
CEQA review.  In addition, the role of the NCRA in the relationship to Union Pacific and/or the URA is 
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unknown to the AOC at this time, and is not relevant for purposes of the proposed project.  No revisions 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
13-5 The commenter questions if any information gaps exist in the site investigation and RAP developed for 

the project, and whether all potential hazardous contaminants were investigated. A Remedial Action 
Plan (RAP) for the Railroad Depot Site was prepared by Weston Solutions and finalized in August 2011.  
The development of the RAP included standard public noticing and the public circulation of the draft 
document.  The lead agency for the clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site is the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB).  The NCRWQCB reviewed the RAP and approved it on August 8, 2011.  
The AOC has no knowledge as to whether or not all potential hazardous contaminants were 
investigated, and will rely on the approval of the NCRWQCB as the lead expert agency.  In addition, the 
AOC will be completing an independent Phase II investigation of whichever site is ultimately chosen for 
the proposed project, prior to the acquisition of the site.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
13-6 The commenter expresses concern regarding cumulative environmental impacts, specifically, what 

related environmental effects could occur from clean-up of the Railroad Depot Site, if chosen, that 
would need to be considered under CEQA in addition to construction related impacts of the project.  The 
remediation/ clean-up activities would be temporary in nature and would occur prior to site acquisition 
by AOC since the AOC will not purchase the property unless it has been cleaned up to state standards, as 
required by the State Public Works Board, which must approve the acquisition.  Thus, clean-up would be 
complete by the time construction begins on the site (should the site be chosen) and therefore is not a 
reasonably foreseeable future related impact required as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. 

 
In addition, on September 21, 2011 the city of Ukiah adopted a resolution approving an Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Railroad Depot Site acquisition/sale and 
remediation project (note, the MND is included on the CD that is inserted inside the front cover of this 
Final EIR; it can also be accessed online at http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-mendocino.htm, as an appendix 
to the Final EIR.  The MND, approved by the City of Ukiah (September 2011), reviewed the potential 
environmental impacts of the clean-up of the entire Railroad Depot Site and identified the following 
potential significant impacts: 
 

 Air quality; 
 Biological resources; 
 Hazards/hazardous substances; 
 Cultural resources; and 
 Traffic. 

 
Feasible and reasonable mitigation measures were identified that eliminated or reduced those impacts 
to less-than-significant levels.  The MND was publicly noticed and made available for public review 
between July 18, 2011 and August 18, 2011 and was also submitted to the California State 
Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies.  One written comment letter was submitted from the 
North Coast California Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) that agreed with the 
conclusion that the project, as mitigated, would not have a significant adverse impact on the 
environment.  No legal challenge was filed and the applicable statute of limitations period has since 
expired.  The NCRWQCB remains the lead agency overseeing the clean-up efforts of the Railroad Depot 
Site.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 

http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-mendocino.htm
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13-7 The commenter provided a PDF of the Remedial Action Plan, Former Ukiah Rail Yard, dated August 2011, 
prepared by Weston Solutions, in addition to website links containing various documents related to the 
RAP.  Due to its voluminous nature, the RAP is included on the CD that is inserted inside the front cover 
of this Final EIR; it can also be accessed online at http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-mendocino.htm, as an 
appendix to the Final EIR. The commenter asserts that the RAP cannot replace analysis in the EIR 
because the cleanup will not be undertaken unless the Judicial Council buys the Perkins Street Depot 
Property.  Section 4.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, identifies and addresses the 
August 2011 Remedial Action Plan (RAP) that was prepared for the Railroad Depot Site.  In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 requires that the AOC prepare a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment for 
either site that is ultimately chosen for the courthouse relocation prior to its acquisition, ensuring that 
additional site investigation will be completed prior to site acquisition.   

 
As previously stated in Response to Comments above, the city of Ukiah is currently leading efforts to 
remediate the Railroad Depot Site.  This is an independent activity to the relocation of the courthouse.  
Based on correspondence with the city of Ukiah on February 8, 2012,7 the city has and will continue to 
seek clean-up of the property with or without the courthouse being relocated to this site.  The 
commenter requests the EIR describe how the property will be handled since California no longer has 
redevelopment agencies.  As discussed in Response to Comment 13-1 above, the URA along with all 
redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012 by AB1X 26, the 
constitutionality of which was affirmed by the California Supreme Court in California Redevelopment 
Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos (December 29, 2011).  Thereafter, the city of Ukiah, as the 
successor agency to the URA, is leading efforts to remediate the Railroad Depot Site. The AOC has no 
additional knowledge regarding the treatment of the Railroad Depot site beyond what has been 
communicated by the city and information that is otherwise available to the public such as the City’s 
Draft ROPS (refer to Attachment 5, above, Resolution No. 2012-11).  No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
  

                                                             
7 Email correspondence with Mr. Sage Sangiacomo, Assistant City Manager for the City of Ukiah, February 8, 2012. 

http://courts.ca.gov/facilities-mendocino.htm
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Comment Letter 14 
Email followed by hard copy received in U.S. Mail (identical in content; however, scanned hard copy has 
signature). 

 
   



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-121 

  



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-122 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

 
  



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-123 

 
  



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-124 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

 

14-1 

14-2 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-125 

  

14-2, Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-126 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

14-3 

14-4 



  Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 2-127 

 

14-4, Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Environmental Issues 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
2-128 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

Comment Letter 14 Response 
Friends of Gibson Creek 
Linda Sanders 
January 31, 2012 
 

14-1 The commenter provides comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, on behalf of Friends of 
Gibson Creek (FOGC).  The commenter expresses support for the AOC’s selection of the Library Site with 
a daylighted creek for enhancing Gibson Creek and improving fish habitat and special status species.  
The siting of the courthouse and its construction will be managed with the understanding that the 
proposed project is in the vicinity of a natural production stream supporting anadromous fish which are 
to be protected by state and federal law.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s 
analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
14-2 The commenter states that both the Library Site and Railroad Depot Site have culverts that trap and 

harm migrating steelhead, a federally recognized threatened species, and suggests the removal of box 
culverts between Main and Mason Streets.  The AOC acknowledges that such improvements at pre-
existing locations along Gibson Creek would provide long-term benefits related to improved water 
flows, water quality, and fish passage, and offers the following responses to these specific 
recommendations provided by FOGC: 

 
 Daylighting Portions of Gibson Creek - Library Site 
 

The AOC recognizes that the Library Site has culverts that may impede migrating steelhead, as this is an 
existing condition.  As discussed on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR, daylighting would allow the Creek to 
flow generally unimpeded through the property within a natural channel, rather than through this man-
made element. With culvert removal, approximately 300 linear feet of daylighting would occur at the 
Library Site (but not the portion of Gibson Creek under Smith Street). Preliminary estimates indicate that 
the new daylighted width, including the creek bed, would be approximately 60 feet. This width could be 
potentially greater depending on final parking and building orientation.  Development of final design 
specifications including construction activities would be completed in strict adherence to conditions 
required by CDFG, USFWS, Corps, and/or NMFS through the resource agency permitting process (refer 
to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-29, and Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the Draft 
EIR). 
 
Removal of Existing Box Culverts - Railroad Depot Site 
 
With regards to the Railroad Depot Site and the existing downstream box culvert at Leslie Street, CEQA 
specifically requires mitigation that actually relates to and compensates for impacts caused by the 
project, but does not require creation of net environmental benefits not related to or compensating for 
the project.  The Leslie Street culvert crossing is considered an existing off-site condition not impacted 
by the proposed project and so while it may be worthy of consideration on its own merits, the AOC 
considers its removal to be a generalized public benefit that is unrelated to the impact of the project 
were it to be located at the Railroad Hospital Drive crossing which is mitigated through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 (on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR).  

 
 The AOC views the above suggested improvements as beneficial functional enhancements to Gibson 

Creek bringing value the community. The AOC is committed to working in a collaborative partnership 
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with the city and other responsible resource agencies to ensure that impacts to Gibson Creek resulting 
from the proposed courthouse development are minimized to the maximum extent feasible.   
 
The commenter states that in May 21, 2011 correspondence, FOGC recommended a 100’ buffer zone 
from any structure or parking lot located from the Gibson Creek bank to avoid soil compaction; allow for 
stormwater pollution treatment; allow for a natural creek corridor; and allow for adequate room for a 
walk way.  The mitigation measure mentioning a 20-foot setback from Gibson Creek on page 2-13 
(Executive Summary) of the Draft EIR was an error.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the 
Draft EIR does not reflect a specific setback requirement.  As applicable, the AOC will respect minimum 
setback requirements, as recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the work 
anticipated.  This Final EIR provides revised language to the biological resources section, as related to 
Gibson Creek, in Section 3, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR.   
 
Impact 4.3-3, on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR, discusses wetlands and waters in detail, and states that 
Gibson Creek is subject to the jurisdiction of the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG. The required permits may 
include a Department of the Army Permit from the USACE, Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB, 
and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG for any work proposed along the bed and/or 
bank of Gibson Creek.  The AOC will respect minimum setback requirements from Gibson Creek.  
Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
 

14-3 The commenter provides excerpts from the city’s General Plan and Gibson Creek Enhancement and 
Public Access Study (from page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR) regarding the potential daylighting of the creek, 
which FOGC finds encouraging.  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of 
environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 

14-4 The commenter acknowledges that the Draft EIR included FOGCs request to consider design 
recommendations outlined by the California Department of Fish and Game’s resource, “Fish Passage 
Design and Implementation XII-1 April 2009” as a mitigation measure.  FOGC also recommends if the 
Railroad Depot Site is chosen for development of the proposed project, the architects and planners 
should refer to the Cleveland Drainage Study as part of site development and planning.  As noted on 
page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, final courthouse design will be based on existing site constraints such as 
Gibson Creek.  The architect will begin more detailed and site-specific design of the courthouse after the 
AOC completes due diligence, decides whether or not to approve the proposed project, and after a site 
is selected and acquired.  The AOC thanks FOGC for the recommendation.  No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required. 
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Comment Letter 15 

 

 
  

15-1 
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Comment Letter 15 Response 
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 
February 1, 2012 
 

15-1 The commenter provided a list of agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR.  This information is included in 
the record as evidence that the Draft EIR was circulated for the mandatory 45-day review to the State 
Clearinghouse, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  The commenter also provided 
copies of the comment letter from the State of California Public Utilities Commission and the North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, which include comments on the Draft EIR.  Responses to 
comments contained within these two letters are presented in Comment Letter 7 and Comment Letter 
8, respectively (above).  These comments do not identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of 
environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter 16 

 

 
  

16-1 

16-2 

16-3 
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Comment Letter 16 Response 
City of Ukiah Paths, Open Space, and Creeks Commission (POSCC) 
Beth Lang, POSCC Chairperson for the Commission 
February 8, 2012 

 

16-1 The commenter, on behalf of the City of Ukiah Paths, Open Space, and Creeks Commission (POSCC), 
mentioned receipt of a letter from Friends of Gibson Creek (FOGC) regarding the Draft EIR for the New 
Ukiah Courthouse.  The POSCC wanted to reiterate some of FOGCs concerns.  These comments do not 
identify a deficiency in the EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts; therefore, no revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required. 

 
16-2 The commenter expressed the importance of project design and the removal of box culverts to address 

fish barrier and aquatic habitat issues that, if fixed, would improve the natural resources and make the 
city of Ukiah more livable for residents and attractive to tourists.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
14-2, above.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
16-3 The commenter mentioned agreement with FOGS’s recommendations regarding the use of permeable 

paving, large tree wells, and setbacks greater than 20 feet from creeks.  At this point in the project 
development process, a final site design (including landscaping elements) has not been determined; 
however, the project will be constructed to LEED Silver standards to ensure drainage/runoff impacts are 
less than significant.  In addition, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board requires the use 
of Low Impact Development (LID) and Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the proposed project.  The 
proposed project would comply with state and federal requirements and would include the 
implementation of BMPs and LID measures to reduce potential effects of construction and/or long-term 
operation of the proposed project.  The LID strategies for the proposed project may include the use of 
integrated stormwater retention and detention areas, reduction of impervious surfaces, lengthening of 
flow paths and runoff time, or use of natural vegetation and soil to filter runoff, among other methods.  
The mitigation measure mentioning a 20-foot setback from Gibson Creek on page 2-13 (Executive 
Summary) of the Draft EIR was an error.  Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR does 
not reflect a specific setback requirement.  As applicable, the AOC will respect minimum setback 
requirements from the creek, as recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the 
work anticipated.  This Final EIR provides revised language to the biological resources section, as related 
to Gibson Creek, in Section 3, Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR. 
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3 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This section contains changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are being made based upon agency and public 
comments received and responded to in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR.  The changes are presented in the order in 
which they appear in the Draft EIR and are identified by Draft EIR page number. Text deletions are shown in 
strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in double underline (double underline).  These minor changes do 
not affect the Draft EIR’s analysis and do not change any conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
Page 2-10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Impact 4.2-3.  Operational Emissions. 

Library Site.  Operational emissions at the Library Site and or the Railroad Depot Site would not exceed 
MCAQMD’s significance thresholds for criteria pollutants and, thus, would not contribute to pollutant 
concentrations that exceed the NAAQS or CAAQS. Therefore, this is a less than significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

Refer to Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 through and 4.10-3 in Chapter 4.10, Traffic and Circulation. 
 

Page 2-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Impact 4.3-2.  Potential Impacts on Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Community. 

Library Site.  The Library Site is disturbed and supports existing development; however, Gibson Creek runs 
through the property. No wetlands or other sensitive habitat were identified on-site that would be potentially 
impacted by the proposed project.  The site supports Urban and Riverine habitat.  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Page 2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC shall implement the following measures to reduce potential impacts on Gibson Creek:  

 The AOC shall develop the proposed project to the best extent feasible to avoid direct impacts to the on-site 
portion of Gibson Creek, and/or any streams, wetlands, or riparian habitat outside of the Library Site or the 
Railroad Depot Site. Fencing and signage shall be implemented as necessary to avoid unintentional disturbance 
to on-site or off-site wetlands or streams. The following shall be implemented by the AOC in the event site 
development requires in-channel disturbance to Gibson Creek: 

 Activities related to the day-lighting of Gibson Creek at the Library Site under either Library Site design 
scenario shall require AOC consultation with the United States Army Corps of Engineers, (USACE), Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), including 
requisition of all necessary permits and authorizations, prior to in-channel disturbance. 

 The Hospital Drive extension over Gibson Creek contemplated for both the Railroad Depot Site design 
scenarios shall be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable requirements set forth in 
CDFG’s Fish Passage Design and Implementation XII-1 (April 2009) to promote efficient and safe fish 
passage. 
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Page 2-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
 The AOC shall design the proposed project in a manner that minimizes impacts to waters of the United States 

to the degree feasible. Any necessary direct impacts (i.e., discharge of dredged or fill material) to waters of the 
United States shall be limited to the minimum area necessary to accomplish project objectives. Prior to any 
direct impacts to waters of the United States, all required USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG permits and 
authorizations shall be obtained. All terms and conditions of the required permits and authorizations shall be 
implemented. As applicable, the AOC will respect minimum setback requirements from the Creek, as 
recommended by the appropriate agency, and as applicable to the work anticipated. This includes a 20-foot 
setback from the Gibson Creek, which shall be required by the AOC. 

 
Page 2-14 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a to reduce potential impacts on the Central California coast 
coho salmon, Central California coast steelhead, California coastal Chinook salmon, foothill yellow-legged frog, and 
western pond turtle. 

In addition, the AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on migratory bird 
populations: 

 If feasible, vegetation and/or building removal on the Library Site or Railroad Depot Site shall be conducted 
between August 1 and February 28. If vegetation and/or building removal must be conducted between March 
1 and July 31, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within two weeks prior to initiation of work; if active 
nests are present, work within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be postponed until the young have fledged, unless a 
smaller nest buffer zone is previously authorized by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Page 2-16 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a – Library Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on potential historic 
resources: 

 Should the Library Site be selected for construction of the proposed project, the potential eligibility for listing 
in the CRHR of onsite structures shall be determined by a qualified architectural historian, prior to building 
disturbance or demolition of existing buildings, and forms shall be filed as appropriate.  If the buildings are 
determined to be eligible either alone or as a district by either a qualified architectural historian or SHPO, the 
AOC, following consultation with SHPO, shall implement be required to provide additional mitigation for 
project impacts. Mitigation measures may include such actions as the requirement to prepare a complete 
recording and photo documentation of the structures; reuse of building elements in new construction; 
installation of a commemorative plaque; and/or construction the installation of an interpretive diorama 
element of the original buildings that would to be displayed in the lobby a prominent location of the new 
courthouse. Appropriate mitigation measures would be determined through SHPO consultation at the time 
when the buildings are determined to be eligible. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b – Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on potential historic 
resources: 
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 Should the Railroad Depot Site be selected for construction of the proposed project, site records shall be 
updated and SHPO concurrence obtained regarding the eligibility determinations for the four historic 
resources identified within the site.  If the on-site resources are determined to be eligible for listing, and 
disturbance or demolition of one or more of the resources cannot be avoided, the AOC shall be required to 
provide additional mitigation for project impacts. Mitigation measures may include such actions as the 
requirement to prepare a complete recording and photo documentation of the affected resources structures; 
reuse of building structural elements in new construction; installation of a commemorative plaque; and/or the 
installation of an interpretive diorama element of the original buildings that would to be displayed in the lobby 
a prominent location of the new courthouse. Appropriate mitigation measures would be determined through 
SHPO consultation at the time when the resources are determined to be eligible. 

Page 2-17 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on potential archaeological 
resources: 

 In the event that unanticipated previously unevaluated archaeological resources are discovered (i.e., burnt 
animal bone, midden soils, projectile points or other humanly-modified lithics, historic artifacts, etc.) all earth-
disturbing work shall stop within 50 feet of the find until a qualified archaeologist can make an assessment of 
the discovery and recommend/implement mitigation measures as necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on potential paleontological 
resources: 

 During ground-disturbing construction activities, in the event that fossils are discovered, all ground 
disturbing activities shall cease within a 100-foot radius of the find.  A qualified paleontologist (an individual 
with an M.S. or Ph. D. in paleontology or geology, who is familiar with paleontological procedures and 
techniques,) shall then be consulted to development and oversee the implementation of a recovery plan 
that would remove the fossils.   

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

In the event that unanticipated human remains are encountered, compliance with federal and state regulations 
and guidelines regarding the treatment of human remains shall be required. The following details the procedures 
to be followed in the event that new human remains are discovered. 
 
Page 2-25 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Impact 4.7-4.  Substantial Alteration of Existing Drainage Patterns or that Would Substantially Increase the 
Rate or Amount of Surface Water Runoff in a Manner that Would Result in Flooding Onsite or Offsite. 
 
Development of the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site with the proposed 114,000 square-foot courthouse 
and associated improvements would have the potential to alter onsite drainage patterns, thereby changing 
runoff rates or volumes that could ultimately result in flooding. However, the proposed project would be 
designed consistent with AOC standards and would comply with the requirements of the NPDES permit to 
ensure that stormwater quantities are effectively reduced and properly treated to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level.  This would be a significant impact. 
 



Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR 

 Administrative Office of the Courts 
3-4 New Ukiah Courthouse Final EIR 

Page 2-33 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Impact 4.10-3.  Site Access.  The project will introduce new driveways connecting to existing or approved 
roadway facilities. 

The proposed project will introduce new driveways connecting to existing or approved roadway facilities.  The 
two access alternatives for the Library Site would involve road closures which would alter the traffic patterns in 
the vicinity and could result in increased traffic on other roadway segments.  In addition, the at-grade rail 
crossing and new access points for both the Library and Railroad Depot Sites could result in increased hazard 
due to operational features. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
 
Page 2-35 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-4c – Railroad Depot Site  

For the Railroad Depot Site, should the railroad become operational prior to the completion of construction, the 
AOC shall work coordinate with the CPUC and the NWPRA to determine the specific pedestrian safety 
requirements for the at-grade rail crossing on Perkins Street. 
 
Page 4.1-37 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-4b – Railroad Depot Site 

 The final courthouse design shall ensure that any exterior lighting does not spill over onto the adjacent uses.  
The architect shall prepare and submit an Outdoor Lighting Plan to the Administrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC) for review and approval, prior to construction related ground disturbing activities, that includes a 
footcandle map illustrating the amount of no light from the Project site at spills over onto adjacent light 
sensitive receptors.  All exterior light fixtures (including street lighting) shall be shielded or directed away from 
adjoining uses. Landscape lighting levels shall respond to the type, intensity, and location of use.  Safety and 
security for pedestrians and vehicular movements shall be anticipated. 

 
Page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Implementation of BMPs, combined with the associated monitoring to ensure BMP effectiveness throughout the 
duration of construction, would ensure that sediment/pollutant transport to Gibson Creek is avoided, thereby 
precluding potential indirect impacts to special-status salmonids and critical habitat designated for Central 
California coast coho salmon. Additionally, the AOC will respect minimum setback requirements shall require all 
development to be set back 20 feet from the stream bank to further minimize potential indirect impacts, 
combined with the CDFG requirement that any development near Gibson Creek avoid the dripline of riparian 
vegetation along the stream bank.  However, potential direct impacts resulting from disturbance of the species 
(if present) or of associated habitat during in-water work conducted during the construction phase would be 
considered a potentially significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 – Library Site and Railroad Depot Site 

The AOC, or its contractor, shall implement the following measures to reduce impacts on special-status animal 
species: 

 Construction activities within the bed and/or banks of Gibson Creek shall be restricted to the dry-season 
when the channel is dry to avoid impacts to the foothill yellow-legged frog, western pond turtle, and 
salmonids. If work cannot be restricted to the dry season, immediately prior to on-site, in-water 
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construction activities, the AOC, or its project contractor, shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct 
focused surveys of aquatic sites for these species.  If such species are found to be present at the time of the 
survey, salmonids, turtles, frogs, tadpoles, and/or egg masses shall be relocated to a safe location 
upstream or downstream to avoid direct impacts.  

 Should construction fleet vehicles and/or equipment necessary for courthouse construction be procured 
outside of the Ukiah Valley, the following provision shall be included on all final construction documents: 

-  All construction vehicles and equipment shall be thoroughly washed at a commercial wash facility 
prior to entering the Ukiah Valley. Particular care shall be taken to remove mud and debris from the 
wheel wells, undercarriage, and other areas at which mud and debris may accumulate. 

 
Page 4.7-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam 

According to the Draft Ukiah Valley Area Plan (December, 2010 August, 2011) Health and Safety Section, 
hypothetically, in the event of a total dam failure when Lake Mendocino is filled to capacity, water would flow 
north up the Russian River channel to a point north of Highway 20. Between Highway 20 and Calpella, the 
topography of the channel would keep the water confined between the bluffs and North State Street.  
 
Page 4.7-14 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Impact  
4.7-4 

Substantial Alteration of Existing Drainage Patterns or that Would Substantially Increase the 
Rate or Amount of Surface Water Runoff in a Manner that Would Result in Flooding Onsite or 
Offsite. Development of the Library Site or the Railroad Depot Site with the proposed 114,000 
square-foot courthouse and associated improvements would have the potential to alter onsite 
drainage patterns, thereby changing runoff rates or volumes that could ultimately result in 
flooding. However, the proposed project would be designed consistent with AOC standards 
and would comply with the requirements of the NPDES permit to ensure that stormwater 
quantities are effectively reduced and properly treated to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level.  This would be a significant impact. 

 

Page 4.7-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Impact 4.7-9.  Exposure of People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death Involving Flooding, 
Including Flooding as a Result of the Failure of a Levee or Dam. 
 
The USACE resource documents associated with Coyote Dam do not indicate the current level of risk associated 
with a potential dam failure. According to the Draft Ukiah Valley Area Plan (December, 2010August, 2011) Health 
and Safety Section, in the hypothetical event of a total dam failure when Lake Mendocino is filled to capacity, 
water would flow north up the Russian River channel to a point north of Highway 20. 
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Page 4.10-36 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 

Significance after Mitigation 
 
With Mitigation Measures 4.10-3a and 4.10-3b, the impact of the increased hazards due to operational facilities, 
such as new driveway access points, is less than significant. 

 

Page 4.10-38 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 
 
Significance after Mitigation 

 
With Mitigation Measures 4.10-5a and 4.10-5b, the potential impact to bicycle facilities would be less than 
significant. 
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